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M E M O R A N D U M  

TO: Mayor and City Council 

FROM: Ken Gibb, Community Development Direct 

DATE: April I I, 2006 

RE: Land Development Code Text Amendment (LDT05-00001) to Revise Chapter2.9 of the 
Land Development Code (Historic Preservation Provisions) and Other Related 
Chapters 

1. ISSUE 

The City of Corvallis is proposing a Land Development Code Text Amendment to amend the regulations 
associated with the City's Historic Preservation Program. These provisions are located in Chapter 2.9 of 
the Land Development Code and other related Code chapters. The City Council identified this effort as 
a high priority work program item for the Planning Division for this calendar year. In accordance with Land 
Development Code Section 1.2.80.02, the City Council initiated this Land Development Code Text 
Amendment on June 20, 2005 (Attachments S and T of Exhibit VI). In accordance with Land 
Development Code Section 1.2.80.03, the Planning Commission conducted and completed a public 
hearing process for the Text Amendment on January 25,2006, February 8, 15, and 22,2006, and March 
8 and 22, 2006 (Exhibits III & IV). The Planning Commission has forwarded its unanimous 
recommendation for approval to the City Council (Exhibits I & I!). 

In accordance with Land Development Code Section 1.2.80.03, the City Council must also conduct and 
complete a public hearing to adopt this Land Development Code Text Amendment. On March 6, 2006, 
the City Council scheduled this public hearing for April 24, 2006, to consider the recommendation of the 
Planning Commission and ultimately to make a decision regarding the proposed Land Development Code 
Text Amendment. 

To assist the City Council in reviewing the large amount of documentation associated with 
this proposed Text Amendment, staff has organized this City Council staff report such that by 
reading this cover memo along with Exhibit I, the Council will be able to view the broad 
picture of the proposed Text Amendment and the recommendations developed to date. The 
remaining Exhibits II - VI are background documents that provide the full evaluation of this 
Project relative to criteria, public testimony, supplemental documents, previous drafts, 
minutes, etc. The main topics of this cover memo and Exhibit I are outlined at the top of the 
next page. 
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COVER MEMO 
I. Need for the Text Amendment and Process to Date; 
2. Summary of HPAB-recommended Version of the Text Amendment; 
3. Summary of Planning Commission-recommended Changes to the HPAB Version; 
4. Summary of Additional Staff-recommended Changes to the Planning Commission 

Version; and 
5. Recommendation 

EXHIBIT I 
"Clean" Planning Commission-recommended Version of the proposed Text Amendment. 
Includes the minor additional staff-proposed changes. (Staff-proposed changes are indicated in 
italics, italics &+emf, ifalics redline, and/or italics redline &hkmm#). 

11. BACKGROUND 

A. Need for Revisions to the Citv's Historic Preservation Provisions 

The City last amended its Historic Preservation Provisions in July 2003, principally to establish 
requirements relevant to Historic Districts. These provisions were needed because of the 
formation of two new National Register of Historic Places Historic Districts: Avery-Helm on January 
27, 2000, and College Hill West on August I, 2002. With the formation of these new National 
Register of Historic Places Historic Districts, the number of properties subject to the City's Historic 
Preservation Provisions increased to just over 500, including the individually listed resources 
(Attachment B, C, and D of Exhibit VI). Increased staff and Historic Preservation Advisory Board 
(HPAB) resources have been needed to review Historic Preservation Permit applications and to 
otherwise administer the regulations in Chapter 2.9. At the same time, Council and Budget 
Commission direction through past budget prioritization decisions has been to limit the staff 
resources devoted to the Historic Preservation Program. Staff's and the HPAB's work program has 
shifted towards an emphasis on Historic Preservation Permit review. 

Since the 2003 Code amendments, Planning Division staff, the Historic Preservation Advisory 
Board, and affected property owners have gained experience with the implementation of the 
Historic Preservation Code provisions. Grey areas and gaps have been identified over time 
regarding the appropriate review procedures that should apply to specific development scenarios. 
Accordingly, the primary goal of this proposed Text Amendment is to improve upon the clarity and 
objectivity of the criteria and standards that guide land use decisions affecting historic resources. 

Another important objective of this Text Amendment is to clarify the appropriate decision-maker 
or decision-making body for different categories of Historic Preservation decisions and to provide 
appropriate review criteria for each type of decision. The Historic Preservation Advisory Board is 
recommended to assume a quasi-judicial decision-making role for certain Historic Preservation 
Permit applications. The existing Code specifies that the Board make recommendations on 
Historic Preservation Permits to the Director, and the Director then acts on those 
recommendations. In many ways the Board has assumed a de facto decision-making role and it 
may be appropriate to recognize the Board as the appropriate decision-making body for 
discretionary Historic Preservation Permits. The Board's assumption of a quasi-judicial decision- 

L:\CD\Planning\Developrnent Review\Land Development Code Text Amendments\LDTO5 Cases\Chapter 2.9 
Update\Staff Reports\CC Staff Report docs\CC staff report draft.wpd 2 



making role is consistent with the situation in many other jurisdictions acting as Certified Local 
Governments to carry out local, state, and federal Historic Preservation regulations. The Oregon 
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), which oversees the Certified Local Government (CLG) 
program, also supports the HPAB's assumption of a quasi-judicial decision-making role. 

Several other procedural changes and clarifications are proposed to address state land use 
requirements. For example, the Code changes are intended to ensure that all decisions regarding 
Historic Preservation Permits can be acted upon at the local level within 120 days of the date of 
a complete application. Accordingly, some layers of review under the existing Code have been 
eliminated to guarantee that all reviews, including possible local appeals, can be accommodated 
within this 120-day period. Per state law, a 20-day public notice prior to HPAB public hearings is 
proposed. 

Finally, the roles, responsibilities, and makeup of the Historic Preservation Advisory Board are 
spelled out in Corvallis Municipal Code (CMC), Section 1.16.250. The changes proposed in this 
Land Development Code Text Amendment, particularly the proposed changes to decision-making 
authority, will necessitate some changes to the CMC. CMC changes are to be processed 
separately from this project. The City Council will need to address those in response to its actions 
on this Text Amendment. 

B. Process to Date for Proposed Land Development Code Text Channes Associated 
with Revisions to the Citv's Historic Preservation Provisions: 

The Land Development Code identifies procedures for Legislative Amendments to the Land 
Development Code in Chapter 1.2, which states that such Amendments must be initiated by a 
majority vote of the Planning Commission or the City Council. As mentioned, the City Council 
initiated this Text Amendment on June 20, 2005 (Attachments S and T of Exhibit VI). The 
Planning Commission was required to hold a public hearing regarding the proposed Text 
Amendment and develop a recommendation to the City Council. The Planning Commission 
conducted and completed that public hearing process for the Text Amendment on January 25, 
2006, February 8, 15, and 22, 2006, and March 8 and 22, 2006 (Exhibits I - VI). The Planning 
Commission has forwarded its unanimous recommendation for approval to the City Council 
(Exhibits I & 11). The City Council is to act on the proposed Text Amendment following a 
subsequent Council public hearing. 

The proposed Text Amendment (Exhibits I & il) reflects recommendations made by the Planning 
Commission during its deliberations for its recent public hearing process. Prior to the presentation 
of the formal Land Development Code Text Amendment to the Planning Commission, the Historic 
Preservation Advisory Board held a series of public workshops through the spring and fall of 2005. 
The HPAB recommended modifications to an initial draft of proposed Code changes prepared by 
Planning Division staff. Staff's initial draft reflected suggestions based on past experience 
administering the existing Code, feedback from other affected staff, a review of historic 
preservation Codes from other Oregon jurisdictions, and research regarding applicable state and 
federal historic preservation requirements. 

During the HPAB workshops, owners of historic properties and other interested citizens provided 
comment to the Board. The HPAB-recommended version of the Text Amendment was distributed 
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to the Planning Commission and City Council in a memo dated October 27, 2005, and a 
worksession was held on November 16, 2005, at which the Chair of the HPAB presented the 
document. 

In the Planning Commission's public hearing, the Commission was presented a draft of the HPAB- 
recommended provisions that included recommendations from staff for some changes (Attachment 
A of Exhibit VI). Public testimony submitted to the Planning Commission is included in Exhibits 
IV - VI. The Planning Commission considered the HPAB recommendation, the additional 
information presented by staff, and all the public testimony in developing a recommendation for the 
City Council. That recommendation is presented as Exhibits I & li. 

C. Summary of HPAB Recommendation to Plannina Commission: 

Affected Land Development Code Chapters Associated with 
the Proposed "Chapter 2.9 Update" Proiect 

The HPAB-recommended Text Amendment would adopt changes to Land Development Code 
Chapters 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.6, 2.0, 2.2, 2.3, 2.5, 2.9, 2.16, 2.19, 3.31, 4.0, 4.2, 4.7, and 4.9, as 
described below. More detailed discussion of these proposed changes relative to applicable review 
criteria is contained in Exhibit VI of this staff report. The Planning Commission recommendation 
for this Text Amendment incorporates the HPAB-recommendation and revises it as outlined in 
Section 1II.A of this staff report. Additional staff-recommended minor changes to the Planning 
Commission recommendation are addressed in Section 1II.B of this staff report. 

1 Chapter I .I - The City Council and Its Agencies and Officers: 

The Historic Preservation Advisory Board is listed along with the Planning Commission and 
Land Development Hearings Board as an entity authorized by the City Council to implement 
land use plans and controls. The specific duties of the Historic Preservation Advisory Board 
are described.' As part of this Text Amendment, the HPAB is proposed to become a quasi- 
judicial body for discretionary historic preservation decisions. Changes are proposed 
throughout the Code to reflect this recommended quasi-judicial decision-making role. 

2. Chapter I .2 - Legal Framework: 

Minor corrections are proposed to note the levels of review associated with different 
categories of Historic Preservation Permits and Historic Preservation Overlay-related 
Development District Change decisions, consistent with other proposed changes to 
Chapters 2.2 and 2.9. 

' Related to its evaluation of this Text Amendment, the Council will need to review Cowallis Municipal 
Code Chapter I .16, which identifies the composition and duties of the Historic Preservation Advisory Board. 
This review may result in a name change for the Board, which could, in turn, trigger the need for global 
changes throughout the Land Development Code wherever the Board is listed. 
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3. Chapter 1.3 - Enforcement: 

The Historic Preservation Advisory Board is added to the list of decision-making bodies 
having the authority to establish conditions of approval. This is consistent with the 
recommendation to establish the HPAB as a quasi-judicial body for historic preservation 
decisions. 

4. Chapter I .6 - Definitions: 

New definitions are proposed to establish a clear and consistent framework for the Historic 
Preservation Permit provisions in Chapter 2.9, historic designation provisions in Chapter 
2.2, and other Code Chapters which reference historic resources. Several definitions are 
recommended to make legal distinctions for resources listed in the Corvallis Register of 
Historic Landmarks and Districts (Local Register) and the National Register of Historic 
Places. Currently, Chapter 1.6 does not include any definitions relating to historic 
preservation, and so these changes are intended to aid in the implementation of the Code. 

5. Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings: 

Changes are proposed to be consistent with recommendations in Chapters 2.2 and 2.9 that 
establish the HPAB as a quasi-judicial decision-making body for certain Historic 
Preservation Permits and District Change decisions. Some other changes are 
recommended to list public notice recipients for historic preservation decisions and the 
coordination of multiple land use applications filed together when at least one of the 
applications pertains to a historic preservation decision. 

6.  Chapter 2.2 - Development District Changes: 

New provisions are recommended to establish procedures and criteria for adding or 
removing a Historic Preservation Overlay (HPO) for historic resources proposed to be listed 
in (or removed from) the Local Register. These provisions are proposed to replace existing 
sections of Chapter 2.9 because Historic Preservation Overlay-related actions are 
considered to be a type of District Change decision. A new administrative District Change 
process is proposed to implement a state law that requires local jurisdictions to remove a 
historic designation that was placed counter to documented prior owner objection to that 
designation. 

7. Chapter 2.3 - Conditional Development and Chapter 2.5 - Planned 
Development: 

A new review criterion is added to both Chapters regarding the visual impacts on any 
adjacent designated historic resources of a proposed development adjacent to a Historic 
District. 
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8. Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation Provisions: 

Most of the recommended changes that are the subject of this Land Development Code 
Text Amendment apply to Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation Provisions. Accordingly, a 
wholesale revision to Chapter 2.9 is proposed, and it is recommended that the existing 
Chapter 2.9 be replaced by the newly proposed one. The current Chapter 2.9 is provided 
for reference as Attachment E of Exhibit VI. Highlighted proposed changes to Chapter 2.9 
are listed below: 

a Updated Backqround and Purpose Statements - Several wording changes are 
recommended to reflect information in the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan and to 
describe the City's historic preservation program. 

. Ap~licabilitv - Consistent terminology is proposed to identify designated historic 
resources subject to the City's Historic Preservation Provisions, including specific 
references to the Local Register and/or the National Register of Historic Places, as 
appropriate. The Chapter 2.9 Provisions also are proposed to apply to public or 
private street rights-of-way located within or adjacent to a National Register of 
Historic Places Historic District. Sources of information that the Director may refer 
to in determining the historic significance of a historic resource, or attributes thereof, 
are listed. Changes are proposed throughout Chapter 2.9 to identify those features 
of a historic resource that are considered significant and therefore subject to review. 

o Exempt Activities - A new section is proposed to define activities which do not 
trigger the need to obtain a Historic Preservation Permit. In most cases, the listed 
activities are intended to clarify the current Code andlor past Historic Preservation 
Permit interpretations. 

. Emerqency Actions - New standards for documentation of a historic resource prior 
to undertaking an emergency action are recommended. After the immediate 
emergency has been addressed, a follow-up Historic Preservation Permit may be 
required to address any needed changes resulting from the emergency. 

s Two-Tier Historic Preservation Permit Review - A two-tier Historic Preservation 
Permit review system is proposed whereby certain changes can be reviewed 
administratively (subject to a Director-Level Historic Preservation Permit) and other 
changes are evaluated by the Historic Preservation Advisory Board through a public 
hearing process (subject to a HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permit). A two-tier 
system is consistent with the current Code, with the exception that the HPAB is 
proposed to assume quasi-judicial decision-making authority for HPAB-Level 
Historic Preservation Permits. Changes are proposed to ensure that the associated 
review procedures are consistent with state and local requirements for the 
processing of land use applications. For example, certain layers of review have 
been eliminated to insure that final action at the local level, including all possible 
levels of appeal, can be accomplished within 120 days of the receipt of a complete 
application, as required under state land use law. 
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a Application Requirements - An expanded list of information for a Historic 

Preservation Permit application is proposed to be consistent with recent past 
practice and to facilitate efficient and effective Permit review. Lesser application 
requirements may be approved by the Director for Director-Level Historic 
Preservation Permits. Any SHPO recommendations, or other information required 
under state or federal law, that is relevant to the Historic Preservation Permit, are 
required to be included in the application. Any application information needed for 
unique types of Historic Preservation Permits, such as Demolition Permits, is listed. 

e Historic Presewafion Permit Review Criteria - Expanded criteria for the review of 
Historic Preservation Permits are recommended. These criteria are intended to 
implement the federal Secretary of lnterior Standards for Rehabilitation, which are 
incorporated by reference as review criteria in the existing Code. The HPAB 
recommended listing the Secretary of lnterior Standards for Rehabilitation verbatim 
as additional review criteria for HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permits. 
Acknowledgment is made that the Secretary of lnterior Standards for Preservation 
were considered in the development of the revised review criteria for different 
Historic Preservation Permit categories. Detailed compatibility criteria addressing 
facades, building materials, architectural details, scale and proportion, height, roof 
shape, pattern of window and door openings, building orientation, site development, 
accessory developmentlstructures, and garages are proposed. New criteria 
pertaining to the removal of a historically significant tree also are proposed. 

a Consolidation of Alteration and New Construction Provisions - In contrast to the 
existing Code, the proposed processes and review criteria for Alteration and New 
Construction are combined. This change was recommended to reduce the Code's 
complexity when it was found that the proposed review criteria and processes for 
these two sections were nearly identical. Additionally, grey areas can emerge in 
practice regarding what constitutes an "Alteration" versus "New Construction," so 
implementation of the Code is expected to be simplified by merging these two 
categories. 

G# Clarification of Specific Actions Eliqible for Director-Level Historic Preservation 
Permit Review - As is the case in the current Code, specific changes that can be 
reviewed administratively are listed. However, the revised provisions are intended 
to provide greater clarity regarding the specific types of changes that can be 
accomplished under this process. The listed items also are intended to be clear and 
objective so that the Director does not exert discretion in acting on the Permit 
request. Legally, such changes may be categorized as a form of General 
Development, as defined in Chapter 1.2, and public notice for these Permits is not 
required. These changes are intended to make the Director-Level review process 
more consistent with state law than is the case under the current Code. 

a Tree Provisions - New criteria are recommended to define a historically significant 
tree. Other proposed new provisions pertain to emergency tree removal and the 
removal of a historically significant tree. Consultation with the City's Urban Forester 
may be required for certain tree-related actions. 
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a Revised Demolition Review Criteria and Procedures - The review criteria for a 
Historic Preservation Permit to demolish a historic resource have been revised. The 
proposed review criteria include alternatives to demolition. While such alternatives 
are listed in the current Code, changes are recommended to enable action on a 
complete Historic Preservation Permit application for Demolition within 120 days, 
as required by state law, and to encourage early consideration of alternatives. 
Documentation of the historic resource proposed to be demolished shall be required 
prior to the issuance of a building permit for the demolition. A new proposed 
temporary stay in the issuance of a building permit for demolition of a publicly- 
owned historic resource subject to a pending nomination for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places also is recommended. 

rn New Movins Provisions - The existing Code features a combined Demolition and 
Moving section, with few distinctions for these two actions. New distinct procedures 
and review criteria are recommended for Moving applications. A Moving request 
is considered to apply only to the removal of a historic resource from its current 
location. Evaluation of the installation of the resource at its new location is 
recommended to be done per the Alteration and New Construction provisions. In 
practice, the City has received very few Moving applications, so these changes are 
recommended primarily to make the Code more consistent and complete. 

@ New Hardship Criteria forAppeals - New criteria are proposed for the consideration 
of claims of economic or undue hardship where an applicant was denied a Historic 
Preservation Permit or granted a Permit with conditions which are alleged to 
constitute an undue hardship. 

o New Enforcement Provisions - Violations of any Historic Preservation Provisions in 
the Code are subject to the general Land Development Code Enforcement 
Provisions contained in Chapter 1.3. A new section in Chapter 2.9 is recommended 
to augment the Chapter I .3 provisions to note the remedies which may be required 
for violations of any of the City's historic preservation regulations. 

9. Chapter 2.16 - Request for Interpretation: 

A change is recommended to reference the Historic Preservation Advisory Board, along 
with the Land Development Hearings Board, Planning Commission, and City Council, as 
an entity not bound by a formal Director Interpretation when making a decision. This 
change is needed to include the HPAB as one of the City's land use decision-making 
bodies, given other changes recommended as part of this Text Amendment. 

10. Chapter 2.19 - Appeals: 

Changes are recommended to note that appeals of Director-Level Historic Preservation 
Permits shall be reviewed by the Historic Preservation Advisory Board and appeals of 
newly-established Administrative District Change decisions by the Director (for removal of 
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a Historic Preservation Overlay under limited circumstances provided for under state law) 
shall be reviewed by the City Council. These changes are needed to be consistent with 
other Code recommendations. 

I I. Chapter 3.31 - HPO (Historic Preservation Overlay) District: 

Clarifications are provided to note that a Historic Preservation Overlay District designation 
applies only to Local Register historic resources. The process by which historic resources 
listed in the National Register of Historic Resources are regulated under the Code is 
referenced. Updated purpose statements are proposed to be consistent with similar 
changes recommended for Chapter 2.9. Updated references to appropriate sections of 
Chapters 2.2 and 2.9 also are provided. 

12. Chapter 4.0 - Improvements Required with Development: 

A proposed new pedestrian development standard specifies that a contractor 
sidewalklstreet stamp in an existing sidewalk that is impacted by a proposed development 
is to be left in its current state or incorporated into the new sidewalk for the development 
site. 

13. Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening: 

A reference to the new definitions, procedures, and review criteria for historically significant 
trees in Chapter 2.9 is proposed. 

14. Chapter 4.7 - Corvallis Sign Regulations: 

A clarification to an existing Sign Code exemption for small historical signs is proposed to 
extend the exemption for such signs placed on any designated historic resource listed in 
the Local Register and/or National Register of Historic Places, not only for a "historic 
contributing" resource as is now the case. Such signs may display only historical 
information, such as the official historic name of the building, date of erection, and/or logo. 

15. Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions: 

A correction is proposed for the Wireless Telecommunications Section to refer to 
designated historic resources rather than "Historic Preservation District Overlay" properties. 
The Historic Preservation Overlay District designation applies only to Local Register historic 
resources. In contrast, "designated historic resources" are defined as historic resources 
listed in the Local Register andlor the National Register of Historic Places. 

Ill. EVALUATION 

A complete evaluation of this proposed Land Development Code Text Amendment (LDT05-00001) is 
contained in the Report to Planning Commission dated January 1 1,2006, (Exhibit V). Staff have reviewed 
that document and determined that its analysis and conclusions remain consistent with the proposal 
recommended by the Planning Commission and presented here. Consequently, this section of the staff 
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report to the City Council focuses on two issues. First, the specific changes recommended by the Planning 
Commission to the HPAB1s proposal. Second, some minor revisions that staff has identified, some of 
which respond to past permit requests. 

As a part of the evaluation of this proposal for the Planning Commission's review, staff developed two 
matrices that compared the current LDC provisions with subsequent iterations from staff and from the 
HPAB. One reviewed past permits from 2000 to the present against these standards and criteria. The 
second looked at the proposed Code and evaluated how its provisions compared across these iterations 
with regard to process (exemptions, Director-level reviews, or HPAB-level reviews). These matrices have 
been updated to compare the current LDC provisions to the Planning Commission's proposal as an aid 
to the City Council's review (Exhibit Ill). 

A summary of the March 22, 2006, Planning Commission's recommended changes to the HPAB 
recommendation of the Code changes is presented below. Following the insertion of all the 
recommended changes into the appropriate Chapters of the Land Development Code, staff further 
reviewed the document for consistency and readability. In a limited number of cases, staff is proposing 
some minor substantive changes (Section II1.B of this staff report to the City Council). Some grammatical 
and readability changes are also proposed. What is presented in the recommended chapters uses similar 
formatting to previous iterations of these provisions as shown in the table below. 
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Exhibit I & Section 1II.B of 
this Staff Report (Memo) to 
the City Council - Specific 
Additional Modifications 
Recommended by Staff 

Section II1.A of this Staff 
Report (Memo) to the City 
Council - Summary of 
Planning Commission 
Modifications to HPAB 
Recommendation 

FORMATTING 

A "clean" version of: 
I )  The Planning Commission's recommendation that 
incorporates all the changes to date (including those from the 
Planning Commission Notice of Disposition). Changes to 
existing Code Chapters show changes with redline added text or 
sb%eeut text formatting. Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation 
Provisions is a complete replacement for the current Chapter 2.9 
and, therefore, just shows plain text that incorporates that 
changes to date; and 
2) Additional minor changes recommended by staff. Staff- 
recommended changes involving only minor wording items are 
noted in a combination of italics added text and italic s&ibe& 
text-formatting; and staff-recommended changes involving minor 
substantive items are noted in italics redline added text and 
italics redline &%k c?u; :cx; formatting. 

Summary of changes from the Planning Commission Notice of 
Disposition. Commission-directed changes noted in a 
combination of italic text (some of which is italics redline added 
- - text and some of which is P text formatting, and 
some of which is shaded text formatting). 



A. Planninq Commission Revisions to HPAB-Recommended Materials: 

The specific Planning Commission revisions to the HPAB-recommended materials include: 

I. Global Changes: 

. Throughout the chapters, the Planning Commission's recommended changes to the 
HPAB recommendation are indicated by italics and, in some areas, shading of text. 

e The minor wording changes that were made by the Planning Commission are 
included (as italicized and/or shaded text) in the full list of Planning Commission 
changes (Exhibit I!), and are not discussed further below. 

. The Commission also directed that terms that had associated definitions in Chapter 
1.6 - Definitions, and terms that stated a land use process, should be capitalized 
throughout the Code and that the HPAB recommendation should be modified 
accordingly. As part of this effort, the Planning Commission also directed that the 
affected chapters be checked for terminology consistency and changed to ensure 
that the correct terms were used throughout the Code. 

a Modified text provides some additional flexibility for property owners of Designated 
Historic Resources in topic areas that would not damage the Resources, as an 
incentive to comply with the remainder of the Historic Preservation Provisions and 
better achieve to goal of the Provisions as a whole. 

2. Chapters 1 .I - The City Council and Its Agencies and Officers; Chapter 2.0 - Public 
Hearings; Chapter 1.3 - Enforcement; Chapter 2.3 - Conditional Development, 
Chapter 2.5 - Planned Development; Chapter 2.16 - Request for Interpretation; 
Chapter 4.0 - Improvements Required with Development; Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, 
Buffering, and Screening; and Chapter 4.9 -Additional Provisions: 

. No additional changes other than those outlined in "1" above. 

3. Chapter 1.2 - Legal Framework: 

. Modified the land use applications listed under Type I and Type II Special 
Development (Sections 1.2.1 10.02.01 and .2.110.02.01, respectively) to accurately 
reflect the terminology for the complete list of all land use applications in the Code. 

4. Chapter 1.6 - Definitions: 

. Added a definition for each type of land use application in the Code. This included 
deleting the proposed definition for Historic Preservation Permit and replacing it with 
two definitions - one for Historic Preservation Permit (HPAB-level) and one for 
Historic Preservation Permit (Director-level). 
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. Added the following new definition for Economically Feasible Rehabilitation: 

. Added the following new definition for Historic Integrity based on the HPAB- 
recommended criteria pertaining to District Changes involving a Historic 
Preservation Overlay (specifically Section 2.2.40.05.b. I ): 

Historic lnteqritv - lnfeqritv of setting, location, niaterials or workmanship which is 
deterti7ined to be historic bv fulfillinq at least two of the followinq criteria: 

neighborhood; 

2 The site is likely to contain artifacts related to l~rehistorv or earlv histo~y of the 
comrnunitv; or 

sl The historic resource is now one of few remaininq prime exarl7ples of an architectural 
style or design, or a tvpe of construction thaf was once common. 

. Added the following new definition for Historic Significance (or Historically 

Significant), based on the HPAB-recommended criteria pertaining to District 
Changes involving a Historic Preservation Overlay (specifically Section 
2.2.40.05.b.2): 

Historic significance (or HistoricaNv Significant)- A determination made for a resoilrce 
that is in and of itself significal~t or that contrib~~tes to historic and cul t~~ral  resources of fhe 
comm~~nitv. S ~ i c h  a determination is rnadewhen the resource is 50 vears old or older and 
when at least one of the additional criteria listed below applies to the historic resource- 
Resources fhaf are less than 50 vears old mav be considered eligible for historic desiqnation 
if thevare of excePtiohal importance. based on Nafiorlal Register of Historic Places Criteria 
for ~valuat ibn (36 CFR 60). 

a )  - - If is associated with events that have made a siqnificant contribution fo the broad 
paffer~is of political, economic, cultural. 01 industrial historv of the Citv. Counfv. State 
or nation; 

2 It is associated with the life oi activities of a person, aroup. oruanization. or i17stitution 
that has made a siqnificant contribution to the Citv, Countv. State or nation: 

C )  - - If embodies disfinctive characteristics of a tvpe, period or method of construction: 

2 The resource mav be a prime example of an architectural stvle or desiari. or /nay 
represent a tvpe of co~~struction thaf was once common and is now one of few 
remainins examples: 
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e )  - - It represents the work o fa  master, ie . .  it is a noteworthv exaniple of the work of a 
craftsman, builder, architect or enqineer siqnificant in Citv. COLI I~~V.  State, or national 
historv; 

9 It demonstrates hiqh artistic values in its workmanslii~ or materials; 
It vields or is likely to Vield information important in prehistorv or histow; 
If is a visual landmark: or 

2 It contribufes to the continuitv or the historic character of the street. neighborhood, 
and/or communitv. ot' confrjbufes to the integrifv of the historic period represented. 

a Added the following new definition for Historically Significant Tree, which transferred 
this text from the proposed Draft of Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation Provisions, 
and made changes as indicated in shaded text. 

Historicallv Significant Tree -A historicallv siqnificant tree is defined as a tree that meets 
the criteria described in-"I. " "2. " or "3. " below: 

1. - - A tree fhat meets all of the followinq criteria: 

d The tree is located on a desisnated historic resource prope~fv . . 
~, is at least 50 years old. arid has 
been in ex~stence since a time prior to, or during, the desiqnated historic 
resource's period of siqnificance; 

The tree;n?eefs the definition #of Si&iflcar71-7;ree in Chapter 1.6, with the 
exception that the minimumrc84n~h $diameter at breast height[-(dbh) 
reqt~irenie~?t does not applv to a,free+which, due to their species type. is not 
anticipated to-reach a minimum 8-inchLdbh bv a 50-year date of maturifv; 
and - - 

-I I 
7 - Statements - 

historic significance; or 
, hrC. 

6': .-.- -.-. L1- 1 
LrLl 31&4l -L .  ,itu??r - - 

21 Information for Use by the DirectorC%b,k t'iM~;;, -' - d r e f  - 

Doc~~tnentafion in section 2.9.60.c and anv additional 
docnmentation provided bv the propertv owner: and 

C I 
52 - 

a Consideration ol 21 . the criter~a referenced in 
"c) IIc),' above relative fothe desi~natedhistoric resource's 
period of significance. 
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2. - - A tree that is either: 

Identified as a desiqnated historic resource on an individual basis: or 

2 In or adjacent to a National Reqister oi Historic Places Historic District. 
within a private streef right-of-way or a public right-of-wav, and wl-rich n-reefs 
both criteria 1.a and I. b above, relative to the District. 

3. - - IndividiraNv identified as I-ristoricallv siqnificant in an official historic invento~y for a 
designated historic resource or an approved National Reaister of  Historic Places 

8 Modified the definition for In-kind Repair and Replacement as indicated in shaded 
text: 

In-Kind Repair or Replacement - Repair or re~lacement of existinq materials or features 
that match the old in design, color, texture, materials, dimensions, shape, and other visual 
qualities. This includes replacement of roofing, doors, windows, siding, and other structural 
elements, provided the replacements match the old In the manners descr~bed herein. Repair 
or replacemenf of windows or doors containinq qlass that substitute double-paned qlass for 
single-paned glass is not considered to be in-kind repair or replacement. Additionallv, while 
the repair or replacement ot deteriorated materials in-kind is allowed, it is recommended that 
repair be considered bv the pro~ertv owner prior 50 replacement. .- 

. --- 
CJl l U  

a Modified the new definition for National Register of Historic Places Historic District 
Classifications as indicated in shaded text: 

National Register of Historic Places Historic District Classifications - l3ekm&& 
Historic resources in an approved National Reqister of Historic Places Historic District are 
c lass i f ied as "Histor ic lContr ibut ing,"  "His tor ic lNoncont r ibut inq, "  or 
"Nonhistoric/Noncontributinq." The components of these classifications are defined as 
follows: 

Historic - At least 50 vears old at the time of desiqnation. 
Nonhistoric - Not vet 50 years old at the time of desiqnation. 
Contributinq - A resource in a National Register of Historic Places Historic District 

which, at the time of desiqnation, *retained a sufficient amount 
of integritv to convev its historic appearance and significance. 

Noncontributin~ - A resource in a National Register of Historic Places Historic District 
which, at the time of desiqnation, lacks intearitv relevant to the 
period of historic siqnificance, and/or which is not historic. 

The City shall refer to the final approved National Reqister of Historic Places Historic District 
nomination forms to determine the appropriate classification that applies. In some cases, 
more than one classification mav applv to a propertv; for example, a primarv structure on a 
site, such as a sinqle-familvdetached home, mav be classified as HistoricIContributinq. while 
an accessorv structure, such as a detached qaraqe, may be classified as 
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5 V a c a n t  

JI I. . . lots or parking lots Q 

%c L;-," ,.,llz@em% -:c -z," ?:tic HlsTiyE 
. . - - 2 7  * 1 . . 

U 
' L  . 

-- . ,z  . <shall be evaluated per the 
requ~rements for Nonhistoric/Noncontributinq resources cor~fained i17 this Code. Anv 
reclassif~cations for these or any other designated historic resources listed in a National 
Resister of Historic Places Historic District shall be accomplished per state and federal 
reau~rements. 

. Modified the new definitions for Preservation and Rehabilitation as indicated in 
shaded text: 

Preservation (as applied fo designated historic resources) - As used in this Code, 
preservation means activities that stabilize and maintain properties at a hiah level of hisforic 
intearifv. When repa% oi a feat~~t-e is no longer ~ossible,  f~reservation includes actions such 
as "like-for-like" replacement and often allows review throuah an administrative process. 

Rehabilitation -As used in this Code, rehabilitation includes activities that modifvproperties. 
Thouqh removal of historicallv significant features is discouraqed, replacement with new 
materials and even new additions mav be allowed, rmd&!&if thev are cornpatibleee~d&m+ 
with the propertv's historic- materials, features, size, scale and ~roooriion. a17d 
tnassinu fo protect tl7e'inte~ritv of the oroperiv and its environmenf. Approval oenerallv 
requires quasi-iudicial review bv the Historic Preservation Advisory Board. 

5. Chapter 2.2 - Development District Changes: 

,A Modified Section 2.2.40.b & d in minor ways to simplify text and reflect changes 
done in other chapters. 

@ Modified the definition for Administrative District Change (Section 2.2.50.b) to clarify 
wording and to add to this administrative procedure the removal of a Historic 
Preservation Overlay from a Designated Historic Resource that has been 
demolished (subject to specified circumstances). The modified wording is shown 
as shaded text: 

b. - - Administrative District Ckanqe Defined 

A District Chanqe is considered an Administrative District Chanqe if the Change 
ap~lres to pro~ertvsubiect to a H~storic Preservat~on Overlay and fhe criteria in either 
" ? "  or "2" below are met: . . .  

I .  - - Propedv Owner Consent - "a" thouqh "c" below are all fr~le: 

a+. The Historic Preservation Overlav was placed on the desiqnated - - 
historic resource before September 9, 1995 throuah a leqislative 
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action initiated bv the Citv under circumstances outlined in ORS 
197.772(3); and 

b2. The applicant requesting the removal of the Historic Preservation - - 
Overlav (and, thus, removal from the Local Reciister) was the owner 
of the property at the time the propertv was listed in the Local 
Reqister and has continued to own said propertv since this listing; 
and - - 

c3. The applicant requesting the removal of the Historic Preservation = 
Overlav (and, thus, removal from the Local Reclister) presented 
written or documented oral testimonv in opposition to the propertv's 
beina listed in the Local Reqister durinq the public hearina at which 
the property was so listed:: or 

2. - - Demolition of the Desiqnated Historic Resource - Either "a" or "b' below is 
true: = 

a. - - Local Register Desiqnated Historic Resoirrces - 

Ap~roval has been granted for the Demolition of a Local - 
Resister Desiqnated Historic Resource: 

a The aafe of 'the aooroved Hisforic Preservation Demolition 
 ernl lit ,is effective: and 

a - Ther ~esigriatebHistoric Resource has been demolished: - 

b. - - Historic Resources Listed in the National Reqister of Historic Places 

I )  - - The affected Desiqnated Historic Resource is also listed 117 

the Local Reqister; 

a Ttie Citv has notified the State Historic Preservation Office 
that a Histotic Preservation Permit authorizinq the 
Demolition of a Desiqnated Historic Resource listed in the 
National Reqister of Historic Places is effective; 
The Desiqnated Historic Resoirrce has been demolished: 

. Modified the review criteria for Administrative District Change (Section 2.2.50.06) 
to clarify wording and specify review criteria for removal of a Historic Preservation 
Overlay from a Designated Historic Resource that has been demolished. The 
modified wording is as follows: 
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2.2.50.06 - Review Criteria 

a. - - Propertv Owner Consent - "I" throuqh "3" below are all true: 

1. - - Evidence demonstrates that the Historic Preservation Overlav was placed 
on the historic resource before September 9. 1995, throuqh a leqislative 
action initiated bv the City. under circumstances outlrned in ORS 197.772(3); 
and - - 

& Evidence demonstrates that the owner(s) requestinq the removal of the - 
Historic Preservation Overlav (and, thus, removal from the Local Reqister) 
was the owner(s) of the propertv at the time the oropertv was listed in the 
Local Reqister and has continued to own said prooertv since its I~stina; and 

t3. Evidence demonstrates that the owner(s) requesting the removal of the - 
Historic Preservation Overlav (and, thus, removal from the Local Reqister) 
presented written or oral testimonv in opposition to the propertv's beinq 
listed m in the Local Reaister durinq the public hearinq at which the property 
was so listed. 

6. - - Demolition of the Desiqnated Historic Resource - Eifher "I " or "2" below is true: 

I .  - - Local Reqister Desiqnated Historic Resources - Evidence demonstrates 
thaf: - - 

d Approval has been sranted for the Demolition of a Local Reaister 
Desiqnated Historic Resource: 

2 The date of the a~proved Historic Preservation Demolition Permit 
is effective: and 

C )  - - The Desiqnated Hisforic Reso~~rce has been demolished: or 

2. - - Historic Resources Lisfed in the National Register of Historic Places - 
Evidence demonstra?es that: 

a)  - - The affected Desiqnated Historic Resource is also listed in the 
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6. Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation Provisions: 

. Deleted references regarding land use fees. 

. Simplified Section 2.9.20 - Purposes by eliminating subsections "b, d, f, h, i, and k," 
and adding the following additional purpose to reflect the fact that the new review 
criteria and standards within Chapter 2.9 adequately protect Designated Historic 
Resources by more specifically implementing the Secretary of Interior Standards for 
Preservation and the Secretary of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation: 

2.9.20.i. Adequatelv implement the Secretarv of the Interior's Standards for 
Rehabilitation2 and the Secretarv of Interior's Standards for Preser~ation.~ 
since thev were used in the development of review criteria for Histor~c 
Preservation Permit requests. The review criteria contained herein 
implement these standards in a manner that adequatelv protects 
Designated Historic Resources consistent with Secretarv of the Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation and the Secretarv of Interior's Standards for 
Preservation. 

. Modified provisions throughout the chapter to allow improvements to be visible from 
alleys. 

* Signs - Modified the thresholds for the three-tiered system for signs to remove 
references to historical text, in light of constitutional issues that prohibit the 
regulation of sign content, raised by the City Attorney's Office. 

2.9.70.d. -signs or Tablets - Installatio~i of one 
(Exemptions) permanent memorial siqn or tablet per property, where the sign or tablet is 

i - i i  . . / .  . 
, *+ ̂ ,,l,.,.,,,,r.. exempt from the City's Sign 

Code regulations per Section 4.7.70(e). and is consistent wit11 the published 
dimensions and desian quideli~ies established bv the Historic Preservation 
Advisorv Board. 

2.9.100.03.ae. - Small Signs or Tablets - Small signs or tablets, . . 
(Director-Level) not meeting the exemption desmphw in Section 2.9.70.d, provided the sign - 

or tablet is consistent with the applicable siqn allocatio~i standards outlined ir? Chapter 4.7 - 
Cowallis Sign Requlations, is ten sq. ff. fxpaeh+ or less M; is non-illuminated; is 
architecturally compatible with the design or style of the Designated Historic Resource; and 
if freestanding, is less than four A in height- . Attached siqns shall not 
damaqe or obscure any significant architectural features of the strz~cture. Adclitionallv. the 
installation sliall be reversible. 
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2.9.100.04.a.2 23. - Signs - Signs P f l ? a t  are nof exempt 
(HPAB-Level) per Section 2.9.70.d, or eligible for review as a Director-Level 

Alteration or New Construction activity per Section 2.9.100.03.e, 
provided thevmeei the applicable sian allocation standards ouflined 
in Chapfer 4.7 - Corvallis Sign Req~1latio17s 

. Accessorv Development - Modified the provisions for Accessory Development (as 
defined in Chapter 4.3 - Accessory Development Regulations) such that a three- 
tiered system was created. The Exemptions category (Section 2.9.70.h) threshold 
for Accessory Development not visible from streets was reduced from 200 sq. ft. to 
100 sq. ft.; a Director-Level threshold (Section 2.9.100.03.m) was created for 
Accessory Development not visible from streets, greater than 100 sq. ft., and less 
than 200 sq. ft.; and Accessory Development not meeting the Exemption or 
Director-Level thresholds was placed in the HPAB-Level of review (Section 
2.9.1 00.04.a.16). 

. Windows and Doors with Windows - Modified the provisions such that a three-tiered 
system was created as follows: 

a) The Exemptions category (Section 2.9.70.b - In-kind Repair and 
Replacement) threshold for these items was clarified with the Commission's 
revisions to the definition for In-kind Repair and Replacement in Chapter 1.6 
- Definitions. The revised definition includes the sentence, "Repair or 
replacement of windows or doors containinq glass that substitute double- 
paned glass for sinale-paned glass is not considered to be In-kind repair or 

Additionally, a new provision was added to the Exemptions 
category (Section 2.9.70s) allow replacement of windows with energy 
efficient ones for Nonhistoric/Noncontributing Resources as follows: 

b) Added a Director-Level of review for these items, as follows. 

Repair or Repiacement of Windows for Doors Containing! 
Glass) with Energy Effificienf (Double-Paned) Materials - W 

L :  n 7 L 1' 
LIUI I L.GJ. I V ,  mwdimef; o: wExcept for 

situations invoivinq decorative art crlass, Wwindows (or doors 
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conlair~ir7q glass) mav be repaired or replaced usinq enerqv 
efficient (double-pane) alazinq, provided the replacen~ents: 

2 Are being placed on nonhistoric additions or where I J O ~  

visible from the public or private street I-iqht-of-wav (except 
for allevs, from which tliev may be visible) 

2 Otherwise match tile replaced iten~s in materials. desiqn. 
color, dimensions. nirmber of divided liqhts, arid shape. 

c) HPAB-Level of review (Section 2.9.100.04.a.17) was maintained for 
modifications to windows and doors containing windows that do not meet the 
Exemption or Director-Level thresholds. 

. Increased the threshold for Exempt activities involving Demolition or Moving of 
freestanding temporary or small accessory structures (Section 2.9.70.i) from 100 
sq. ft. to 200 sq. ft. This change matches the sq, ft. threshold that the Building Code 
uses to require a building permit. 

a Added the ability to remove chain link fences that are not Historically Significant, as 
an Exemption (Section 2.9.70.m). 

a Moved review of uncovered decks or patios from Director-Level (formerly Section 
2.9.100.03.c) to Exemption category (Section 2.9.70.r). 

. Modified Exemption Section 2.9.70.0 as follows: 

0. New, Repair, or Replacement Landscaping and Tree Planting - Installation of 
new, repair& or replacement landscaping, including tree planting, and related 
appurtenances, such as irrigation sprinklers. The installation shall not damage any 
sianificant external architectrrral features of the historic resource or damage 
historically-significant trees or otlier landscaping on the Designated Historic 
Resource site, as identified in the official historic inventory or other sources of 
information listed in Section 2.9.60(c). 

. Buildinq Elevations - Modified the three-tiered system. The threshold for the 
Exemptions category (Section 2.9.70.p) for building foundations became 
foundations where the finished foundation exposure is not more than 12 inches and 
the material being modified is not specifically identified as Historically Significant. 
The threshold for Director-Level review (Section 2.9.100.03.a) became 
modifications needed to comply with present-day Building Code requirements, 
provided similar materials are used and the building elevation is not raised more 
than 12 inches. Modifications to building foundations not meeting the Exemption 
or Director-Level thresholds was placed in the HPAB-Level of review (Section 
2.9.100.04.a.8). 

e Added, to the Exemptions provision for Gutters and Downspouts (Section 2.9.70.q), 
the ability to install gutters and downspouts where none previously existed on 
Nonhistoric/Nonconstributing Resources. 
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a Added the following new Exemption: 

2.9.70. t. Reroofina Where the Root Surface is not Visible from the Ground 
Plane - Where a root s~~r face is not visible irom the crro~~nd plane and the 
roofing material is not specificallv ~dentified as Historicallv Siqnificant, the 
roofina material may be repaired or replaced, r~rovided the finished roof 
su~face remains not visible from fhe qround plane. Skvliqhts that are from 
the structure's period of sianificance shall be retained. and their repair or 
replace~nent shall be considered tlirouqh the same processes used in  thls 
code for repair or replacement of windows (or doors wit11 qlass). 

e Added, to the narrative requirements for HPAB-Level review Historic Preservation 
Permit applications, the following requirement: 

2.9.90.02. b. 3 A description of the Historic Inteqritv and Siqnificance of the specific 
str~~cfure. buildina, plant. or other historic element for whicl? the chanae is 
reauested: 

e Deleted references to and review criteria for the actual text of the Secretary of 
lnterior Standards for Preservation and the Secretary of Interior Standards for 
Rehabilitation. This change reflected direction given by the Manager of the State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and the City Attorney's Office. Those general 
federal criteria were addressed instead by the more specific review criteria 
throughout Chapter 2.9. 

e Added provisions to require that conditions of approval for Director-Level and 
HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permits be limited to those that address specific 
defects in an application and are required to comply with criteria. This change was 
at the direction of the City Attorney's Office (Sections 2.9.70.07.a and b). 

e Added property owners within 100 ft. of a site receiving a Director-Level Historic 
Preservation Permit to the list of persons receiving a Notice of Disposition. This 
retains the stream-lined (shorter) process, yet makes the immediately surrounding 
property owners aware of the decision in a time frame that allows for appeals 
(Section 2.9.90.08.a). 

a Added persons who requested public notice for a proposal to the list of persons 
receiving a Notice of Disposition for HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permits 
(Section 2.9.90.08.b). 

. Moved the removal of a Historically Significant Tree from the Alteration or New 
Construction category (former Sections 2.9.100.01 .c, 2.9.100.04.a. 1, and 
2.9.1 00.04.b.2.4) to the Demolition category (Sections 2.9.11 0.01 .e and 
2.0.1 10.03d). Also moved text that defined a Historically Significant Tree from 
former Section 2.9.100.01 .c to Chapter 1.6 - Definitions. 
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. Modified the threshold for Director-Level Historic Preservation Permit activities 
involving Solar or Hydronic Equipment as follows, to encourage use of alternate 
energy: 

e 2.9.100.03.b Solar or Hydronic Equipment - installation of solar or hydronic 
equipment parallel to the roof surface wit11 no ~ a r f  of the iristallation 
protrudinq more than twelve inches above the roof surface, 
provided the subiect roof surface does not directlv front a street. ; 

. . 
-a. The a 
equipment shall be attached to the Designated Historic Resource 
in a manner that does not damage midmwe-any significant 
architectural features of the structure. Additionally, the installation 
shall be reversible. 

. Modified the Director-Level Historic Preservation Permit threshold for awnings as 
follows: 

2.9.100.03.1 Awnings - lnstallation of canvas awnings, limited to Designated Historic 
Resources and   situations where awnings are required by this . . 
Code. + -.- . . 
Such canvas awnings shall either be installed where none previously 

. r -  - - - ,  - -  - . , 
exkted off % a 

-may reproduce historic canvas awnings from the 
applicable Period oi Significance, as shown in documentation submitted by . . 

the applicant. In-kind repair or replacement of existing awnings is exempt 
per Section 2.9.70. 

. Added a Director-Level Historic Preservation Permit provision for installation of 
sidewalk wheelchair ramps as follows: 

2.9.700.03.0. Installation of Sidewalk Wheelchair R a m ~ s  - In public or orivate street 
riahts-of-way that are within or adjacent to a National Reqrster of Historic 
Places Historic District, sidewalk wl-ieelchair ramm mav be i~istalled or 
reconstr~rcfed to Citv of Corvallis Enaineerinq Division Standard 
Specifications. provided thev are installed at the same width as the existinq 
sidewalk or widened onlv to the minimr~m extent necessary to cornplv with 
Americans witti Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements. 

e Review Criteria for HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permits for Alteration or New 
Construction - Modified the review criteria in Section 2.9.1 00.04.b.l to fully address 
the topics in the Secretary of lnterior Standards for Preservation and the Secretary 
of Interior Standards for Rehabilitation as follows: 

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, 
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if in existence, and proposed in part to remain, and %any - existing surrounding 
comparable Designated Historic Resources, if applicable. Such activities shall 
ensure that a Designated Historic Resource remains compatible with other existing 
surrounding resources and other examples of the resource's architectural design or 
style. -Consideration - - shall be aiven to :#meWe- 

CJ aAge;; - 
d) a~rchitectural design or style;; - - - - 

ezondition of the subiect ikese-~esi~nated Historic Resources- 
n - - Whether or not t l ~ e  historic resource is a prin~e example & o r z o f  the 

few ren~aihinq examples ol a once common architectur-a1 desian, stvle, or 
t v ~ e  of consir~~ction. 

a mhether ornot the .hiitoric resource is of a rare or unusual architectural 
desicrn, stvle, ,or-type of consfr~tction. 

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

a) Cause the Designated Historic Resource to more closely approximate the 
original historic design or style, appearance, or material composition of the 
resource; 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. 

£3. - Compatibility Criteria for Structures and Site Elements - Co m pat  i b i l i ty  
. . 

considerations shall include- the items listed in "a - @," below, 
as applicable. Alterations 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. 

a) Facades - Architectural features (e.g. balconies, porches, bay windows, 
dormers, trim details) on main facades shall be retained, restored, or 
designed to complement the primary structure and any existing surrounding 
comparable Designated Historic Resources. Particular attention should be 
paid to those facades facing street rights-of-way. Architectural elements 
inconsistent with the resource's existing -building design or style 
shall be avoided. 

b) Buildinrl Materials - Building materials shall be reflective of, and 
complementary to, those found on the existing primary Designated Historic 
Resource, if in existence and proposed in part to remain, and any existing 
surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources. Siding materials 
of T-f::, o-vertical board, plywood, cement stucco, aluminum, 
exposed concrete block, and vinyl shall be avoided, unless documented as 
being consistent with the original design, style, or structure of the resource. 
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c) Architectural Details - Exisfins e~haracter-defining elements of a structure 
(e.s., fenestration, molding or trim, brackets, columns, cladding, 
ornamentation, and other finishing details) and their design, materials, and 
dimensions, shall be retained or repaired, unless deteriorated beyond repair. 
Replacemenfs for deteriorated Agrchitectural elements or proposed new 
architecturalelements shall be consistent with the resource's exkfhgdesign 
or styleL-If anv orevio~~sly existing architectural elements 
are restored, such features; shall be consistent with the documented; 
pqimsed building design or style. Conjectural architectural details shall not 
be applied. 

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 to remain. In rare instances where - a m a d d i t i o n s  or 
new construction is proposed to be larger than the original resource, LiYte . . 
*shall be designed such that no single 
element is visually larger than the original historic resource, if in existence 
and proposed in part to remain, amforany - existing surrounding comparable 
Designated Historic Resources. 

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. 

f) Roof Shape - New roofs shall match the pitch and shape of the original 
Designated Historic Resource, if in existence and proposed in part to 
remain, or any existing surrounding compatible Designated Historic 
Resources. 

g) Pattern of Window and Door Openinqs - To the extent possible Wlindow 
and door openings shall be compatible with theoriginal w h d m e f ~ a t u r e s  
of the existing Designated Historic ~ e s o u r c e m n  existence and proposed 
in part to remain, in form (size, proportion, detailing), materials, type, 
pattern, and placement of openings-. 

h) Building Orientation - Building orientation shall be compatible with existing 
development patterns on the Designated Historic Resource site, if in 
existence and proposed in part to remain, and any existing surrounding 
comparable Designated Historic Resources. In general, Alteration or New 
Construction shall be sited so that the impact to primary facade(s), if in 
existence and proposed in part to remain, is minimized. 

1) Site Development - To the extent practicable, given other applicable 
development standards, such as standards in fhis Code for brlildincl 
coverage, setbacks, sidewalk and street tree locafions, the Alteration or 
New Construction shall maintain existing site development patterns, if in 

. . 
existence and proposed in part to remain- 
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j) Accessory Development/Structures - Accessory development as defined in 
Chapter 4.3 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 compatiblewith the 
architectural design or style of the existing Designated Historic Resource, 
if in existence and proposed in part to remain, and any cornparable 
-Designated Historic Resources within the District, as 
applicable. 

k) Garages - Garages, including doors, shall be compatibletb-with the primarv 
structure . , 

, , fif in existence 
)use desian, roof 

pitch and sl~ape. architectural details, location and orienfafion, and buildir?y 
materials. 

I )  - - Chemical or Phvsical Treatments- Chemical or phvsrcal treatn~ents, if 
abpropriate, shall be undertaken u s i ~ ~ u  the aentlest means possible. 
Treatments that cause danlaqe to historic materials will not be used. 

Archeolo~ical Resources- Activities associated witli archeoloqical 
resources shall be carried out in accordance wit/? all State requ~rements 
pertainins to the findinq oi cultural niaterials. including ORS 358.905 (which 
pertains to the findinu of culfural materials). ORS 390.235 (which describes 
steps for State permits on sites where culfural materials are found), and 
OAR 736.051.0080 and OAR 736.051.0090 (which describe reauiremenfs 
for culfural materials found on public verses private land, res~ectivelvl. 

historic and new portions. 

C)  L T 
Jf. - - =ee+ Deleted this whole section here and moved it to review criteria for a 

Demolition (Section 2.9.1 10.03.d). 

4. Additional Review Criteria for &Installation of  designated Historic 
Resources on a New Site, ~ o l l o w ~  a Moving. To &rn~lete its review of a 
requesf to install a Desiqnated Historic Resource or, a new site followinq its beino 
lnoved. the HPAB shall receive f r o r~~  the Director a findil~q that indicates the 
follo wing: 

L:\CD\Planning\Development Review\Land Development Code Text Amendments\LDT05 Cases\Chapter 2.9 
Update\Siaff Reports\CC Staff Report docs\CC staff report draft.wpd 2 5 



a) The Development District designation for the proposed site is appropriate 
to accept the Designated Historic Resource that was moved, in terms of 
land use(s) and development standards; 

. . 
b) Legal vehicular and Fire Department access t o y  

%the proposed new site is available or can be provided; and 

C) Required infrastructure improvements - foradjacent t o m  the proposed 
new site have been or will be provided. 

Modified required documentation for a Demolition (Section 2.9.1 10.04) as follows: 

a. - - +Documentation of a Designated Historic Resource that has been approved for 
Demolition through the issuance of atWHB&e&Historic Preservation Permit shall 
occurb&mm&e&using one or more of the methods outlined in "a" through "c," 
below. The method(s) of documentation shall be specified in . . 
-the  historic Preservation Permit. 
$ B e  required documentation -must have been be-approved 
by the Director prior to the issuance of a building permit for demolition. 

la. Documentation @+using Historic American Buildings Survey guidelines - - 
(includes architectural drawings, photographs, and historical narrative); 

2b. Documentation by cataloging historic and contemporary photographs of the - - 
Designated Historic Resource and site; 

3e. Documentation by salvaging significant architectural or historic artifacts from - - 
the Designated Historic Resource and site. 

b. - - Dispensation of Documentation Materials: 

I. - - Oriqinal documentation materials shall remain the propertv of the owner of 
the Designated Historic Resource beinq demolished: 

2. - - Copies of documentation materials identified in Sections "a. I " and a.2, " 
above, shall be sirbmitted to the Director for storaqe by the Citv or its 

3. - - The Director may req~lire an applicant to submit a ~ l a n  for dispensinq 01 the 
documentation materials identified in Section "a. 3, ' above. The plan shall 
describe all re-use, sale. donation, or other actions investiqated bv the 
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Modified the review criteria for a Moving as follows: 

2.9.120.03 - Review Criteria - For a HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permit involving 
Moving of a Designated Historic Resource, the following review criteria shall be used q@y, 
as applicable: 

a. Evaluation of the current and potential future Hisfol-ic Significance and integrity of the . .  . 
resource, a 

- w . . ' - I  il7dependent 
ofsetting]. 

b. The review criteria mdfked-in Section 2.9.1 10.03$.b, - but with respect to Moving 
instead of Demolition. 

c. Moving the Designated Historic Resource will save it from demolition. 

d. Moving the resource has benefits that outweigh the detrimental impact of removing 
the resource from its designated site. 

7. Chapter 2.19 - Appeals: 

a Modified the chapter to clarify that both discretionary and nondiscretionary decisions 
may be appealed, and to identify the applicable processes. Most of these changes 
were done as part of Phase I of the Code Update and these changes more closely 
accomplish those needed changes. The current Chapter 2.19 of the Code only 
references appeals of discretionary decisions, which is inconsistent with other 
chapters of the Code. 

8. Chapter 3.31 - Historic Preservation Overlay District: 

e Simplified the purposes of the chapter (Section 3.31 .I 0) to more closely match the 
simplified purposes of Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation Provisions 

9. Chapter 4.7 - Corvallis Sign Regulations: 

. Removed references to historical text, in light of constitutional issues that prohibit 
the regulation of sign content, raised by the City Attorney's Office. Also, revised 
references to sign size and design to match the exemption in Chapter 2.9 (Section 
2.9.70.d), as follows: 

4.7.70.e For Dffesiqnated Mistoric -  resources - listed rn - the tl,ocal - &or - 
. . 

~lational-Register - of Historic Places, ," one 
. . 

permanent memorial sign ortabletperproperty- 

is exempt from the provisions of these regulations. To be exempt, 
dimensiol-rsand desiqn of such memorial slqns or tablets shall be consistent 
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with guidelines established by 
the Corvallis Historic Preservation Advisory Board. 

B. Additional Staff-recommended Revisions to Planninq - Commission-recommended Materials - 

In reviewing the final recommendation, staff identified some generally minor changes. They pertain 
to two chapters: Chapter I .I - The City Council and Its Agencies and Officers; and Chapter 2.9 - 
Historic Preservation Provisions. 

Chapter 1.1 - The Citv Council and Its Aqencies and Officers 

The text below is redlined because it is a completely new provision being added to this existing 
Code chapter. Staff's recommended changes are housekeeping items and are shown in italics. 

1. Section 1 .I .40 - THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION ADVISORY BOARD 

The Historic Preservation Advisorv Board shall be appointed in accordance with M~~nicipal Code . . Secfion I .  16.250, as amended. d The Board shall have the 
powers and duties provided therein and provided bv this Code. 

Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservaticn Provisions 

The text for the remainder of staff's comments are relative to Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation 
Provisions. The text for these staff comments is highlighted such that the Planning Commission 
recommendation is accepted. Italicized text and i t a l i c i z e d / ~  text that is not red-lined shows 
staff-recommended changes to the Planning Commission version that pertain to housekeeping 
items. The italicized redli~?e/Sdewu# text shows the staff-suggested changes to the Planning 
Commission version that pertain to subjects that are somewhat substantive. The specific additional 
staff-recommended revisions include: 

1. Section 2.9.70 - Exemptions: 

a 2.9.70.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; orstyle, dimensions. or material of 
the resource. A conlplefe definition for //?-kind Repail- and Replacement is 
contained it? Chapter 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: 

1. Routine site maintenance - pertaining to landscaping maintenance, 
brush clearing and removal of debris, pruning of shrubs, and 
removal of shrubs not listed as original plantings in the official 
historic inventory, or other sources of information listed in Section 
2.9.60.c; 
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2. Pruning of trees - However, pruning of trees that are located on 
Designated Historic Resource properties shall be in accordance 
with the most current edition of American National Standards 
Institute (ANSI) A300 standards for Tree Care Operations. Under 
no circumstances shall the maintenance pruning be so severe that 
it compromises the tree's health, longevity, and/or resource 
functions; 

3. Removal of trees that are not considered to be Historically 
Significant Trees, based on the definition in Chapter 1.6 - 
Definitions. 

The changes noted in recfline text are simple additions to help with implementation 
of Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation Provisions. The additions do not introduce 
any additional requirements, since the term "dimensions" is actually included in the 
definition for In-kind Repair and Replacement in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions. Including 
the term "dimensions" and the cross-reference to the actual definition for In-kind 
Repair and Replacement in Section 2.9.70.b will assist owners of Designated 
Historic Resources, as well as staff. 

e 2.9.70.m Fencing Installation, Extension, or Removal - The installation or 

extension of new wood fencing, or the repair or replacement of existing 
wood fencing, provided such fencing i 
meets applicable development standards forfencing in Section 4.2.50. 3%e 

. . . . j Additionally, the 
removal of an existing wood or chainlink fence, in whole or in pad, 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 Graphic 
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4 .  

The changes noted in &de=e& and red-lined shk=e& text are proposed to assist 
with compliance of Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation Provisions by providing an 
incentive for compliance. This incentive is achieved by allowing owners of 
Designated Historic Resources to install, extend, or remove wood fences in 
accordance with existing Code provisions, similar to other properties in the City. 
As there are many regulations proposed for Designated Historic Resources, 
allowing wood fences to be built per Code (and thus restricted in height to 3 ft. in 
required front and exterior side yards, and 6 ft. elsewhere on properties) is not 
anticipated to damage Designated Historic Resources. This an area that could be 
considered a trade-off and could be offered to assist property owners by allowing 
reasonable improvements and not restricting wood fences as outlined in the graphic 
above. 

a 2.9.70.n Freestanding Trellises - Installation of a freestanding trellis that is less 
than 14 ft. in height and not visible from fkepublic street rights-of-way or 
private street rights-of-way (except for alleys from which it may be visible). 
The installation shall not damage mdmme-any  significant external 
architectural features of the historic resource. 

The change noted in sWe=mdand red-lined &#m=ed text is proposed to make the 
last sentence of this provision consistent with Section 2.9.100.03.j, which also 
pertains to freestanding trellises. The Commission removed the red-lined terms 
from Section 2.9.100.03.j already, in order to acknowledge that a trellis might block 
the view of another structure at least to some degree. This change red-lined above 
was needed, but merely overlooked during deliberations. The change will make the 
two sections consistent in this regard. The main difference that will remain 
between the two provisions is that Section 2.9.70.n pertains to trellises not visible 
from streets and Section 2.9.100.03.j pertains to trellises visible from streets. 

a 2.9.70.q Repair or Replacement of 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.g. hfernal qutters. 
etc.).-w- ' 1  . s 1  

- 

2.9.70.r Installation of New Gutters and Downspouts on 
Nonhistoric/Moncontribufina Designated Historic Resources - 
Installati017 of gutters and downspouts where none previouslv existed on 
No1~historic/No17contrib~1ting Designated Historic Resotlrces. Materials shall 
match the appearance of the gutters and downspouts that were tvpicallv 
~ l sed  on si~nilar-style b~~ildings fro177 the same period of significance, based 
on evidence supplied bv the grogel-ty owner. The i17stalled gutters and 
dow17spo~1ts shall I J O ~  damage or obscure a17y siqnificant architecfural 
features of the str~lcfure. 
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The changes noted in red-line text are proposed to improve clarity of Chapter 2.9 - 
Historic Preservation Provisions. The last sentence in Section 2.9.70.q pertains to 
the installation of gutters and downspouts where none previouslv existed and the 
remainder of Section 2.9.70.q pertains to repair or replacement of existing gutters 
and downspouts. The modified wording separates the last sentence out into a 
separate provision to make things more clear. By doing so, the remainder of the 
provisions in Section 2.9.70 also need to be re-lettered. 

e 2.9.70.f~ - Uncovered Rear Deck or Patio Additions 200 Sq. Ft. or Less - The 
installation or rernoval of a17 uncovered deck or patio, provided the deck or 
patio is s4dHx obscured from view from iFkepublic 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 skfhneets 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. 

The changes noted in red-line text are proposed to improve clarity of Chapter 2.9 - 
Historic Preservation Provisions. They capture the intent of the provision, but make 
it clear that it can apply to the installation or removal of the subject decks or patios. 

. 2.9.70. v lnstallafion of New or E x ~ a n d e d  Pathways 100 Scy. Ft. Or Less  - 
Insfallation of new or expanded pafhwavs, provided the pathwavs are 
constructed of softscape (e.s. bark mulch. efc.): or- stone steps or f la~stone 
that is installed in a manner that is Reversible. 

The changes noted in red-line text propose an additional topic to Chapter 2.9 - Historic 
Preservation Provisions. This topic was discovered by staff in its review of past Historic 
Preservation Permit applications, and pertains to a benign improvement that could assist 
property owners of Designated Historic Resources. Allowing this small amount of 
softscape or stepping stone pathway(s) as an exemption is not anticipated to damage 
Designated Historic Resources. This is an area that could be considered a trade-off or 
incentive for compliance for owners of Designated Historic Resources. 

2. Section 2.9.1 00.03 -Alteration or New Construction Parameters and Review Criteria 
for a Director-level Historic Preservation Permit 

L:\CD\Planning\Development Review\Land Development Code Text Amendments\LDTO5 Cases\Chapter 2.9 
Update\Staff Reports\CC Staff Report docs\CC staff report draft.wpd 31 



2.9.100.04.a.2. Siqns - Signs that are not exempt per Section 2.9.70.d, 

2.9.: 03.03.c, provided they meet the applicable sign allocation standards 
outlined in Chapter 4.7 - Corvallis Sign Regulations. 

The change noted in red-line text is proposed to eliminate a provision in Chapter 2.9 
- Historic Preservation Provisions that is not clear and objective. The requirement 
that the sign be  a architecturally compatible with the design or style of the 
Designated Historic ResourceJJ is not clear and objective and only clear and 
objective provisions may be included for Director-Level Historic Preservation Permit 
items. Section 2.9.70.d already exempts a single memorial sign or tablet per 
property, provided the sign or tablet is listed as exempt in Section 4.7.70 of Chapter 
4.7 - Corvallis Sign Regulations, and is consistent with the published dimensions 
and design guidelines established by the Historic Preservation Advisory Board. The 
City has such dimensions and guidelines established by the HPAB on file. Signs 
not qualifying for an exemption per Section 2.9.70.d are reviewed by the Historic 
Preservation Advisory Board as noted in Section 2.9.100.04.a.2. Elimination of 
Section 2.9.100.03.d will result in the remainder of Section 2.9.100.03 being re- 
lettered and in Section 2.9.100.04.a.2 being revised as noted above. 

e 2.9.100.03.ig Replacement, Using Dissimilar Materials or a Different Design or Style - 
for Select and Limited Site Features - Replacement, using dissimilar 
materials and/or 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. ft. or less (including paving of these existing 
areas), provided the extent of such features is not increased in size. 

The change noted in red-line text is proposed to eliminate a provision in Chapter 2.9 
- Historic Preservation Provisions that is not clear and objective. While at first 
glance the paving of "four or fewer spacesJJ appears to be clear and objective, 
spaces in gravel or dirt areas are not necessarily well-defined prior to their being 
improved. Therefore, staff recommends using a square footage that approximates 
the size off four typically-sized parking spaces. 

IV. REQUEST 

With respect to the Planning Commission's recommendation to approve the proposed Land Development 
Code Text Amendment (LDT05-00001), the City Council has the following options: 

OPTION #I: Concur with the Planning Commission's recommendation and approve the Land 
Development Code Text Amendment (LDT05-00001) as outlined in the Planning 
Commission's Notice of Disposition (Exhibit 11), subject to the review and approval of a final 
order. 

OPTION #2: Modify the Planning Commission's recommendation and approve the Land Development 
Code Text Amendment (LDT05-00001) as outlined in the Planning Commission's Notice 
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of Disposition and further modified by the minor changes recommended by staff (Exhibit 
I), subject to the review and approval of a final order. 

OPTION #3: Modify the Planning Commission's recommendation in some other manner not identified 
in Options#l and #2 and approve the Land Development Code Text Amendment (LDT05- 
00001, subject to the review and approval of a final order. 

OPTION #4: Deny the Land Development Code Text Amendment (LDT05-00001), subject to the review 
and approval of a final order. 

From the facts presented, staff recommends that the City Council choose Option #2 and approve the Land 
Development Code Text Amendment (LDT05-00001) as recommended by the Planning Commission and 
including the minor changes recommended by staff. 

MOTION: I move to approve the Land Development Code Text Amendment (LDT05-00001) as 
recommended by the Planning Commission and further modified by the minor changes 
recommended by staff, as outlined in Exhibit I, subject to the review and approval of a final 
order. 

Review and Concur: 

(p/n S. Nelson, City Manager 

~ C C :  Planning Commission 
Historic Preservation Advisory Board 

.Scott Fewel, City Attorney 

V. EXHIBITS 

EXHIBIT I - "Clean" Version of the Planning Commission's recommendation with Additional Minor 
Revisions Recommended by Staff. (Staff's additional minor revisions indicated in italics.) 

EXHIBIT II - March 28, 2006, Planning Commission Notice of Disposition (Order #2006-046) 

EXHIBIT I l l  - Updated Matrices Comparing Existing Historic Preservation Provisions and Planning 
Commission Recommendation 

EXHIBIT IV - Planning Commission Minutes (Applicable Excerpts of March 8 and 22, 2006; February 8, 
15, and 22, 2006; and January 25,2006 Minutes) 

EXHIBIT V - Supplemental Memos from Staff to Planning Commission (Post Release of Planning 
Commission Staff Report) 

EXHIBIT VI - January 9, 2006, Staff Report to the Planning Commission 

EXHIBIT VII - Testimony Submitted After Completion of Planning Commission Public Hearing Process 
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PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION TEXT AMENDMENT 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO EXISTING 
CODE TEXT INDICATED IN 

RED-LIMEIDOUBLE UNDERLINE OR FONTS 

CHAPTER 1 .I 
THE CITY COUNCIL AND ITS AGENCIES AND OFFICERS 

(Last revised 4-03-06) 

Section I .1.10 - THE CITY COUNCIL 

1 .I .I 0.01 - Authority and Responsibility 

The State has delegated to the City Council responsibility for adopting land use plans and 
controls. The City has adopted this Code pursuant to its responsibilities to secure the 
health, safety, and welfare of its citizens and also pursuant to its home rule authority. The 
City Council has created a Planning Commission,&a- Land Development Hearings Board, 
and a Historic Preservation Advisow Board for the purpose of implementing such plans and 
controls. In addition, the State has authorized the Council to act upon applications for 
development or to delegate its authority to act upon such applications. r: "r 

1 .I .I 0.02 - Powers and Duties 

-4 The City Council has the following powers and duties in addition to any others it may now .=- 

have, be given, or confer upon itself. The City Council: I 

98 s 
a. May adopt, amend, supplement, or repeal plans and policies for development of the e) 

community; m 
a 

b. May adopt, amend, supplement, or repeal the text of any provisions or regulations of 
this Code or the boundaries of development districts established on the Official 
Development District Map; 

c. Shall review decisions of the Planning Commission,&Land Development Hearings 
Board, and Historic Preservation Advisorv Board ipon appeal; 

d. Shall appoint members of the Planning Commission and Historic Preservation 
Advisorv Board; and 

e. May establish a reasonable schedule of fees with respect to matters under this Code. 
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Section 1 .I .20 - THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

The Planning Commission shall be appointed in accordance with the Boards and Commissions 
Ordinance. The Commission shall have the powers and duties provided therein and provided by 
this Code. 

Section 1.1.30 - LAND DEVELOPMENT HEARINGS BOARD 

There is hereby created a Land Development Hearings Board for the City. The Board shall hear 
and act on appeals resulting from alleged errors in orders, requirements, decisions, and 
interpretations of the Director or designated administrative officers charged with the enforcement 
of this Code and such other matters as required by this Code. 

I .I .30.01 - Membership 

a. All members of the Planning Commission are eligible to serve on the Land 
Development Hearings Board. The Land Development Hearings Board shall consist 
of three members appointed from the Planning Commission by the chair. One 
member shall be appointed to a I-year term, orie member shall be appointed to a 
2-year term, and one member shall be appointed to a 3-year term. All succeeding 
appointments shall be for 3-year terms or until they are no longer members of the 
Planning Commission, whichever comes first. n. 

Y 
1 

b. Any vacancy in office shall be filled by the chair for the unexpired portion of the term - 
of the member whose office became vacant. .ad 

i 

c. The members of the Land Development Hearings Board shall continue as voting 
members of the Planning Commission. 2 

GJ 
d. The Chair may appoint alternates to serve in the absence of Board members. r: 

I\' 

I .I .30.02 - Quorum 

Two members of the Land Development Hearings Board shall constitute a quorum. Any 
position in the Land Development Hearings Board may be filled, or substitution made, to 
allow any members of the Planning Commission to serve for purposes of a quorum. 

I .I .30.03 - Powers and Duties 

The Land Development Hearings Board shall conduct hearings and prepare findings of fact 
in accordance with Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings and take such actions concerning appeals 
as required by this Code. 
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Section 1 .I .40 - THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION ADVISORY BOARD 

The Historic Preservation Advisory Board shall be arspointed in accordance with Munici~al Code . . 
Section I .  16.250, as amended. fhc Sc;- Gi -chmee The Board shall have 
the powers and duties provided therein and provided bv this Code. 

Section I . I  .a30 - - COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR 

I .1.450.01 - - Position 

The City Manager may delegate the powers and duties herein created to the administrative 
officer of the City, herein defined as the Community Development Director to supervise, 
organize, direct, and control activities defined under this Code. For brevity, the Community 
Development Director shall be referred to as Director throughout the Code. 

I .I .430.02 - - Powers and Duties 

The Director provides professional planning assistance to the general citizens, City Council, 
Planning Commission, Land Development Hearings Board, Historic Presewation Advisory 
Board, and City Manager and is hereby authorized to interpret provisions of this Code and 
to perform such other duties in the administration of the Land Development Code as are 
required herein. Such powers and duties may be accomplished by person(s) as designated rn 
by the Director. X 

=E: - 
Section I .I .560 - CONFLlCT OF INTEREST tR 

- ==i - 
A member of the hearing authority shall not participate in any proceedings or action in which the " 
member has a legal conflict of interest defined in State law that would bar participation in a decision 
by a Planning Commissioner or Historic Presewation Advisorv Board member. Any actual or a 
potential interest shall be disclosed at the meeting of the hearing authoritywhere the action is being rn 
taken. Examples of conflict of interest include: a) the member owns property within the area w 
entitled to receive notice of the public hearing; b) the member has a direct private interest in the 
proposal; or, c) for any other valid reason, the member has determined that participation in the 
hearing and decision cannot be in an impartial manner. 

Section I .I .GI0 - - PARTICIPATION BY [NTERESTED OFFICERS OR EMPLOYEES 

No officer or employee of the City who has a financial interest in a land use decision shall 
participate in discussions with or give an official opinion to the hearing body without first declaring 
for the record the nature and extent of such interest. 
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PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATlON TEXT AMENDMENT 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO EXISTING 
CODE TEXT INDICATED IN 

RED-LllNEIDOFidlBLE UNDERLINE OR FONTS 

CHAPTER 'l.2 
LEGAL FMMEWORK 

(Excerpt; last reviewedlrevised 4-03-06) 

Section 1.2.1 I 0  - DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROCESS 

1.2.1 10.01 - General Development 

General Development includes development activities that are permitted outright, subject 
to compliance with the criteria and standards of this Code. Those uses that are listed in the 
development districts in Article Ill as "Permitted Uses" are General Development activities. 
These uses require staff review upon application for a building permit and are subject to 
district standards and other development provisions of the Code and applicable City rn 

X 
ordinances and requirements. Review of building permits shall be accomplished according gg: - - 

to administrative procedures. In accordance with provisions of Chapter 2.9, certain 
Alterations or New Construction affectins desisnated historic resources shall be considered 7 - 
General Development. Specificallv, development reauirinq a Director-Level Historic , 
Preservation Permit shall be cateqorized as General Development. E 
I .2.110.02 - Special Development 

Special Development includes development activities that require applying at least some 
amount of discretion. As with General Development, approval of the use is subject to district 
standards and other development provisions of the Code and City ordinances and 
requirements. There are two types of special developments: 

Type I: Generally requires considerable discretion and involves a public hearing, in 
accordance with the provisions of Chapter 2.0, and approval by an established hearing 
authority; and 

Type II: Requires less discretion than Type I and involves review and approval by staff 
without a public hearing. This type of development qualifies as a Limited Land Use Decision 
under ORS 197.01 5. Type II Special Developments require public notice prior to a decision 
being made by staff with a follow-up notice being provided to affected persons who 
responded in writing to the first notice. Appeals are made to the Land Development 
Hearings Board and City Council in accordance with Chapter 2.19. 
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1.2.1 10.02.01 - Type I: Special Development 

Special development activities that require a public hearing are described in the 
following sections of Article II - Administrative Procedures: 

Chapter 2.1 - Comprehensive Plan Amendment Procedures 
Chapter 2.2 - Development District Changes [Includes Historic Preservation 

review under Section 2.2.40 - Quasi-Judicial Chanqe 
Procedures for District Chanqes Subiect to a Public Hearinq) 

Chapter 2.3 - Conditional Development 
Chapter 2.4 - Subdivisions and Major Replats 
Chapter 2.5 - Conceptual and Detailed Development 

Plans 
Chapter 2.5 - Maior Planned Develorsment Modification 
Chapter 2.6 - Annexations 
Chapter 2.7 - Extension of City Services Outside the City Limits 
Chapter 2.8 - Vacating of Public Lands and Plats 
Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation Provisions pertaininq to HPAB-Level 

Historic Preservation Permits Ssekr ;  2 . 2 . 5C - 
P 

Chapter 3.30 - Willamette River Greenwav Conditional Development I 
Cha~ter  4.7 - Siqn Variance 

d 

1.2.1 10.02.02 - Type II: Special Development 9 
0 
n Special development activities that may be approved by staff without a public hearing 

are described in the following sections of Article II - Administrative Procedures: 

Chapter 2.2 

Chapter 2.3 
Chapter 2.4 
Chapter 2.5 
Chapter 2.12 
Chapter 2.1 3 
Chapter 2.14 
Chapter 2.1 5 
Chapter 2.1 6 
Chapter 2.1 8 

Development District Chanqes (Includes Historic Preservation 
review under Section 2.2.50 - Quasi-Judicial Chanqe 
Procedures for Administrative District Chanqes) 

Conditional Development Modification 
Subdivision Modification 
Minor Planned Development Modification 
Lot Development Option 
Plan Compatibility Review 
Partitions, Minor Replats, and Lot Line Adjustments 
Hillside Development and Density Transfer 
Request for Interpretations 
Solar Access Permits 
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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 applications shall be completed within 
120 davs of the date an application is deemed complete, allowincr for anv possible appeals at the 
local level. This 120-dav period mav be extended onlv bv written authorization of the applicant. 
Such authorization shall specifv the lenqth of time bv which the 120-dav deadline is extended. 
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PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION TEXT AMENDMENT 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO EXISnNG 
CODE TEXT INDICATED IN 

RED-[LINE/DOUBLE UNDERLINE OR FONTS 

CHAPTER 9.3 
ENFORCEMENT 
(last revised 4-4-06) 

Section 1 .3.10 - RESPONSIBLE OFFICERS 

The Land Development Code shall be administered and enforced by the Director. 

Section I .3.20 - BUILDING PERMIT 

E 
No building permit shall be issued by the Building Official for any authorized development unless =g 

the Director has determined that the proposed development complies with the provisions of this 
7 Code, including any established conditions of approval (established by the authority of the City _I. 

Council, the Planning Commission, the Land Development Hearings Board, the Historic " 
"01 

Preservation  advisor^ Board, or otherwise authorized by the Land Development Code, City B 
Ordinances, or State law), and the required development permit has been issued. 0 

rn 
(D 

Section 1.3.30 - CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY 

No certificate of occupancy shall be issued by the Building Official for any development unless all 
requirements of this Code have been met, including any established conditions of approval 
(established by the authority of the City Council, the Planning Commission, the Land Development 
Hearings Board, the Historic Preservation A d v i s o ~  Board, or otherwise authorized by the Land 
Development Code, City Ordinances, or State law), or until the applicant has provided some written 
form of assurance acceptable to the Director guaranteeing the completion of all requirements. 

Section 1.3.40 - STOP WORK ORDER 

Whenever any work is being done contrary to the provisions of this Code, including any established 
conditions of approval (established by the authority of the City Council, the Planning Commission, 
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the Land Development Hearings Board, the Historic Preservation Advisorv Board, or otherwise 
authorized by the Land Development Code, City Ordinances, or State law), the Director may order 
the work stopped by notice in writing served on any persons engaged in the work, and any such 
persons shall immediately stop such work until authorized by the Director to proceed. 

Section 1.3.50 - VIOLATIONS 

Use of land in the City of Corvallis not in accordance with the provisions of this Code, including any 
established conditions of approval (established by the authority of the City Council, the Planning 
Commission, the Land Development Hearings Board, the Historic Preservation Advisorv Board, 
or otherwise authorized by the Land Development Code, City Ordinances, State or Federal law), 
constitutes a violation. Upon receiving information concerning a violation of this Code, the Director 
may conduct, or cause to be conducted, an investigation determining whether a violation exists. 
The Director may request the assistance of other City agencies and officers in the conduct of such 
investigations. 

The Director may prepare and deliver to the City Attorney a request for prosecution indicating the 
location and nature of the suspected violation, applicable code sections, and other information staff 
may have. 

1.3.50.01 - Classification of Violation 
Violations shall be identified by the Director under one of the following classifications: 

Tvpe I: Violations which represent a serious threat to public health, safety and welfare, or 
those unapproved actions deemed to potentially create serious adverse environmental or 
land use consequences as the result of continued development activity; or 

Tvpe II: Violations which do not pose a serious threat to public health, safety and welfare, 
but do violate provisions of this Code, including any established conditions of approval, as 
described in Section I .3.50 above. 

I .3.50.02 - Notice of Violation 

a. Type I: After receiving a report of an alleged Type I violation, the Director will 
determine whether the violation requires that a citation be issued immediately or 
whether to provide notice ofthe violation prior to the issuance of a citation. Notice 
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PLANNING COMMISSlON RECOMMENDATION TEXT AMENDMENT 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO EXISTING 
CODE TEXT INDICATED IN 

RED-LINEiDOUBLE UNDERLINE OR FONTS 

CHAPTER 1.6 - Excerpt 
NEW OR MODIFIED DEFINITIONS RELATING TO HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

(Last revised 4-4-06) 

Section I .6.30 - SPECIFIC WORDS AND TERMS 

Administrative District Chanqe - An amendment to the boundaries of Development Districts 
shown on the official Development District Map. A detailed definition for an Administrative District 
Chanqe is contained in Section 2.2.50.b. Procedures for this tvpe of land use application are 
outlined in Land Development Code Section 1.2.90.01 - Special Development and Land 
Development Code Section 2.2.50 - Quasi-Judicial Chanqe Procedures for Administrative District iTi 

Chanqes. X 
3C - 
m - 

Annexation - A land use process that evaluates whether a pro~ertv meets the criteria for * 
m 

incorporation into the Citv limits and meets the requirements to be forwarded to the voters for a final I 

decision on its incorporation. Procedures for this tvpe of land use application are outlined in Land 2 
Development Code Section I .2.110.02 - Special Development and Land Development Code C) 

m Chapter 2.6 - Annexations. The State of Oreaon can mandate, without voter approval, the ,, 
annexation of property on which a health hazard exists. See "Health Hazard Annexation." A 

Ceettified Local Government (CLG) - A citv or countv that has been certified bv the National Park 
Service, U.S. Department of the Interior, to carry out the purposes of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. The CLG proqram is administered bv the State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO). The Citv of Corvallis is a Certified Local Government. 

Comsrehensive Plan Amendment -An  amendment to either the boundaries of Comprehensive 
Plan Map desiqnations shown on the official Comprehensive Plan Map or an amendment to the 
text of the Comprehensive Plan. Procedures for this tvoe of land use application are outlined in 
Land Development Code Section 1.2.1 10.02 - Special Development and Land Development Code 
Chapter 2.1 - Comprehensive Plan Amendment Procedures. 
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Conceetual Develo~ment Plan - A land use process that is a type of Conditional Development 
and that provides a mechanism for achievinq qreater flexibilitv and improved desiqn where the 
scope of the proposed modifications to prestated Land Development Code standards exceeds that 
permitted throuqh a Lot Development Option. This t v ~ e  of land development proiect is 
comprehensivelv planned as an entitv via a unified site plan. Often it is proposed to allow for better 
preservation of siqnificant natural features and/or for innovation in site planninq and architectural 
desiqn. A ~ ~ r o v a l  requires compensatinq benefits that offset the requested development standard 
modifications. The Request must be followed bv or processed concurrentlv with a Detailed 
Development Plan and the issuance of buildinq permits is withheld until a Detailed Development 
Plan is approved. Procedures for this tvpe of land use application are outlined in Land 
Development Code Section I .2.110.02 - Special Development, Land Development Code Chapter 
2.5 - Planned Development. and Land Development Code Section 2.5.40 - Conceptual 
Development Plan Review Procedures. 

~onditional Develoement - A  land use process that provides an opoortunitv to allow a use when 
potential adverse effects can be mitiqated or denv a use if concerns cannot be resolved to the 
satisfaction of the hearinq authoritv. Procedures for this tvpe of land use application are outlined 
in Land Development Code Section 1.2.1 10.02 - Special Development and Land Development 
Code Chapter 2.3 - Conditional Development. IT '" 

X 
1. - 

Conditional Development Modification -A  land use process that provides an opportunitv to allow 
4 a limited amount of flexibilitv with reqard to site planninq and architectural desiqn for previouslv - . 

approved Conditional Developments and provides benefits within the development site that 
compensate for requested variations from approved Conditional Developments such that the intent - 
of the oriqinal approval is still met. Procedures for this tvpe of land use application are outlined in 
Land Development Code Section I .2.110.02 - Special Development and Land Development Code ,.A 

Section 2.3.40 - Conditional Development Modification. hl 

Contractor SidewalklStreet Stamps - An insiqnia or mark stamped into a sidewalk or street that 
includes information, such as the contractor's name and the date the work was performed, and 
which indicates that the stamp dates from 1956 or before. 

Corvallis Reaister of Historic Landmarks and Districts (Local Register) -The Citv's official list 
of locallv-desiqnated historic resources. 

Desianated Historic Resource - A historic resource that has been determined throuqh an official 
action to meet criteria for Historic Siqnificance, resultina in the resource beinq Locallv-desiqnated 
and/or Nationallv-desiqnated, as more specifically defined below. The Citv's Historic Preservation 
Provisions in Chapter 2.9 a ~ p l v  to all Desiqnated Historic Resources, reaardless of whether they 
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are Locallv- or Nationallv-desiqnated. Some Desianated Hisforic Resources are listed in both the 
Local Reqister and the National Reqister of Historic Places. 

a. Locallv-desianated: A Locallv-desiqnated historic resource is listed in the Corvallis - - 
Reqister of Historic Landmarks and Districts (Local Reqister). To list a propertv in the 
Local Reqister, a propertv owner must obtain approval for a Development District 
Chanqe to applv a Historic Preservation Overlay to the subiect propertv. A Historic 
Preservation Overlav denotes the Locallv-desiqnated Historic Resource on the City's 
Development District Map. Propertv owner approval for local desiqnation is required. 

b. Nationailv-desiqnated: A Nationallv-desiqnated Historic Resource is listed in the - - 
National Reqister of Historic Places. To list a propertv in the National Reqister of 
Historic Places, a propertv owner must obtain approval in accordance with state and 
federal processes and criteria listed in 36 CFR 60. Local level input reqardinq a 
proposed National Reqister of Historic Places nomination normallv is solicited; 
however, official local action does not occur. Because Nationallv-desiqnated Historic 
Resources are subiect to the Historic Preservation Provisions of Chapter 2.9, a 
notation indicatinq that a propertv is listed in the National Reqister of Historic Places 
is included on the City's Development District Map. r: 

I - 
Detailed Bevelo~ment Plan - A land use process that is a type of Conditional Development and 

==I 
that provides a mechanism for achievinq qreater flexibilitv and improved desiqn where the scope =- 

of the ~roposed modifications to ~restated Land Development Code standards exceeds that ' 
"CJ 

permitted through a Lot Development Option. This tvpe of land development project is & 
0 comprehensivelv planned as an entity via a unified site plan and must be based on a previouslv or 

concurrentlv approved Conceptual Development Plan. Such Plans are often proposed to allow for A 
better preservation of siqnificant natural features and/or for innovation in site planninq and c.d 

architectural desian. Approval requires compensatinq benefits that offset the requested 
modifications to development standards. A Detailed Development Plan provides sufficient 
information for the issuance of buildinq permits. Procedures for this tvpe of land use application 
are outlined in Land Development Code Section 1.2.110.02 - Special Development, Land 
Development Code Chapter 2.5 - Planned Development, and Land Development Code Section 
2.5.50 - Detailed Development Plan Review Procedures. 

Development District Map Chanqe - An amendment to the boundaries of Development Districts 
shown on the official Development District M ~ D .  Procedures for this tvpe of land use application are 
outlined in Land Development Code Section 1.2.90.01 - Special Development and Land 
Development Code Chapter 2.2 - Development District Chanqes. 
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Director's Interpretation - A land use process that seeks the Director's interpretation of either 
Land Development Code or Comprehensive Plan provisions. These Interpretations mav be 
leqislative or auasi-iudicial in nature. Procedures for this tvpe of land use application are outlined 
in Land Development Code Section 1.2.90.01 -Special Development and Land Development Code 
Chapter 2.1 6 - Request for Interpretation. 

Economicallv Feasible Rehabilitation - Relative to desiqnated historic resources, rehabilitation 
is economicallv feasible where the cost required to brinq the structure up to minimum buildina code 
standards while maintaininq its Historic lnteqritv does not exceed 75 percent of the structure's 
replacement value at a similar qualitv of construction. 

Extension of Services - A land use process that implements Citv Charter Section 51 W a n d  
allows an extension of Citv sanitarv sewer, storm sewer, and/or water services outside the Citv 
limits in limited circumstances. Procedures for this tvpe of land use a~plication are outlined in Land 
Development Code Section 1.2.90.01 - Special Development and Land Development Code 
Chapter 2.7 - Extension of City Services Outside the Citv Limits. 

Health Hazard Annexation - a land use process that addresses health hazard situations and 
r evaluates whether a propertv meets the criteria for incorporation into the Citv limits. Procedures 

for this tvpe of land use application are outlined in Land Development Code Section 1.2.1 10.02 - E 
Special Develo~ment and Land Development Code Chapter 2.6 - Annexations. 

- 
I 

Historic lnteqrity - Inteqrity of settinq, location, materials or workmanship which is determined to 
be historic bv fulfillinq at least two of the followinq criteria: D 

Cb 
rP. 

a. The historic resource is in its oriqinal location or is in the location in which it made a 2- - - 
historical contribution: 

b. The historic resource remains essentiallv as oriqinallv constructed; - - 

c. Sufficient oriqinal workmanship and material remain to show the construction - - 
technique and stvlistic character of a qiven Period of Siqnificance; 

d. The immediate settinq of the historic resource retains land uses, or landscapinq and - - 
relationship with associated structures, consistent with the Period of Siqnificance; 

e. The historic resource contributes to the architectural continuity of the street or - - 
neiqh borhood; 
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%. - - The site is likelv to contain artifacts related to prehistorv or earlv history of the 
communitv; or 

& The historic resource is now one of few remaininq prime examples of an architectural 
stvle or desiqn, or a type of construction that was once common. 

Historic Preservation Permit (HPAB-level) - A land use process for review of chanqes to 
Desiqnated Historic Resources. The chanqes address Alteration or New Construction, Demolition, 
and Movinq activities not covered bv Director-level Historic Preservation Permits, and not covered 
in Section 2.9.70 - Exemptions from Historic Preservation Permit Requirements. Specific 
procedures and discretionary review criteria for this tvpe of permit are listed in Sections 2 . 9 . 6 0 . ~ ~  
2.9.90,2.9.100,2.9.110, and 2.9.120. Procedures for this tvpe of land use application are outlined 
in Land Development Code Section 1.2.1 10.02 - Special Development and Land Develo~ment 
Code Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation Provisions. 

Historic Presewation Permit (Director-level) - A land use grocess for review of chanqes to 
Desiqnated Historic Resources. The chanqes address Alteration or New Construction activities that 
are minor in nature, not covered in Section 2.9.70 - Exemptions from Historic Preservation Permit 

rn Requirements, and decided upon bv the Director. Specific procedures and clear and obiective x 
review criteria for this tvpe of permit are listed in Sections 2.9.60.c, 2.9.90, and 2.9.1 00. 1: 
Procedures for this tvpe of land use application are outlined in Land Development Code Section 00 

=i 
1.2.1 10.02 - Special Development and Land Development Code Chapter2.9 - Historic Preservation .- 
Provisions. I 

"C1 
P 
G) 

Historic Resource - A buildinq, district, obiect, site, or structure that has a relationship to events rn 
or conditions of the human ~ a s t ,  as defined in OAR 660-023-0200(1 )(c) and 40 CFR 60.3. ..a& 

VI 

Historic Siqnificance (or Historicallv Sisnidicant)- A determination made for a resource that is 
in and of itself siqnificant or that contributes to historic and cultural resources of the communitv. 
Such a determination is made when the resource is 50 vears old or older and when at least one 
of the additional criteria listed below applies to it. Resources that are less 
than 50 years old mav be considered eliqible for historic desiqnation if they are of exceptional 
importance, based on National Resister of Historic Places Criteria for Evaluation (36 CFR 60). 

a. - - It is associated with events that have made a siqnificant contribution to the broad 
patterns of political, economic, culturai, or industrial historv of the Citv, Countv, State 
or nation; 

b. - - It is associated with the life or activities of a person, qroup, orqanization, or institution 
that has made a siqnificant contribution to the Citv, County, State or nation; 

L:\CD\Planning\Development Review\Land Development Code Text Amendments\LDT05 Cases\Chapter 2.9 

Update\City Council Review\Historic Chapters\PC Chapter 1.06.wpd 5 



c. It embodies distinctive characteristics of a tvpe, Period of Siqnificance, or method of - - 
construction; 

el. It mav be a prime example of an architectural stvle or desiqn, or may - 
represent a tvpe of construction that was once common and is now one of few 
remaininq examples; 

e. It represents the work of a master, i.e., it is a noteworthv example of the work of a - - 
craftsman, builder, architect. or enqineer siqnificant in City, Countv. State, or national 
history; 

f. - - It demonstrates hiqh artistic values in its workmanship or materials; 

It vields or is likelv to vield information important in prehistorv or histow; - 

h. It is a visual landmark; or - - 

TP 
i. - - It contributes to the con ti nu it^ or the historic character of the street, neiqhborhood, 

ar andlor communitv, or contributes to the Historic Inteqritv of the Period of Siqnificance - 
represented. 

Historicallv Siqnificant Tree -A Historicallv Siqnificant Tree is defined as a tree that meets the 4 
criteria described in "a," "b," or "c," below: 

a. A tree that meets all of the followinq criteria: - - 

1. The tree is located on a Designated Historic Resoul-ce ~ropertv, is at least 50 - - 
years old, and has been in existence since a time prior to, or durinq, the 
Desiqnated Historic Resource's Period of Siqnificance; 

2. The tree meets the definition of Siqnificant Tree in Chapter 1.6, with the - - 
exception that the minimum 8-inch diameter at breast heiqht (dbh) 
reauirement does not applv to a tree which, due to its species tvpe, is not 
anticipated to reach a minimum 8-inch dbh bv a 50-vear date of maturitv; and 

3. The tree is consistent with at least one of the statements in "a.3.a)" below, in - - 
the ooinion of the Director. The Director's opinion shall be based on the items 
in "a.3b)." below: 
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& Statements - 

The tree can be correlated to a Historicallv Siqnificant event that - 
contributed to Corvallis' historv; 
The tree marks the site of a historic event; or 
The tree is associated with the life of a person or aroup of 
Historic Siqnificance. 

b) Information for Use bv the Director- 

'& Documentation in Section 2.9.60.c and anv additional 
documentation provided bv the propertv owner; and 
Consideration of the criteria refe'renced in "a.3.a)3)," above 
relative to the desiqnated historic resource's Period of 
Siqnificance. 

b. - - A tree that is either: 

1. - - Identified as a desianated historic resource on an individual basis; or r: 
z 
111 

2. - - In or adiacent to a National Resister of Historic Places Historic District, within 
==i a private street riqht-of-wav or a public riqht-of-wav, and which meets both 

criteria "a.1" and "a.2" above, relative to the District. I 

6. 

P 
- - 6) lndividuallv identified as historicallv siqnificant in an official historic inventorv for a 

desiqnated historic resource or an approved National Resister of Historic Places A 
nomination; '-4 

In-kind Repair or Realacement - Repair or replacement of existinq materials or features that 
match the old in desiqn, color, texture, materials, dimensions, shape, and other visual qualities. 
This includes replacement of roofinq, doors, windows, sidinq. and other structural elements, 
provided the replacements match the old in the manners described herein. Repair or replacement 
of windows or (doors containinq qlass) that substitute double-pane qlass for sinqle-pane qiass is 
not considered to be In-kind Repair or Replacement. Additionallv, while the repair or replacement 
of deteriorated materials In-kind is allowed, it is recommended that repair be considered bv the 
property owner prior to replacement. 

hand Development Code Text Amendment - An amendment to the text of the Land Development 
Code. Procedures for this tvpe of land use application are outlined in Land Development Code 
Section 1.2.80. 
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Land Division - Land divided to create legally separate areas in one of the following ways: 

a. Partition - Division of land that creates three or fewer parcels within a calendar year 
when such parcels exist as a unit or contiguous units of land under single ownership 
at the beginning of the year. Procedures for this tvpe of land use application are 
outlined in Land Development Code Section 1.2.1 10.02 - Special Development and 
Land Development Code Chapter 2.14 - Partitions, Minor Replats, and Lot Line 
A d i u s t m e n t s . v  

A partition does not include division of land resulting from any of the following: 

1. Establishment or modification of a "tax lot" by the County Assessor; 

2. A lien foreclosure, foreclosure of a recorded contract for the sale of real 
property, or creation of cemetery lots; 

3. An adjustment of a property line where an additional unit of land is not created 
and where the existing unit of land reduced in size by the adjustment complies 
with any applicable zone criteria established by this Code; or 

4. Sale or grant by a person to a public agency or public body for state highway, 
county road, city street, or other right-of-way purposes provided that such road 
or right-of-way complies with the applicable Comprehensive Plan policies and 
ORS 215.213 (2)(q)-(s) and 215.283 (2)(p)-(r). See "Lot Line Adjustment." 

Subdivision - Division of land that creates four or more lots within a calendar year 
when such lots exist as a unit or contiguous units of land under a single ownership 
at the beginning of such year. A subdivision does not include division of land resulting 
from any of the activities in "a." Procedures for this tvpe of land use application are 
.outlined in Land Development Code Section I .2.110.02 - Special Development and 
Land Development Code Chapter 2.4 - Subdivisions and Major Replats. Seeaka 

Local Resister - See Corvallis Resister of Historic Landmarks and Districts. 

Lot Development Option - A  land use process that applies only to individual lots and provides a 
means to varv the development standards normallv applied in a particular Developrnenf District. 
Procedures for this tvpe of land use application are outlined in Land Development Code Section 
1.2.1 10.02 - Special Development and Land Development Code Chapter 2.12 - Lot Development 
Option. 

L:\CD\Planning\Development Review\Land Development Code Text Amendments\LDT05 Cases\Chapter 2.9 

Update\City Council Review\Historic Chapters\PC Chapter I .O6.wpd 8 



Lot Line Adiustment - A land use process that shifts the location(s) of lot line(s) but does not 
create or eliminate a unit of land. Procedures for this tvpe of land use application are outlined in 
Land Development Code Section 1.2.1 10.02 - Special Development, Land Development Code 
Chapter 2.14 - Partitions, Minor Replats, and Lot Line Adiustments, and Land Development Code 
Section 2.14.60. 

National Reqister of Historic Places (Nationall Reqister) - The nation's official list of siqnificant 
historic resources worthv of oresewation, as authorized bv the National Historic Preservation Act 
of 1966, as amended. The National Reqister of Historic Places is administered bv the National 
Park Service, U.S. Department of the Interior. Historic resources mav be added to the National 
Reqister of Historic Places on an individual basis and/or as part of a Historic District. Under state 
law, National Reqister of Historic Places historic resources are defined as "historic resources of 
statewide siqnificance." All National Reqister of Historic Places historic resources are defined as 
Desiqnated Historic Resources in this Code. 

National Reqister of Historic Places Historic District Classifications - Historic resources in an 
a~proved National Reqister of Historic Places Historic District are classified as 
"HistoriclContrib~tinq,~' "Historic/Noncontributinq," or "Nonhistoric/Noncontributinq." The 
components of these classifications are defined as follows: E 

9C - 
Historic - At least 50 vears old at the time of desiqnation. 1DD 

Nonhistoric - Not vet 50 vears old at the time of desiqnation. ==I - 
Contributinq - A resource in a National Reqister of Historic Places Historic District 

which, at the time of desiqnation, retained a sufficient amount of > 
G, Historic lnteqritv to convev its historic apaearance and Historic 

Siqnificance. 
Noncontributinq - A resource in a National Reqister of Historic Places Historic District CD 

which, at the time of desiqnation, lacks Historic lnteqritv relevant to the 
Period of Siqnificance, and/or which is not historic. 

The Citv shall refer to the final approved National Reqister of Historic Places Historic District 
nomination forms to determine the appropriate classification that applies. In some cases, 
more than one classification mav applv to a propertv; for example, a priman/ structure on 
a site, such as a sinqle-familv detached home, mav be classified as HistoricIContrib~tinq~ 
while an accessorv structure, such as a detached qaraqe, may be classified as 

Vacant lots or parkina lots shall be evaluated per the requirements for 
Nonhistoric/Noncontributina resources contained in this Code. Anv reclassifications for 
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these or anv other Desiqnated Historic Resources listed in a National Reaister of Historic 
Places Historic District shall be accomplished per state and federal requirements. 

Nonhistoric - For historic resources not alreadv specificallv classified as part of a National Reqister 
of Historic Places Historic District (classifications for said District include "HistoriclContributinq," 
"Historic/Noncontributinq,~' and "Nonhistoric/Noncontributinq1'~, the term "Nonhistoric" means 
resources that are less than 50 vears old. 

Period of Siqnificance - Period of Siqnificance is the lenqth of time when a propertv was 
associated with important events, activities, or persons, or attained the characteristics which qualifv 
it for National Reqister of Historic Places listinq andlor Local Reqister listinq. Period of Siqnificance 
usuallv beqins with the date when siqnificant activities or events beqan qivinq the propertv its 
Historic Siqnificance; this is often a date of construction. Period of Siqnificance usuallv ends with 
the date when the siqnificant activities or events stowed qivinq the propertv its Historic 
Siqnificance. For prehistoric properties, the Period of Sianificance is the broad span of time about 
which the site or district is likelv to provide information: it is often the period associated with a 
particular cultural qroup. 

IT' Plan Comeatibilitv Review - a land use process that provides an additional review of certain uses 
to ensure that the intensitv and characteristics of the uses are compatible with particular sites and 21 - 
nearby land uses. Procedures for this type of land use application are outlined in Land 
Development Code Section 1.2.1 10.02 - Special Develo~ment and Land Development Code -' 

Chapter 2.1 3 - Plan Compatibilitv Review. 
I 

5 
Partition - See "Land Division." G 

rn 
N 
c' 

Planned Development - See "Conceptual Development Plan and "Detailed Development Plan." 

Planned Development Modification (Maior) - Aa land use process that provides an opportunitv to 
allow flexibilitv with reqard to site planninq and architectural desiqn for previouslv approved 
Conceptual or Detailed Development Plans. Such flexibility is in excess of the thresholds that 
define a Minor Planned Development Modification and provides benefits within the development 
site that compensate for requested variations from the approved Conceptual or Detailed 
Development Plan such that the intent of the oriqinal approval is still met. Procedures for this tvpe 
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Lot Line Adjustment - A land use process that shifts the locationts) of lot line(sl but does not 
create or eliminate a unit of land. Procedures for this tvpe of land use application are outlined in 
Land Development Code Section 1.2.1 10.02 - Special Development, Land Development Code 
Chapter 2.14 - Partitions, Minor Replats, and Lot Line Adiustments, and Land Development Code 
Section 2.14.60. 

National Weaister of Historic Places (Nations! Reqister) - The nation's official list of siqnificant 
historic resources worthv of preservation, as authorized bv the National Historic Preservation Act 
of 1966, as amended. The National Reqister of Historic Places is administered bv the National 
Park Service, U.S. Department of the Interior. Historic resources mav be added to the National 
Reqister of Historic Places on an individual basis and/or as part of a Historic District. Under state 
law, National Reqister of Historic Places historic resources are defined as "historic resources of 
statewide siqnificance." All National Reqister of Historic Places historic resources are defined as 
Desiqnated Histo/-ic Resources in this Code. 

National Reqister of Historic Places Historic District Classifications - Historic resources in an 
approved National Reqister of Historic Places Historic District are classified as 
"Historic/Contributinq," "Historic/Noncontributinq," or "Nonhistoric/Noncontributinq.'l The 
components of these classifications are defined as follows: r: 

Historic - At least 50 vears old at the time of desiqnation. 
Nonhistoric - Not vet 50 vears old at the time of desiqnation. - 
Contributinq - A resource in a National Reqister of Historic Places Historic District 6 

which, at the time of desiqnation, retained a sufficient amount of b 
6) Historic lnteqrity to convev its historic appearance and Historic 

Siqnificance. N 
A 

Noncontributinq - A resource in a National Reqister of Historic Places Historic District 
which, at the time of desiqnation, lacks Historic Inteqritv relevant to the 
Period of Siqnificance, and/or which is not historic. 

The Citv shall refer to the final approved National Reqister of Historic Places Historic District 
nomination forms to determine the appropriate classification that applies. In some cases, 
more than one classification may apply to a property; for example, a primaw structure on 
a site, such as a sinqle-familv detached home, mav be classified as Historic/Contributinq, 
while an accessow structure, such as a detached qaraqe, mav be classified as 
NonhistoriclNoncontributinq. 

Vacant lots or parkinq lots shall be evaluated per the requirements for 
Nonhistoric/Noncontributinq resources contained in this Code. Anv reclassifications for 
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these or anv other Desiqnated Historic Resources listed in a National Reqister of Historic 
Places Historic District shall be accomplished per state and federal requirements. 

Nonhistoric - For historic resources not already specificallv classified as part of a National Reqister 
of Historic Places Historic District (classifications for said District include "Historic/Contributinq," 
"Historic/Noncontributinq," and "Nonhistoric/Noncontributinq"~. the term "Nonhistoric" means 
resources that are less than 50 vears old. 

Period of Siqnificance - Period of Siqnificance is the lenqth of time when a propertv was 
associated with important events, activities, or persons, or attained the characteristics which aualifv 
it for National Resister of Historic Places listinq and/or Local Reqister listinq. Period of Siqnificance 
usuallv beqins with the date when sisnificant activities or events beqan aivins the propertv its 
Historic Siqnificance; this is often a date of construction. Period of Sianificance usuallv ends with 
the date when the siqnificant activities or events stopped qivinq the ~ropertv its Historic 
Siqnificance. For prehistoric properties, the Period of Siqnificance is the broad span of time about 
which the site or district is likelv to provide information; it is often the period associated with a 
particular cultural qroup. 

IT' 
Plan Cornpatibilitv Review - a land use process that provides an additional review of certain uses )c 

It" to ensure that the intensitv and characteristics of the uses are compatible with particular sites and - 
7 

nearbv land uses. Procedures for this tvpe of land use application are outlined in Land 
Development Code Section 1.2.1 10.02 - Special Development and Land Development Code - 
Chapter 2.13 - Plan Compatibilitv Review. I 

3 
Partition - See "Land Division." G 

rn 
h; 
fO 

Planned Development - See "Conceptual Development Plan and "Detailed Development Plan." 

Planned Development Modification (Maior) - Aa land use process that provides an opportunitv to 
allow flexibilitv with reqard to site plannina and architectural desiqn for previouslv approved 
Conceptual or Detailed Development Plans. Such flexibilitv is in excess of the thresholds that 
define a Minor Planned Development Modification and provides benefits within the development 
site that compensate for requested variations from the approved Conceptual or Detailed 
Development Plan such that the intent of the oriainal approval is still met. Procedures for this tvpe 
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of land use application are outlined in Land Development Code Section 1.2.1 10.02 - Special 
Development and Land Development Code Section 2.5.60 - Planned Development Modification. 

Planned Development Modification (Minor) - A land use process that provides an opportunitv to 
allow a limited amount of flexibilitv with reqard to site planninq and architectural desiqn for 
previouslv approved Conceptual or Detailed Development Plans; and provides benefits within the 
development site that compensate for requested variations from the approved Conceptual or 
Detailed Development Plan such that the intent of the oriqinal approval is still met. Procedures for 
this tvpe of land use application are outlined in Land Development Code Section 1.2.1 10.02 - 
Special Development and Land Develo~ment Code Section 2.5.60 - Planned Development 
Modification. 

District overlav that exists for the life of an active Conceptual or Detailed Development Plan. 
Procedures for this first tvpe of Planned Develo~ment land use application are outlined in Land 
Development Code Section 1.2.1 10.02 - Special Development and Land Development Code 
Chapter 2.5 - Planned Development. The other type is a Development District overlav established 
without an associated Conceptual or Detailed Development Plan. Procedures for this second tvpe 

rn of Planned Development Overlav land use application are outlined in Land Development Code 
Section 1.2.1 10.02 - Special Development and Land Development Code Chapter 3.32 - PD 
(Planned Development) District Overlav. OD 

==i - 
Preservation (as applied to Desiqnated Hisforic Resources) - As used in this Code. preservation 
means activities that stabilize and maintain properties at a hiqh level of Historic Inteqritv. When 

0 
repair of a feature is no lonqer possible, preservation includes actions such as "like-for-like" rn 
replacement and often allows review throush an administrative process. b.3 

w 

Primary Source Material - Pertains to Desiqnated Hisforic Resources . Primarv source material 
includes historic photoqraphs, desiqn drawinqs or blueprints, or other information directlv 
associated with a specific historic resource. 

Rehabibifation (as amlied to Desiqnated Historic Resources) - As used in this Code, rehabilitation 
includes activities that modify properties. Thouqh removal of Historicallv Sisnificant features is 
discouraqed, replacement with new materials and even new additions mav be allowed, if thev are 
compatible with the propertvls historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massinq 
to protect the Historic lnteqrity of the property and its environment. Approval qenerallv requires 
quasi-iudicial review bv the Historic Preservation Advisorv Board. 

Re~laE (Maior) - - a r r  . . . 
. . 

* A  land use Drocess that is used when 
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parcels within a recorded Subdivision are reconfiqured such that 4 or more parcels are created or 
deleted in a calendar vear. Procedures for this tvpe of land use application are outlined in Land 
Development Code Section I .2.110.02 - Special Development. Land Development Code Chapter 
2.4 - Subdivisions and Maior Replats, and Land Development Code Section 2.4.50 - Maior 

. . . . . 
Replat (Minor) - s p p  . . * A  land use 
process that is used when parcels within a recorded Partition are reconfiaured such that 3 or fewer 
parcels are created or deleted in a calendar vear. Procedures for this tvpe of land use a~plication 
are outlined in Land Development Code Section 1.2.1 10.02 - Special Development, Land 
Development Code Chapter 2.14 - Partitions, Minor Replats, and Lot Line Adiustments, and Land 
Development Code Section 2.14.50. 

Reversible - Pertains to Designated Historic Resources. Refers to modifications that do not 
substantiallv chanqe, obscure, damase, or destrov character-definins materials, features, or 
finishes. Intent is that the modification could be removed and anv impacted character-defininq 
materials, features, or finishes could then be restored. 

n' Secondaw Source Material - Pertains to desictnated historic resources. Secondaw source 
J- material includes information such as photos, desiqn drawinqs, or other information depictinq - 
7 

structures or appurtenances similar to andlor from the same Period of Sianificance as the historic 
resouce for which a Historic Preservation Permit is beinq requested. - 

I 

T 
Siqn Variance - A land use process to request a deviation from the ~rovisions of Cha~ter  4.7 - D 

C Con/allis Siqn Requlations. Procedures for this tvpe of land use application are outlined in Land 
Development Code Section 1.2.1 10.02 - S~ecia l  Develo~rnent and Land Development Code ig 
Section 4.7.1 10. 

Solar Access Permit (Tvpe I) - A land use process that provides and protects solar access for 
use of a propertv owner(s1 bv limitinq shadina of a solar collector bv trees on adiacent properties. 
Procedures for this type of land use application are outlined in Land Development Code Section 
1.2.1 10.02 - Special Development and Land Development Code Chapter 2.1 8. 

Solar Access Permit (Tvpe II) - A land use process that provides and protects solar access for 
use of a property owner(s) by limitins shadins of a solar collector by structures on adiacent 
properties. Procedures for this type of land use application are outlined in Land Development 
Code Section 1.2.1 10.02 - Special Development and Land Development Code Chapter 2.18. 
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State Historic Preservation Office (SWPO) - An aqencv of state qovernment deleqated the 
authoritv from the federal qovernment to administer a state's historic preservation prosram 
consistent with state and federal law. 

Subdivision - See "Land Division." 

Tentative Subdivision Plat - see "b" under "Land Division." 

Tentative Subdivision Plat Modification - A land use process that provides an opportunitv to 

allow a limited amount of flexibilitv with reqard to site planninq for a previouslv approved 
subdivision; and provides elements within the development site that compensate for requested 
variations from the approved tentative subdivision plat such that the intent of the oriqinal approval 
is still met. Procedures for this tvpe of land use application are outlined in Land Development Code 
Section 1.2.1 10.02 -Special Development and Land Development Code Section 2.4.80 -Tentative 
Subdivision Plat Modification. 

Vacatinq of Public Lands and Plats - a land use orocess that petitions to vacate all or parts of t-jl 
X a public street, alley, easement, plat, or other public place if determined not to be harmful to the I 

City or adiacent properties. Procedures for this tvpe of land use application are outlined in Land 
Development Code Section I .2.90.01 - Special Develooment and Land Development Code .II 7 
Chapter 2.8 - Vacatinq of Public Lands and Plats. I 

P 
G) WiBfiamette River Greenwav Conditions! Development - A land use process that is a tvpe of 

Conditional Development required for development within lands subiect to a Willamette River 

Greenwav (WRG) District Overlay, when the development is not considered "Exempt" per the 
provisions of Land Develooment Code Section 3.30.30 - Exemotions. Procedures for this type of 
land use application are outlined in Land Development Code Section 1.2.90.01 - Special 
Development, Land Development Code Chapter 3.30 - WRG (Willamette River Greenwav) District 
Overlav, and Land Development Code Chapter 2.3 - Conditional Development. 
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PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION TEXT AMENDMENT 

PLANNlNG COMMISSION RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO EXlSTlNG 
CODE TEXT INDICATED IN 

RED-LINEIDOUBLE UMDERLBNE OR FONTS 

CHAPTER 2.0 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 

(Excerpts; last revised 4-04-06) 

Section 2.0.50 QUASI-JUDICIAL HEARINGS 

2.0.50.03 - Prenotification to Neighborhoods 

. . . . 
a. As a means to provide information 

c c*+ . . 
prenotification shall be provided to &property owners and residents, 
neiahborhood association& orqanizations on file with the City as requestinq such 
information, and organizations and persons whose propertv boundaries include or 
border the subject property. Prenotification shall contain the fe4mm-g information m x listed below. However, prenotification is not reauired for: HPAB-Level Historic ag 
Preservation Permits and District Chanae applications to establish or remove a 
Historic Preservation Overlav. 7 - 
1. Date, time, and place of hearing; I 

3 
2. Nature of the proposed development, and proposed uses that could be 0 

authorized; Dl 
N 
-4 

3. Address, legal descriptions, or some other means of identification of the 
subject property; and 

4. Name and telephone of a staff member from whom additional information can 
be obtained. 

b. When  prenotification is reauired (see Section 2.0.50.03.a above), it shall be sent 
to neighborhood contact persons and any citizen or orsanization who has requested 
such information. These prenotification mailing lists shall be updated annually. 

c. When  prenotification is required (see Section 2.0.50.03.a above), it shall be mailed 
upon determination by staff that an application for a pending land use action is 
complete. 

2.0.50.04 - Public Notice 
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a. (no changes) 

b. The notice shall be sent by mail at least 20 days prior to the hearing to the following 
persons: 

1. The applicant or authorized agent(s), and owner(s) of the oropertv of the 
subiect application if different from the applicant. For the purposes of this 
mailinq, the propertv owner shall be determined usinq the most recent Benton 
Countv Assessor's database supplied to the Citv. 

2. Any person who resides on or owns property within 300 ft, including street 
right-of-way, of a parcel of land for: 

a) District Changes or Comprehensive Plan Amendments (excluding 
establishinq or removinq Historic Preservation M Overlays, and 
Research Technology Center time extensions); 

b) Subdivisions and Replats that create 10 or more lots; 

c) Conditional Development -aae ( i nc lud ing  
Willamette River Greenway Permits); 

rl" 

d) Annexation proposals; 
1 

e) Subdivisions and Major Replats that create fewer than 10 lots; I - 
I 

(f i 

IT' 
fl Planned Developments. lu 

OT 

HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permits related to demolitions. 

3. Any person who resides on or owns property within I 0 0  ft, including street 
right-of-way, of a parcel of land for: 

a) Appeals of an administrative decision of the Director; 

Establishinq or removinq a Historic Preservation Overlav, in 
accordance with District Chanqe procedures, inclcldinq appeals of 
Administrative District Chanqes; 
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CJ HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permits, except those covered bv 
2(q), above; 

Request for extension of services outside the City limits. In addition, 
all property owners between the City limits and the subject property 
shall be mailed a notice; and - 

fet)eJ - Sign Variance. 

54. - Tenants of any existing manufactured-dwelling park for which a development 
district change is proposed. 

65. - Vacating public lands, including subdivision plats and street rights-of-way, 
shall be notified as provided in Chapter 2.8 - Vacating of Public Lands and 
Plats and ORS 271.080. 

YE. - Any other person, agency, or organization that has filed with the Director a 
request to receive notices of hearings and has paid a reasonable fee to cover 
noticing therefor; 

87. - Any other person, agency, or organization that may be designated by this 
Code; ant3 r: 

3C 

98. - Any other person, agency, or organization that may be designated by the City 
Council or its agencies. ==i - 

I 

4-09. - Any other resident owner of property whom the Director determines is affected q 
by the application. @ 

6) 
rn 

a - Historic Preservation Advisorv Board and State Historic Preservation Office, R, 

for appeals of Director-Level and HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permits CD 

and Development District Chanqe applications to establish or remove a 
Historic Preservation Overlav, includinq appeals of Administrative District 
Chanqes. 

2.0.50.1 5 - Multiple Applications Filed Together 

When more than one application has been filed at one time for a specific property or 
development, and the review of those applications shall be coordinated as follows:. 

a. If any of those applications would ordinarily be heard by the Planning Commission, - - - 
all of the applications shall be heard by the Planning Commission at the same 
meeting, except as outlined in "b" of this Section.   or example, applications for 
Development District Changes are ordinarily heard by the Land Development 
Hearings Board. When a District Change is sought simultaneously with m 

a Conditional Development, however, the 
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two applications shall be considered together by the Planning Commission and no 
action by the Land Development Hearings Board is shall be required. 

b. Applications ordinarily heard bv the Historic Preservation Advisorv Board shall not be - - 
filed toqether (combined) with another application(s) resuirinq a public hearinu that 
is ordinarilv heard bv some other decision-makinq bodv. Historic Preservation Permit 
applications and Historic Preservation Overlav-related Development District Chanue 
applications that are ordinarilv decided upon bv the Director, or the Director's 
desianee, shall be filed tosether (combined) with applications ordinarily heard bv the 
Historic Preservation Advisorv Board. In these cases, the combination of historic 
applications shall be reviewed bv the Historic Preservation Advisorv Board and no 
prior action bv the Director shall be required. 

Section 2.0.60 - PROCEDURES FOR HEARINGS INVOLVING REMANDS FROM THE STATE 
LAND USE BOARD OF APPEALS (LUBA) 

Procedures for hearings involving both voluntary and involuntary remands from the state Land Use 
Board of Appeals shall be as follows: 

a. The Director shall present the remand directly to the City Council so that it can decide 
how to proceed. The Director shall inform the City Council of the nature of the rr remand, and the Council shall make a formal decision regarding procedures prior to 
any hearing to decide the matter. The Council may decide to do any of the following: - 

1 Send the matter to another authorized decision-making body (e.g., Land - - 
Development Hearings Board, Historic Preservation Advisorv Board, or , 
Planning Commission); T 

b c 2. Set a hearing date to decide the matter without re-opening the public hearing m 
on the case; or ~j 

c 

3. Set a hearing date and re-open the public hearing for consideration. 

b. When considering a remand, the hearing authority may consider the case in whole 
or in part. 

c. Procedures for public notice and order of proceedings for remands on legislative 
matters shall be in accordance with section 2.0.40. 

d. Procedures for public notice and order of proceedings for remands on quasi-judicial 
matters shall be in accordance with section 2.0.50, except that in all cases, required 
mailing of notices shall occur a minimum of 20 days in advance of the public hearing 
to address the remand. 
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PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION TEXT AMENDMENT 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO EXISTING 
CODE TEXT INDICATED IN 

WED-LINEIDOUBLE UNDERLINE OR FONTS 

CHAPTER 2.2 
DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT CHANGES 

(Last revised 4-04-06) 

Section 2.2.1 0 - BACKGROUND 

The Development District Map is consistent with the adopted Comprehensive Plan, as amended, 
and as such it is a reflection of the City's land use planning goals. The Map has also been adopted 
as part of the Land Development Code. Frequent and piecemeal amendments to the Development 
District Map can threaten the integrity of the Comprehensive Plan and the likelihood of its 
successful implementation. Nevertheless, it may be necessary to amend the Development District 
Map from time to time to correct errors or to respond to changing conditions or unforeseen 
circumstances. r: 

z When a Development District is amended there often must be a corresponding change to the - 
Comprehensive Plan Map. There are, however, instances where more than one District matches 1JO 7 the Comprehensive Plan designation. In these situations, the District can be amended without a 
Comprehensive Plan Map change. The table in Section 2.2.20  illustrates the relationship I 

between the Comprehensive Plan and the District Map designations in the City. z 
6) 

Development District Changes (District Chancres) are classified as legislative or quasi-judicial, fTi 
depending on the number of properties involved. While only the City Council makes legislative 2 
District Change decisions, quasi-judicial decisions may be made by the Planning Commission, 
Land Development Hearings Board, or upon appeal by the City Council, depending on the nature 
of proposed change. When a Development District Chanqe application is being reviewed along 
with a Comprehensive Plan Map Aemendment or other land use application, the Planning 
Commission approves or denies theTequest. When no other request is under consideration, the 
District Change request is approved or denied by the Land Development Hearings Board, with the 
exception of District Chanqes pertainins to the application or removal of a Historic Preservation 
Overlav. The City Council desiqnates the Historic Preservation Advisorv Board as havinq the 
authority to make District Chanqe decisions resardinq the application or removal of a Historic 
Presewation Overlav in cases where a public hearinq is required. The Citv Council desiqnates the 
Director as havinq the authority to make Administrative District Chanqe decisions reqardinq the 
removal of a Historic Presewation Overlav. 
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Section 2.2.20 - PURPOSES 

This chapter sets forth review criteria and procedural requirements for quasi-judicial and legislative 
Develo~menf District Chancres -to accomplish the following: 

a. Maintain sound, stable, and desirable development within the City; 

b. Permit changes in Development District boundaries where appropriate; 

c. Ensure District Changes are consistent with the community's land use policies and goals; 

d. Lessen the influence of private economic interests in the land use decision-making process; 

e. Establish ~rocedures and criteria for arsplvins Historic Presewation Overlavs to, or removinq = 
Historic Presewation Overlavs from, Desiqnated Historic Resources; and 

f . - - Establish ~rocedures and criteria for reclassifvina a Desiqnated Historic Resource in a 
National Reqister of Historic Places Historic District. 

The chart below is out-of-date and does not reflect current Comprehensive Plan 
desisnations or Development District desiqnations, nor does it reflect updated chancles 
that have been approved bv the Citv Council via ordinances for Land Development Code =h I 
Updates, Phase 1 and Phase I l l .  Once those ordinances are in effect, the chart below will - 

be corrected. - 

1. Does not include Development District overlays. 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN & CORRESPONDING DISTRICT MAP DESIGNATIONS' 
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IF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
DESIGNATION IS: 

RESIDENTIAL 

Low Density (2-6 unitslacre) 

Medium Density (6-12 unitslacre) 

Medium High Density ( I  2-20 unitslacre) 

High Density (over 20 unitslacre) 

OFFICEICOMMERCIAL 

Professional Offices 

DISTRICT MAP DESIGNATION SHALL BE 

RESIDENTIAL 

RS-3.5 Low 
RS-5 LOW 
RS-6 LOW 

RS-9 & 9(U) Medium 

RS-I2 & 12(U) Medium-High 

RS-20 High 

COMMERCIAL 

Professional and Administrative Office 
(P-AO) 



1. Does not include Development District overlays. 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN & CORRESPONDING DISTRICT MAP DESIGNATIONS' 

Section 2.2.30 - LEGISLATIVE CHANGE PROCEDURES 

IF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
DESIGNATION IS: 

Shopping Area 

Linear Commercial 

Central Business District 

Regional Shopping Center 

INDUSTRIAL 

Limited 

General 

Intensive 

Research Technology Center 

OTHERS 

Public-Institutional 

AgriculturelConservation 

A District Change is considered a legislative act if the change applies uniformly to all properties in 
the City or to a sufficiently large number of properties as determined by contemporary legal 
principles. 

DISTRICT MAP DESIGNATION SHALL BE 

Shopping Area (SA) 
Shopping Area-University (SA-U) 
Special Shopping District (SSD) 
Community Shopping (CS) 

Linear Commercial (LC) 

Central Business District (CB) 
Central Business Fringe (CBF) 

Regional Shopping Center (RSC) 

INDUSTRIAL 

Limited (LI) 

General (GI) 

Intensive (11) 

Research Technology Center (RTC) 

OTHERS 

Oregon State University (OSU) and in 
any other District for government and 
public facility uses. 

AgricultureIOpen Space (AG-OS) 

2.2.30.01 - Initiation 

a. A District Change that is legislative in nature may be initiated by either a majority vote 
o f  the City Council or Planning Commission upon a finding that there is sufficient cause 
t o  initiate a change. 

b. Property owners may petition the Planning Commission to initiate a hearing through the 
following procedure: 
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I. A petition shall only be considered if it represents a majority (over 50 percent) of 
property owners within the area of the proposed District Change. 

2. A petition shall include a description and map of the area to be affected and 
information as may be necessary for an adequate review. 

3. If the Planning Commission makes a determination that there is sufficient cause, it 
shall initiate the District Change in accordance with Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings. 

c. Where a motion by either the City Council or Planning Commission involves a Planned 
Development designation, the motion by either body need not include a conceptual or 
detailed development plan. 

2.2.30.02 - Staff Evaluation 

A report shall be prepared by staff that evaluates whether the proposal complies with the 
review criteria below. The report should include a recommendation for approval or denial. 

2.2.30.03 - Review Criteria 

Legislative District Changes shall be reviewed to determine the effects on City facilities and 
services and to assure consistency with the purposes of this chapter, policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan, and any other applicable policies and standards adopted by the City 
Council. 

2.2.30.04 - Action by the Planning Commission 

The Planning Commission shall conduct a public hearing in accordance with the provisions 
of Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings. Following the close of the public hearing, the Commission 
shall make a recommendation to the City Council concerning the proposed District Change. 
The Commission's recommendation shall include findings that specify how the proposal has 
or has not complied with the above review criteria. 

2.2.30.05 - Action by City Council 

Upon receipt of the Planning Commission's recommendation the matter shall be set for a 
public hearing before the City Council in accordance with Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings. 
Following the close of the public hearing, the City Council shall either deny the petition or 
adopt an ordinance approving the proposed District Change or a modification thereof. The 
City Council's decision shall include findings that specify how the proposal has or has not 
complied with the above review criteria. 
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2.2.30.06 - Notice of Disposition 

A Notice of Disposition shall be mailed in accordance with Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings to 
persons who presented testimony orally or in writing at the public hearing. 

Section 2.2.40 - QUASIJUDICIAL CHANGE PROCEDURES FOR DISTRICT CHANGES 
SUBJECT TO A PUBLIC HEARING 

a. Quasi-Judicial District Chanses - All District Changes not deemed legislative shall be - 7 
quasi-judicial. Administrative District Chanqes are quasi-judicial District Chanqes that are 
not subiect to a public hearinq and are defined bv and subiect to the provisions of Section 
2.2.50. All other quasi-iudicial District Chanqes are subiect to a public hearinq and the 
provisions below. 

b. Addinq a Historic Preservation Overlay - A District Chanqe process involvinq a public - 
hearinq is required to add a Historic Preservation Overlav to a historic resource. 
Establishment of a Historic Preservation Overlav requires propertv owner concurrence and 
approval by the Historic Preservation Advisorv Board. Once a Historic Preservation Overlav 
is aprslied, the historic resource is-listed in the Local Reqister, is defined as a Desiqnated 
Historic Resource, and is subject to the Citv's Historic Preservation Provisions in Chapter 
2.9. - r: 

I 
Historic Resources are listed in the National Reqister of Historic Places consistent with state 
and federal processes and criteria. Official action at the local level is not required as part 7 
of the National Reqister of Historic Places desiqnation process. However, if a propertv - 
owner wishes to list a Nationally-desianated Historic Resource in the Local Reqister. a 
District Chanqe to add a Historic Preservation over la^ is required. In all cases, a Nationallv- > 
desiqnated Historic Resource also is defined as a Desiqnated Historic Resource and is 6) 
subiect to the Citv's Historic Preservation Provisions in Chapter 2.9, unless as otherwise m 
specified under state and federal law. a 

OP 

C. - - Removincr a Historic Preservation Overlay - A District Chanqe process involvinq a public 
hearinq is required to remove a Historic Preservation Overlav from a Desiqnated Historic 
Resource, with the sinale exception that an Administrative District Chanae process shall be 
used to remove a Historic Preservation Overlav under the circumstances outlined in Section 
2.2.50.b. 

Once a Historic Preservation Overlay is removed, the historic resource is automaticallv 
removed from the Local Reqister, is no lonqer is defined as a Desiqnated Historic Resource, 
and is no lonqer subiect to the Historic Preservation Provisions in Chapter 2.9, unless it is 
still Nationallv-desiqna.ted. If the Desianated Historic Resource remains Nationally- 
desiqnated, it is still subiect to the Citv's Historic Preservation Provisions in Chapter2.9, but 
is not listed in the Local Reqister and does not show a Historic Preservation Overlav. 
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d. Decisions Weqardinq National Resister of Historic Places Delistinqs - Official action - 7 
at the local level to delist a National Reqister of Historic Places Desiqnated Historic 
Resource is not required. National Reqister of Historic Places delistinqs are state and 
federal issues. If a National Reqister of Historic Places Desiqnated Historic Resource is 
delisted, and that Resource is not also listed in the Local Reqister, the Resource shall no 
lonqer be defined as a Desiqnated Historic Resource and shall no lonqer be subiect to the 
Historic Preservation Provisions in Chapter 2.9. If a National Reqister of Historic Places 
Desiqnated Historic Resource is delisted per state and federal procedures, but that 
Resource also has a Historic Preservation Overlav and is, therefore, listed in the Local 
Reqister, the Resource shall continue to be defined as a Desiqnated Historic Resource and 
shall continue to be subject to the Historic Presewation Provisions in Chapter 2.9, unless 
an Administrative District Chanqe removinq the Historic Preservation Overlav is approved 
per Section 2.2.50. 

2.2.40.01 - lnitiation 

a. lnitiation of a District Change that is quasi-judicial in nature may be accomplished by 
one of the following ways: 

I. Filing of an application by the owner(s) of the subject property(ies); 

2. A majority vote of the City Council or Planning Commission !blt6wh- 
However, for District 

Chanaes involvinq the application or removal of a Historic Presewation Overlav, 
property owner consent shall be required in accordance with state law. If the historic 
resource is owned bv more than one property owner, the consent of all owners shall 
be required; or 

3. District Chanqes involvinq the application or removal of a Historic Preservation - - 
Overlav mav also be initiated bv the Director. Property owner consent shall be 
required in accordance with state law. If the historic resource is owned bv more than 
one property owner, the consent of all owners shall be required. 

b. Where a motion by either the City Council or Planning Commission involves a Planned 
Development designation, the motion need not include a conceptual or detailed 
development plan. 

2.2.40.02 - Application Requirements 

An application for a District Change that requires a quasi-judicial hearing shall be made on 
forms provided by the Director and shall include the following where applicable: 

a. Generail Resuirernents - - 

I .  Applicant's name, address, and siqnature; - - 
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2. Owner's name, address, and siqnature, if different from applicant's. If a proposed - - 
District Change is to include land in more than one ownership, the application must 
be submitted jointly by all of the owners or authorized agents; 

3. Location and df3escription of the land associated with the proposed District Chanqe, - - 
includinq all of the followinq, as relevant: address; tax assessor map and tax lot 
number; parcel number: written description of the boundaries of a proposed Historic 
Preserva fion Overla v43k&i&; 

4b. - - Narrative addressing how the application meets the review criteria in 2.2.40.05 
below; - and 

5e. - - Maps, drawings, and such other information as may be needed for an 
adequate review of the application. 

b. Reauirements for District Ghanqe Applications to Add a Historic Presewafion - - 
Overlay 

4 .  All requirements of "a" of this Section; - - 

2. Map illustratinq the location and bounds of the historic resource(s) proposed to - - 
receive the Historic Presewation Overlav; 

3. Statements explaininq the followinq: - - 

How the ~rowosed Historic Preservation Overlav is consistent with the review 
criteria for such desisnation in Section 2.2.40.05.b; cd 

-4 

If a Hisforic Preservation Overlav is proposed 
to add a historic resource to the Local Resister, why the boundaries of the 
proposed Historic Preservation Overlay M are appropriate, siven the 
historic resources located in the proposed Historic Presewafion Overlav 
£3&k&; and 

4. Two sets of black and white photoqraphs of, and inventorv information for, each of - 
the historic resource(s) ~roposed to be subject to a Historic Presewation Overlav. 
The ~ho toq ra~hs  shall be 4 bv 6 inches, 5 bv 7 inches, or 8 by 10 inches. Diqital 
imaqes meetinq federal National Park Service photo policv standards, as amended, 
for National Reqister of Historic Places resources, are acceptable. 

c. Requirements for District Chanqe Ap~lications to ~ e r n ~ v e  a Historic Preservation - - 
Overlay 
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1. All requirements of "a" of this Section; - - 

2. Map illustratinq the location and bounds of the Historic Preservation Overlav - - 
proposed to be removed and anv Desianated Historic Resource(s) within that area; 

3. Statements explainins the followinq: - - 

How removal of the proposed Historic Preservation Overlav is consistent with - 
the review criteria in Section 2.2.40.05.c; 

a Whv the applicant is requestinq removal of the existinq Historic Preservation 
Overlav; 

4. Two sets of black and white photoaraphs of, and inventorv information for, each of - - 
the Desiqnated Historic Resourcels) within the Historic Preservation Overlav area 
proposed for removal. The photoqra~hs shall be 4 bv 6 inches, 5 bv 7 inches, or 
8 bv 10 inches. Diqital imaqes meetinq federal National Park Service photo policv 
standards, as amended, for National Resister of Historic Places Desiqnated Historic 
Resources, are acceptable. 

2.2.40.03 - Acceptance of Application 
rr' 
j, a. The Director shall review the application in accordance with Chapter 2.0 - Public -J - Hearings. - 

b. After accepting a complete application, the Director shall schedule a public hearing. - 
The public hearing will be conducted by; - 3 

G I. I the  Planning Commission, if the District Change is requested in conjunction with rr, - - - 
an Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and is not a reauest to applv or remove c, 
a Historic Preservation Overlav; Ore 

2. The Land Development Hearinas Board, itf no Comprehensive Plan Amendment is - - 
required to approve the District C h a n g e c  

and the application is not a request to applv or remove 
a Historic Preservation Overlav; 

3. The Historic Preservation Advisorv Board, if the reauest is to apply or remove a - - 
Historic Preservation Overlav and does not meet the definition for an Administrative 
District Chanqe outlined in Section 2.2.50.b. 
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2.2.40.04 - Staff Evaluation 

The Director shall prepare a report that evaluates whether the proposal complies with the 
review criteria below. The report shall also include a recommendation for approval or denial. 

2.2.40.05 - Review Criteria 

a. Review Criteria for District Chancaes, Except Those Reauestiiraa to APP~W or - - 
Remove a Historic Psesewation Overlav 

Quasi-judicial District Changes shall be reviewed to determine the effects on City 
facilities and services and to assure consistency with the purposes of this chapter, 
policies of the Comprehensive Plan, and any other applicable policies and standards 
adopted by the City Council. In addition, the following compatibility factors shall be 
considered: 

I a. - - Visual elements (scale, structural design and form, materials, and so forth); - 
2b. - - Noise attenuation; 
3e. - - Noxious odors; 
4d. - - Lighting; 
5a. - - Signage; 
6f. - - Landscaping for buffering and screening; 
33. - Traffic; 

r: 
I: 

8h. Effects on off-street parking; - 
- - 00 
91. - - Effects on air and water quality. 7 - 

I 

b. Review Criteria for District Chanses to Apply a Historic Preservation Overgay - - "tl 
B 

1. Historic lnteqritv of settina, location, materials or workmanship - - Q 
rn 
b.3 

To meet this criteria, the aoplicant shall demonstrate that the application fulfills at CD 

least two of the followina criteria: 

aJ - The historic resource is in its oriqinal location or is in the location in which it 
made a historical contribution; 

The historic resource remains essentiallv as oriqinallv constructed; - 

Sufficient oriqinal workmanship and material remain to show the construction 
technique and stvlistic character of a qiven Period of Siqnificance; 

The immediate settinq of the historic resource retains land uses, or 
landscapina and relationship with associated structures, consistent with the 
Period of Siqnificance; 

The historic resource contributes to the architectural continuitv of the street or- 
neiqh borhood; 
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fl The site is likelv to contain artifacts related to prehistorv or earlv histow of the 
communitv; or 

The historic resource is now one of few remaininq prime examples of an 
architectural stvle or desiqn. or a type of construction that was once common. 

2. Historic Siqnificance or contribution to historic and cultural resources of the - - 
communitv 

To meet this criteria, the applicant shall demonstrate that the resource is 50 years 
old or older and that at least one of the additional criteria listed below applies to it. 

Resources that are less than 50 vears old rnav be considered 
eliqible for historic desiqnation if thev are of exceotional importance, based on 
National Reqister of Historic Places Criteria for Evaluation (36 CFR 60). 

It is associated with events that have made a siqnificant contribution to the 
broad patterns of political, economic, cultural, or industrial historv of the City, 
Countv, State or nation; 

It is associated with the life or activities of a person, qroup, orqanization, or 
- - institution that has made a siqnificant contribution to the City, Countv, State F 

or nation; h 
=T" - -. 

Q It embodies distinctive characteristics of a tvpe, Period of Siqnificance, or 
method of construction; -. I 

7 
It The i -csmee rnav be a prime example of an architectural stvle or desiqn, or 

C. rnav represent a tvpe of construction that was once common and is now one 
of few remaininq examples; t? 
It represents the work of a master, i.e., it is a noteworthv example of the work 
of a craftsman, builder, architect or enqineer siqnificant in Citv, Countv, State, 
or national historv; 

fl It demonstrates hiqh artistic values in its workmanship or materials; 

gZ - It vields or is likelv to vield information important in prehistorv or historv; 

fil It is a visual landmark; or 

Q It contributes to the continuitv or the historic character of the street, 
neiqhborhood, and/or communitv, or contributes to the Historic Inteqritv of the 
Period of Siqnificance rersresented. 

c. Review Criteria for Public Hearina District Chanqies to Remove a Historic - - 
Preservation Overlav 
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1. Removal of the Historic Preservation Overlav shall not adverselv impact properties - - 
in the surroundinq area orthe Historic lnteqritv of the affected Local Resister Historic 
District, if applicable. 

2. At least one of the followinq has occurred since the Historic Preservation Overlav - - 
was established: 

A re-evaluation of the oriqinal Desiqnated Historic Resource determination, - 
with the results beinq that, under current criteria, the resource is no lonqer 
considered Historicallv Siqnificant, and the chanqe in the Historic Sisnificance 
of the Resource was not the result of action or inaction bv the propertv owner. 
The determination of Historic Siqnificance in this case shall be based on 
National Resister of Historic Places Criteria for Evaluation (36 CFR 60); 

Q The Historic lnteqritv of the resource has been substantiallv reduced or 
- -- 

diminished due to unavoidable circumstances that were not a result of action 
or inaction by the propertv owner; andlor 

An evaluation of maintaininq or removinq the Historic Preservation Overlav 
demonstrates that removina the Overlav substantiallv outweiqhs maintaininq 
the Overlav. 

m 
-- 

2.2.40.06 - Action by the Hearing Authority 
R 
I: - 
00 

The hearing authority shall conduct a public hearing in accordance with the provisions of 7 - 
Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings. Following the close of the public hearing, the hearing , . .  . 
authority shall by motion either approve the proposed District Change 

or deny the petition. The hearing authority's decision shall include findings that a 
specify how the application has or has not complied with the above review criteria. If the m 
reauest is to applv a Historic Preservation Overlay to a propertv, the Historic Preservation 2 
Advisorv Board also shall identify in its findinas the specific historic resource(s) that are 
Historicallv Sianificant and subiect to future reaulation under Chaster 2.9 - Historic 
Preservation Provisions. 

2.2.40.07 - Notice of Disposition 

The Director shall provide the applicant with a Nrtotice of D.etisposition in accordance with 
Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings that includes a written statgment of the hearing authority's 
decision, a reference to findings leading to it, and appeal period deadline. A Nrtotice of 
Ddisposition shall also be mailed to persons who presented testimony orally or inwriting at - - 
the public hearing. For all Development District Chanses associated with historic 
preservation, the Notice of Disposition shall also be mailed to the Board. 

2.2.40.08 - Appeals 

The decision of the Land Development ~ear ings Board, Planning Commission, or Historic 
Preservation Advisory Board may be appealed in accordance with Chapter 2.19 -Appeals. 
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2.2.40.09 - Effective Date 

The Mecisions of the Land Development Hearing Board and the Historic Preservation 
~dv i&rv  ~oardsha l l  become effective 12 days from when the h o t i c e  of Ddisposition is 
signed unless an appeal has been filed. Once a District Change tGadd or remove a Historic 
Preservation Overlay is in effect, the Historic Preservation Overlay shall be added to, or 
removed from, the Land Development Code District Map, as appropriate. 

The decision of the Planning Commission made in conjunction with a Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment shall become final I 2  days from when the Nrrotice of Ddisposition is signed 
unless an appeal has been filed. The associated ~ i s z c t  change will not take effect, 
however, until and unless the necessary Comprehensive Plan Amendment has been 
implemented by the City Council. 

Section 2.2.50 -QUASI-JUDICIAL CHANGE PROCEDURES FOR ADMINISTRATIVE DISTRICT 
CHANGES 

a. Quasi-Judicial District Chanqes - As stated in Section 2.2.40.a. all District Chanqes not - 7 
deemed leqislative shall be quasi-judicial. Administrative District Chanqes are quasi-iudicial 
District Chanqes that are not subiect to a public hearinq and are defined bv and subiect to 
the provisions below. All other quasi-iudicial District Chanaes are subiect to a public hearinq IT 
and the provisions of Section 2.2.40. h 

=k - - 
b. Administrative District Chanqe Defined - A District Chanqe is considered an - - 

Administrative District Chanqe if the Chanae applies to propertv subiect to a Historic - 
Preservation Overlav and the criteria in either "1" or "2" below are met: 

I 

T 
D 

1. Pro~ertv Owner Consent - "a" thouqh "c" below are all true: - - G 
rn 

a. The Historic Preservation Overlav was placed on the Desiqnated Historic Resource - - R 
before September 9, 1995 throuqh a leqislative action initiated bv the Citv under 
circumstances outlined in ORS 197.772(3); and 

b. The ap~licant requestinq the removal ofthe Historic Preservation Overlav (and, thus, - - 
removal from the Local Reqister) was the owner of the propertv at the time the 
pro~ertv was listed in the Local Reqister and has continued to own said propertv 
since this listincl: and 

c The applicant requestinq the removal of the Historic Preservation Overlav (and, - 
thus, removal from the Local Reqister) presented written or documented oral 
testimony in opposition to the propertv's beinq listed in the Local Reqister during the 
public hearinq at which the propertv was so listed; or 

2. Demolition of the Desiqnated Historic Resource - Either "a" or "b" below is true: - 7 

a. Local Reqister Desiqnated Historic Resources - - - 
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2 Aplsroval has been qranted for the Demolition of a Local Reqister Desiqnated 
Historic Resource; 

The date of the approved Historic Preservation Permit for Demolition is 
effective: and 

The Desiqnated Historic Resource has been demolished; or 

b. Historic Resources Listed in the National Reqister of Historic Places - - - 

3 The affected Desiqnated Historic Resource is also listed in the Local Reqister; 

21 The Citv has notified the State Historic Preservation Office that a Historic 
Preservation Permit authorizinq the Demolition of a Desiqnated Historic 
Resource listed in the National Reqister of Historic Places is effective; 

The Desiqnated Historic Resource has been demolished; and 

SHPO has provided the Citv with official notification that a delistinq of the 
Desiqnated Historic Resource from the National Re~ister of Historic Places 
has occurred in accordance with state and federal procedures, and that such 
delistinq is in effect. 

rn 
2.2.50.01 - Initiation % I: - 

a]r 
An Administrative District Chanqe mav be initiated bv the filinq of an application bv the 
owner of the subiect ~ropertv. If the resource is owned bv more than one propertv owner, - 
the consent of all owners shall be required. 

2.2.50.02 - Appficaition Requirements 
9 
6) 
rn 
A 

An application for an Administrative District Chanqe shall be made on forms provided bv the 
Director and shall include the followinq: 

a. Applicant's name, address, and siqnature; - - 

b. Owner's name, address, and siqnature, if different from applicant's. If a pro~osed - - 
District Chanqe includes land in more than one ownership, the application must be 
submitted jointly bv all of the owners. 

. Location and description of the land associated with the proposed District Chanqe, - - 
includinq all of the followinq, as relevant: address; tax assessor map and tax lot 
number; parcel number; written description of the boundaries of the s~~biect  *Historic 
Preservation  overlay^; 

dl. Narrative and documentation addressinq how the application meets the review criteria - - 
in Section 2.2.50.06 below; 

L:\CD\Planning\Developrnent Review\Land Development Code Text Amendments\LDTO5 Cases\Chapter 2.9 
Update\City Council Review\Historic Chapters\PC Chapter 2.02.wpd 13 



e. Maps, drawinqs, and such other information as mav be needed for an adequate review - 
of the application. 

2.2.50.03 - Acceptance of A~plication 

The Director shall review the application to determine whether it is complete per the 
requirements in Section 2.2.50.02. If the application is incomplete, the Director shall notifv 
the applicant and state what information is needed to make the application complete. The 
applicant shall have up to ten davs from the date of the Director's notification to submit 
additional information. 

2.2.50.04 - Public Notice 

Public notice for an Administrative District Chanqe shall be provided in accordance with 
Section 2.12.30.04. The notice also shall be sent to the Historic Preservation Advisorv 
Board and State Historic Preservation Office. 

2.2.50.05 - Staff Evaluation 

The Director shall evaluate whether the proposal complies with the review criteria in Section 
2.2.50.06, below. 

2.2.50.06 - Review Criteria 

The criteria outlined in "a" below shall be utilized to evaluate an Administrative District 
Chanqe application that meets the definition criteria in Section 2.2.50.b.l. The criteria 
outlined in "b" below shall be utilized to evaluate an Administrative District Chanqe 
application that meets the definition criteria in Section 2.2.50.b.2. 

a. Propertv Owner Consent - "1" throuqh "3" below are all true: 
7 - 

Evidence demonstrates that the Historic Preservation Overlav was placed on the 
historic resource before September 9, 1995, throuqh a leqislative action initiated bv 
the Citv, under circumstances outlined in ORS 197.772(3); and 

2. Evidence demonstrates that the owner(s) requestinq the removal of the Historic - - 
Presewation Overlav (and, thus, removal from the Local Reqister) was the owner(s1 
of the prooertv at the time the propertv was listed in the Local Reqister and has 
continued to own said propertv since its listinq; and 

3. Evidence demonstrates that the owner(s) requestinq the removal of the Historic - - 
Presewation Overlav (and, thus, removal from the Local Reqister) presented written 
or oral testimonv in o~position to the propertv's beinq listed m in the Local Reqister 
durinq the public hearinq at which the propertv was so listed. 
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b. Demolition of the Desiqnated Historic Resource - Either "1" or "2" below is true: - - 

1. Local Reqister Desianated Historic Resources - Evidence demonstrates that: - - 

Approval has been qranted for the Demolition of a Local Reqister Desiqnated 
Historic Resource; 

The date of the approved Historic Preservation Demolition Permit is effective; 
and 

CJ The Desiqnated Historic Resource has been demolished: or 

2. Historic Resources Listed in the National Resister of Historic Places - Evidence - - 
demonstrates that: 

& The affected Desiqnated Historic Resource is also listed in the Local Reqister; 

The Citv has notified the State Historic Preservation Office that a Historic 
Preservation Permit authorizinq the Demolition of a Desiqnated Historic 
Resource listed in the National Reqister of Historic Places is effective: 

The Desiqnated Historic Resource has been demolished: and 
m 
X 

SHPO has provided the Citv with official notification that a delistinq of the I 
Desicjnated Historic Resource from the National Reqister of Historic Places 6 
has occurred in accordance with state and federal procedures, and that such 7 
deiistina is in effect. - 

I - 
2.2.50.07 - Action bv the Director $ 

6, 
rn 

On the basis of the review criteria above, the Director shall review the proposed a 
Administrative District Chanqe application submittal and either approve or denv the request. 62? 

The Director's decision shall include findinqs that specifv how the rsroposal has or has not 
complied with ail the review criteria in Section 2.2.50.06. If all the review criteria have not 
been met, the Director shall denv the Administrative District Chanqe application. 
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2.2.50.08 - Notice of Disposition 

The Director shall provide the applicant and owner(s) with a Notice of Disposition that 
includes a written statement of the decision, a reference to the findinqs leadinq to it, and 
appeal period deadline. A Notice of Disposition also shall be mailed to persons who 
provided written comment on the application. Notice shall also be mailed to the Historic 
Preservation Advisorv Board. 

2.2.50.09 - Appeals 

The Director's decision mav be appealed in accordance with Chapter 2.1 9 - Appeals. 

2.2.50.1 0 - Effective Date 

The Director's shall become effective I 2  davs from the date that the Notice of Disposition 
is siqned, unless an appeal has been filed. Once an Administrative District Chanse is 
approved and is in effect. the Historic Preservation Overlav shall be removed from the Land 
Development Code District Map. 

Section 2.2.60 - PROCEDURES FOR RECLASSIFYING A DESIGNATED HISTORIC RESOURCE 
IN A NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES HISTORIC DISTRICT 

IT 
h, 

Reclassification of a Desianated Historic Resource in a National Resister of Historic Places 
Historic District is accomplished per state and federal procedures. Upon notification from " 
the State Historic Preservation Office that a reclassification of a Nationally-desiqnated , 

Historic Resource has been approved, the City shall amend its files accordinqlv. All future I-. 

Historic Preservation Permit applications relating to this Nationallv-desiqnated Historic 
Resource shall be evaluated per the revised reclassification. & 

G 
rn 
% 

L:\CD\Planning\Development Review\Land Development Code Text Amendments\LDT05 Cases\Chapter 2.9 
Update\City Council Review\Historic Chapters\PC Chapter 2.02.wpd 16 



PLANNING COMMlSSlON RECOMMENDATION TEXT AMENDMENT 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO EXISTING 
CODE TEXT INDICATED IN 

RED-EIMEIDOUBLE UNDERLlNE OR FONTS 

CHAPTER 2.3 
CONDlTlONAL DEVELOPMENT 

(Excerpt; last revised 4-04-06) 

2.3.30.04 - Review Criteria 

Requests for Conditional Developments shall be reviewed to assure consistency with the 
purposes of this chapter, policies of the Comprehensive Plan, and any other applicable 
policies and standards adopted by the City Council. In addition, the following compatibility 
factors shall be considered: 

Basic site design (organization of uses on the site); 
Visual elements (scale, structural design and form, materials, and so forth); 
Noise attenuation; 
Noxious odors; 
Lighting; 
Signage; 
Landscaping for buffering and screening; 
Traffic; 
Effects on off-site parking; 
Effects on air and water quality:; 
If the proposed development is adiacent to a National Resister of Historic Places 
Historic District, the impact of visual elements (as described in "b," above) of the 
development on anv adiacent Desiqnated Historic Resource(s). 

2.3.30.05 - Action by the Planning Commission 

The Planning Commission shall conduct a public hearing in accordance with 
Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings. Following the close of the public hearing, the Commission 
shall either approve, conditionally approve, or deny the conditional use. The Commission's 
decision shall include findings that specify how the application has or has not complied with 
the above review criteria. 

2.3.30.06 - Notice of Disposition 

The Director shall provide the applicant with a notice of disposition in accordance with 
Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings that includes a written statement of the Planning 
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PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION TEXT AMENDMENT 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO EXISTING 
CODE TEXT INDICATED IN 

WED-LLINEIDOUBLE UNDERLINE OR FONTS 

CHAPTER 2.5 
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 

(Excerpt; last revised 4-04-06) 

2.5.40.04 - Review Criteria 

Requests for approval of a Conceptual Development Plan shall be reviewed to assure 
consistency with the purposes of this chapter, policies and density requirements of the 
Comprehensive Plan, and any other applicable policies and standards adopted by the City 
Council. In addition, the following compatibility factors shall be considered: 

* - Basic site design (the organization of uses on a site); 
*b - Visual elements (scale, structural design and form, materials, and so forth); nt 
* - Noise attenuation; x 

=%: 
* Noxious odors; - 
- 001 

*% Lighting; 7 
+-E - Signage; 111 

*~k ,  Landscaping for buffering and screening; 
I 

* - Traffic; 
* Effects on off-site parking; 

P a 
*L Effects on air and water quality:; rn 

.PI 
*& - If the srorsosed develo~ment is adiacent to a National Reqister of Historic cc 

Places Historic District, the impact of visual elements (as described in "b." 
above) of the develooment on anv adiacent Desiclnated Historic Resource(s1. 

2.5.40.05 - Action by Planning Commission 

The Planning Commission shall conduct a public hearing in accordance with 
Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings. Following the close of the hearing the Planning Commission 
shall either approve, conditionally approve, or deny the Conceptual Development Plan. The 
Commission's decision shall include findings that specify how the application has or has not 
complied with the above review criteria. 

2.5.40.06 - Notice of Disposition 
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PLANNING COMMISSION'S RECOMMENDED TEXT AMENDMENT 

NEW CHAPTER TO REPLACE EXISTING CODE CHAPTER 2.9 
IN ITS ENTIRETY. 

Staff-proposed changes to address unclear sentences, slightly rearranged 
items, etc. that are not substantive in nature indicated by italics alone (black 

font) or italics and ... (black font). 

Staff-Proposed changes to minor but substantive or substantially 
rearranged items are indicated in a combination of italics and 

redlinejdouble esn derline or italics and redlin (black font) 

CHAPTER 2.9 
HlSTORlC PRESERVATION PROVISIONS 

(Last revised 4-03-06) r: 
Section 2.9.10 - BACKGROUND AND APPLICABILITY 3[3 

CI 

m 
7 

The City of Corvallis recognizes that historic resources located within its boundaries contribute to - 
the unique character of the community and merit preservation. The City's Historic Preservation 6 
Provisions implement the policies in Comprehensive Plan Article 5. Section 5.4 - Historic and 
Cultural Resources. In doing so, the City's Historic Preservation Provisions establish procedures rn 
and standards for the review of development on VI 

involving Designated Historic Resources (as defined in Chapter I .6) and development on or within 
public rights-of-way and private street rights-of-way located within and adjacent to a National 
Register of Historic Places Historic District. These properties include those subject to a Historic 
Preservation Overlay (HPO) and historic resources listed in the National Register of Historic Places. 
As defined in Chapter 3.31, a Historic Preservation Overlay applies to all historic resources listed 
in the Corvallis Register of Historic Landmarks and Districts (Local Register). As a Certified Local 
Government, the City has authority delegated from the state and federal governments to evaluate 
Historic Preservation Permit changes to Designated Historic Resources listed in the National 
Register of Historic Places. Accordingly, the City's Historic Preservation Provisions apply to: 
historic resources listed in the Corvallis Register of Historic Landmarks and Districts (Local 
Register); historic resources listed in the National Register of Historic Places; and public rights-of- 
way and private street rights-of-way located within and adjacent to a National Register of Historic 
Places Historic District. These provisions also conform with Statewide Planning Goals and other 
state land use requirements. 
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Section 2.9.20 - PURPOSES 

The purposes of the City's Historic Preservation Provisions are as follows: 

a. Implement historic and cultural resource policies of Comprehensive Plan Article 5, Section 
5.4 - Historic and Cultural Resources; 

b. Encourage, effect, and accomplish the protection, enhancement, and perpetuation of 
historic resources, historic resource improvements, and of historic districts that represent or 
reflect elements of the City's cultural, social, economic, political, and architectural history; 

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

d. Foster civic pride in the beauty and noble accomplishments of the past; 

e. Promote the use of historic districts and landmarks for education, pleasure, energy 
conservation, housing, and the public and economic welfare of the City; 

f. Provide processes and criteria for the review of Historic Preservation Permit applications for 
Designated Historic Resources for the following actions: 

1. Alteration or New Construction; 

2. Demolition; and 

3. Moving; 

g. Provide a clear and objective listing of activities exempt from the Historic Preservation 
Permit process; 

h. Provide procedures for addressing emergency actions affecting the historic resources in the 
City; and 

i .  Adequately implement the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation1 and the 
Secretary of Interior's Standards for Preservation12 since they were used in the development 
of review criteria for Historic Preservation Permit requests. The review criteria contained 

2 http:llwww.cr.nps.qov/hps/tps/standards/preservation.htm 
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herein implement these standards in a manner that adequately protects Designated Historic 
Resources consistent with Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and the 
Secretary of Interior's Standards for Preservation. 

Section 2.9.30 -PROCEDURES FOR ESTABLISHING A HISTORIC PRESERVATION OVERLAY 
DISTRICT DESIGNATION 

A Historic Preservation Overlay District designation may be established for a historic resource in 
accordance with the provisions in Chapter 2.2 - Development District Changes. 

Section 2.9.40 - PROCEDURES FOR REMOVING A HlSTORlC PRESERVATION OVERLAY 
DISTRICT DESIGNATION 

A Historic Preservation Overlay District designation may be removed from a Designated Historic 
Resource in accordance with the provisions in Chapter 2.2 - Development District Changes. 

Section 2.9.50 - PROCEDURES FOR RECLASSIFYING HISTORIC RESOURCES IN A 
NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES HISTORIC DISTRICT 

m 
Reclassification of a Designated Historic Resource listed in the National Register of Historic Places x 

31= shall be accomplished in accordance with the state and federal provisions identified in Section - 
2.2.60. eR 

7 - 
Section 2.9.60 - DETERMINING APPLICABILITY AND APPROPRIATE HISTORIC 4 
PRESERVATION PERMIT REVIEW PROCEDURE(S) > 

6) 
m 

A Historic Preservation Permit is required for certain Alteration or New Construction, Demolitions, 8 
or Movings activities affecting Designated Historic Resources, even if no building permit is required 
by the Building Official. Accordingly, the City's Historic Preservation Provisions apply to: historic 
resources listed in the Corvallis Register of Historic Landmarks and Districts (Local Register); 
historic resources listed in the National Register of Historic Places; and public rights-of-way and 
private street rights-of-way located within and adjacent to a National Register of Historic Places 
Historic District. Different review procedures and criteria apply, depending on the nature of the 
permit request, and if the Designated Historic Resource is located in a National Register of Historic 
Places Historic District, the classification of the resource. 

a. Exempt Activities - Section 2.9.70 outlines activities affecting a Designated Historic 
Resource that are exempt from the requirement for a Historic Preservation Permit. 
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b. Types of Historic Preservation Permits - 
1. Director-level Historic Preservation Permit - The Director-level Historic Preservation 

Permit addresses Alteration or New Construction activities that are minor in nature 
and not covered in Section 2.9.70 - Exemptions from Historic Preservation Permit 
Requirements. Specific procedures and clear and objective review criteria for this 
type of permit are listed in Sections 2 .9 .60.~~ 2.9.90, and 2.9.1 00. The Director-level 
Historic Preservation Permit is classified as General Development in Chapter 1.2, is 
a staff-level review, and acts as a double-check for compliance with Sections 2.9.90 
and 2.9.100. 

2. HPAB-level Historic Preservation Permit - The HPAB-level Historic Preservation 
Permit addresses Alteration or New Construction, Demolition, and Moving activities 
not covered by " I  ," above, and not covered in Section 2.9.70 - Exemptions from 
Historic Preservation Permit Requirements. Specific procedures and discretionary 
review criteria for this type of permit are listed in Sections 2 .9 .60.~~ 2.9.90, 2.9.1 00, 
2.9.1 10, and 2.9.120. The HPAB-level Historic Preservation Permit is classified as 

. 
a Quasi-judicial Land Use DecisionIType II Special Development in Chapter I .2, 
involves public notice, and requires a Historic Preservation Advisory Board public 

IT' 
hearing review for compliance with Sections 2.9.90, 2.9.100, 2.9.1 10, and 2.9.120. )E; 

=r -. 

c. Sources of Information that Assist the Director in Determining Historic Significance 
and Appropriate'Historic Preservation Permit Review Process - The Director may use -- 
any of the following information sources to determine the appropriate Historic Preservation 
Permit review process that applies: 

I. This Code Chapter and others referenced by it; 

2. The official historic inventory for the Designated Historic Resource; 

3. Findings from a final approved Order or Notice of Disposition summarizing the 
rationale for the placement of a Historic Preservation Overlay on the resource; 

4. An approved National Register of Historic Places nomination; 

5. Applicable state law; 

6. Other adopted City ordinances; 

7. Primary source material provided by the applicant; and/or 
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8. Secondary source materials on history, architecture, design or style, materials, 
methods, or pertinent examples locally or elsewhere. 

d. Emergency Actions - Section 2.9.80- EmergencyActions outlines how to address activities 
resulting from an emergency action when the City's Urban Forester, City Engineer, Building 
Official, and/or Fire Marshal determine(s) that an emergency action is needed for public 
safety due to an unsafe or dangerous condition. This Section also addresses requirements 
for obtaining the appropriate Historic Preservation Permit, when applicable, after the 
immediate hazard has been addressed. 

Section 2.9.70 - EXEMPTIONS FROM I-IISTORIC PRESERVATION PERMIT REQUIREMENTS 

The following changes to a Designated Historic Resource shall be exempt from the requirement 
for a Historic Preservation Permit. Property owners are advised that other permits may be required 
to make such changes (such as other land use permits, building permits, &and other Code 
provisions, such as landscaping requirements in Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, and 
Screening). 

a. Interior Alterations- Changes to the interior of a Designated Historic Resource that do not m 
alter the building exterior. % =r - 

801 
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 complete definition for In-kind v 

P Repair and Reolacement is contained in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions. The In-kind Repair or 
Replacement of deteriorated materials is also allowed; however, it is recommended that D l  

VI repair be considered prior to replacement. Also included in routine maintenance are the 
following: 

1 Routine site maintenance - pertaining to landscaping maintenance, brush clearing 
and removal of debris, pruning of shrubs, and removal of shrubs not listed as original 
plantings in the official historic inventory, or other sources of information listed in 
Section 2.9.60.c; 

2. Pruninq of trees - However, pruning of trees that are located on Designated Historic 
Resource properties shall be in accordance with the most current edition of American 
National Standards Institute (ANSI) A300 standards for Tree Care Operations. 
Under no circumstances shall the maintenance pruning be so severe that it 
compromises the tree's health, longevity, andlor resource functions; 
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3. Removal of trees that are not considered to be Historically Significant Trees, based 
on the definition in Chapter 1.6 -Definitions. 

c. Painting - Exterior painting or repainting of any portion of a Designated Historic Resource, 
including changes to paint color. Exemption does not apply to artwork attached to buildings, 
murals, or painting over existing architectural features, such as signs, or previously 
unpainted metalwork, brickwork, stonework, and masonry. 

d. Signs or Tablets - Installation of one permanent memorial sign or tablet per property, where 
the sign or tablet is exempt from 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. 

e. Certain Alteration or New Construction to Nonhistoric/Noncontributing 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 fke-public 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. % 

1: 
lli 

f. Installation of Removable Storm Windows - A storm window is a secondary window 
attached over a structure's primary window to protect the primary window against weather - 

I 

impacts. A storm window shall not function as a replacement for a primary window, and =Q 

none of the external historic features of the resource shall be damaged or permanently D 
altered with the installation. 

G: 
rn 
VI 
a? 

g. Installation of a Removable Heating or Cooling Device - Installation of a removable 
heating or cooling device, such as an air conditioning unit, in an existing building opening, 
provided that none of the external historic features of the resource are altered. 

h. Accessory Development - Accessory development meeting the criteria in Chapter 4.3 - 
Accessory Development Regulations that is not visible from fke-public rights-of-way or 
private street rights-of-way (except for alleys, from which it may be visible), that is I00  sq. 
ft. or less, and that does not exceed 14 ft. in height. 

i. Demolition or Moving of Freestanding Temporary or Small Accessory Structures - 
Demolition or Moving is allowed for freestanding temporary accessory structures and other 
freestanding accessory structures less than 200 sq. ft. and less than 14 ft. in height 
provided that: 
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I 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 HistoriclContributing 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: 

a) The affected structure is in a National Register of Historic Places Historic 
District and listed as Nonhistoric/Noncontributing; or 

b) The affected structure is a Nonhistoric structure on an individually Designated 
Historic Resource listed in the Local Register and/or National Register of 
Historic Places; or 

c) 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 National Register of Historic Places nomination 
for the District is silent on the issue. - I: 

eaOl 
7 

j. Installation of Satellite Dishes - Installation of a satellite dish on a facade not facing e 
public or private street rights-of-way (except for alleys, from which it may be visible), a 
provided the dish is less than 30 inches in diameter. > 

t) 
rn 

k. ccess Ramps Compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act ol 
-4 

(ADA) Requirements - Installation of an access ramp that is compliant with 
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements, provided that none of the external 
historic features of the resource is damaged or permanently altered and the ramp is 32 
inches or less in height and is constructed in a manner that is Reversible. 

1. Conversion of Existing Vehicular Parking Spaces to Achieve Compliance with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) - The 
conversion of existing vehicular parking spaces to -vehicular parking spaces 
that are needed to achieve compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), 
provided whee no additional impervious surface is created. 

m. Fencing Installation, Extension, or Removal - The installation or extension of new wood 
fencing, or the repair or replacement of existing wood fencing, provided such fencing fkftf 
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9 meets applicable development standards for fencing in 
. . 

Section 4.2.50. Thz f c ; c &  a iCi-~ii: a-r 
,,wg+ 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 Graphic 

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 mwkewe-any 
significant external architectural features of the historic resource. 

o. New, Repair, or Replacement Landscaping and Tree Planting - Installation of new, 
repair, or replacement landscaping, including tree planting, and related appurtenances, such 
as irrigation sprinklers. The installation shall not damage any significant external 
architectural features of the historic resource or damage any Historically Significant Trees 
or other landscaping on the Designated Historic Resource site, as identified in the official 
historic inventory or other sources of information listed in Section 2.9.60(c). 

p. Building Foundations - Alteration or New Construction activities to a building foundation 
that are required to meet present-day Building Code requirements, provided that the 
foundation material is not specifically identified as Historically Significant and the initial and 
finished foundation exposure is not more than 12 inches. 
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q. Repair or Replacement of 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.q. internal qutters, etc.). This 

r. - - Installation of New Gutters and Downspouts on Nonhistoric/NoncontP-ibutincg 
Deshnated Historic Resources - installation of qutters and downspouts where none 
previouslv existed on Nonhistoric/Noncontributinq Desicrnated Historic Resources. 
Materials shall match the appearance of the u t te rs  and downspouts that were t ~ p i c a l l ~  
used on similar-style buildinqs from the same period of significance, based on evidence 
s~~ppl ied by the ~roperfv owner. The installed qutters and downspouts shall not damaqe or 
obscure anv significant architectural features of the structure. 

fs. - Uncovered Rear Deck or Patio Additions 200 Sq. Ft. or Less -The installation orre~noval 
of an uncovered deck or patio, provided the deck or patio is skdkbe obscured from view rn 
from *public rights-of-way and private street rights-of-way (except for alleys, from which X z it may be visible) by a fence, hedge, or other structure and slwkmeets the applicable -- 

CR 
setback requirements (per the Development District or as approved through a Lot 7 
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. s 

C) 
sf. - Repair or Replacement of Windows (or Doors Containing Glass) with Energy Efficient rn 

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

.%g. - 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 M 
-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). 
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v. Installation of Mew or Expanded Pathwavs 700 Str. Ft. Or Less - installation of new or - - 
expanded pathwavs, provided the pathwavs are 100 sq. ft. or jess and are either 
constructed of softsca~e (e.9. bark mulch, etc.), or consfructed of stone steps or flagstone 
that is installed in a manner that is Reversible. 

Section 2.9.80 - EMERGENCY ACTIONS 

a. Emergency Actions - Emergency actions include the Alteration or New Construction, 
Demolition, or Moving of a Designated Historic Resource when the City Engineer, Building 
Official, or Fire Marshal determines that emergency action is required to address public 
safety due to an unsafe or dangerous condition or to resolve an immediate threat to the 
Designated Historic Resource itself. After the immediate hazard has been addressed, if the 
emergency action was not an exempted activity as defined in Section 2.9.70, the property 
owner shall apply for the appropriate Historic Preservation Permit and address any 
additional requirements specified by the Historic Preservation Permit. In the application, the 
property owner shall submit information documenting the need for the emergency action. 
Such documentation shall include photographs and a written evaluation by an engineer, 
architect, or a historic preservation consultant. Once a building is determined to be unsafe 
or dangerous in accordance with these provisions, property owners are encouraged to rr 
consider, while addressing the hazard, the re-use of the structure or its materials, to the & 

3- extent feasible under the hazardous circumstances. To decide upon the Historic -. 
Preservation Permit, the decision-maker shall consider information from the City Engineer, 
Building Official, or Fire Marshal, depending on the authority(ies) that deemed the -* 

emergency removal necessary. Once made aware of the emergency action, the City shall 
notify the Historic Preservation Advisory Board that the action has occurred. D 

G. 
rf' 

b. Emergency Removal of a Historically Significant Tree - Emergency removal of a 
Historically Significant Tree is defined as a situation where failure of a tree or tree part is 
imminent and response time is critical (e.g. the hazard needs to be removed within 24 hours 
or less). In the event that a tree is deemed an immediate hazard, the emergency removal 
of a Historically Significant Tree (as defined in Chapter I .6 - Definitions), or its hazardous 
portion, is allowed if the City's Urban Forester, City Engineer, Building Official, Fire Marshal, 
or for trees on the Oregon State University campus, a certified arborist employed by Oregon 
State University, determines that emergency action is required for public safety due to an 
unsafe or dangerous condition. After the immediate hazard has been addressed, the 
property owner shall submit to the Director information documenting the need for the . 

emergency action. Such documentation shall include photographs and a written evaluation 
by a certified arborist. The Director shall consider information from the City's Urban 
Forester, City Engineer, Building Official, Fire Marshal or, for trees on the Oregon State 
University campus, a certified arborist employed by Oregon State University, depending on 

L:\CD\Planning\Development Review\Land Development Code Text Amendments\LDT05 Cases\Chapter 2.9 
Update\City Council Review\Historic Chapters\PC Chapter 2.09.wpd 

2.9 - I 0  



the authority(ies) that deemed the emergency removal necessary. Once made aware of an 
emergency action involving the removal of a Historically Significant Tree, the City shall notify 
the Historic Preservation Advisory Board that the action has occurred. 

Section 2.9.90 - PROCEDURES FOR ALL REQUIRED HISTORIC PRESERVATION PERMITS 
(Director-level AND HPAB-level) 

2.9.90.01 - Initiation of Application 

A property owner, or histher designee, may initiate a Historic Preservation Permit 
application. Property owner(s) consent to the application shall be required. 

2.9.90.02 - Application Requirements 

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. 
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 rn 
this section is unnecessary to properly evaluate the proposed Historic Preservation x 
Permit: r%: - 

m 
m 

1 Applicant's name, address, and signature; 

""B 
2. Owner's name, address, and signature, if different from applicant's. If the @ 

6) 
Designated Historic Resource is owned by more than one property owner, the m 
consent of all owners shall be required; m 

a 

3. Location of the Designated Historic Resource, including address and tax 
assessor map and tax lot number; 

4. Map(s) illustrating the location of the Designated Historic Resource; 

5. Historic name of the resource, whether listed in the Local and/or National 
Register of Historic Places, and (if pertinent ) classification within a National 
Register of Historic Places Historic District; 

6 .  A narrative description of the request in sufficient detail to allow for the review 
of the proposal; 
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7. A narrative explanation of what the applicant proposes to accomplish; 

8. A narrative description regarding how the request complies with applicable 
review criteria, including applicable Development District standards; 

9. A site plan, drawn to scale, showing the location of structures, driveways, and 
landscaped areas on the site, setback dimensions, and the general location 
of structures on adjacent lots; 

10. Elevation drawings, drawn to scale, in sufficient detail to show the general 
scale, mass, building materials, and architectural elements of the proposal; 

11. Information regarding whether or not there are any Historically Significant 
Trees fkwkhed Stm%wE3 . , 7 7Z .Z?.zj on the site; 

12. A copy of any relevant historic resource inventory information; 

13. As applicable, any recommendations from SHPO or other state or federal 
agencies relative to any reviews required under state or federal law, including: 

a) Section 106 of the National Register Historic Preservation Act; 

b) Consultation review as required by ORS 358.653; 

c) Special Assessment Program requirements per ORS 358.475; 
d) National Transportation Act; 

e) National Environmental Protection Act; or 

f) Any other applicable state or federal law. 

Such recommendations shall be required only if the proposed changes that 
are the subject of any of the above required state or federal reviews also 
require Historic Preservation Permit approval under the provisions of this 
Chapter; 

14. Photographs or drawings of the resource from the applicable Period of 
Significance to provide context; and 

15. Any additional information reasonably necessary to evaluate compliance with 
the provisions of this Code as determined by the Director. 

b. The narrative description for Historic Preservation Permits involving an HPAB-level 
Alteration or New Construction Permit (per Section 2.9.100) to install a Moved 
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Designated Historic Resource on a site within the City limits shall include the 
following information, in addition to "a," above: 

1. A rationale for the new location for the Designated Historic Resource that also 
addresses the Development District standards that apply to the new site; 

2.  A site plan, drawn to scale, for the proposed new location for the Designated 
Historic Resource showing: the location of existing and proposed structures, 
driveways, and landscaped areas; setback dimensions; the general location 
of structures, walkways, sidewalks, and driveways on adjacent lots; the 
historic designation of adjacent properties; existing and proposed legal access 
and infrastructure for the proposed new site; and existing and proposed 
infrastructure improvements adjacent to the proposed new site; and 

3. A description of the Historic Integrity and Historic Significance of the specific 
structure, building, plant, or other historic element for which the change is 
requested. 

c. The narrative description for Historic Preservation Permits involving an HPAB-level 
Demolitions shall include the following information in addition to that outlined in "a," 
above: 

I A description of the Designated Historic Resource's current physical condition, 
and its condition at the time it was inventoried; 

2. If within a National Register of Historic Places Historic District, a narrative 
description of the Designated Historic Resource's contribution to the District 
and the subsequent Historic Integrity of the District if the resource were to be 
demolished; 

3. A statement as to whether the applicant considered Moving the resource as 
an alternative to Demolition. If a Moving was not found to be feasible, a 
description as to why not; 

4. A narrative explanation of why the proposed Demolition is needed and what 
alternatives were explored; and 

5. A statement regarding whether denial of the request will result in substantial 
economic or other hardship to the owner of the Designated Historic Resource. 
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d. The narrative description for an HPAB-level Historic Preservation Permits involving 
Movings shall include information required in "a," "c.1," and "c.4," above, stated with 
respect to a Movings. Additionally, the narrative description for the proposed Moving 
shall, if the resource is listed in a National Register of Historic Places Historic District, 
address the Designated Historic Resource's contribution to the District and the 
subsequent Historic Integrity of the District if the resource were to be moved. This 
provision pertains to the site from which the Designated Historic Resource is being 
moved and, if the site to which the Designated Historic Resource is moving is inside 
the City limits, then it also pertains to the new site. 

2.9.90.03 - Acceptance of Application 

The Director shall review the application to determine whether it is complete per the 
requirements in Section 2.9.90.02. If the application is incomplete, the Director shall notify 
the applicant and state what information is needed to make the application complete. The 
applicant shall have up to ten days from the date of the Director's notification to submit 
additional information and make the application complete. 

2.9.90.04 - Public Notice 

a. Director-level Historic Preservation Permits - No public notice is required. 

b. HPAB-level Historic Preservation Permits 

1 Public notice shall be provided in accordance with Section 2.0.50.04.a; 
2.0.50.04. b.1-3, and 6-1 0; and 2.0.50.04.d-f; and 

2. For a proposed Demolition or Moving, public notice shall be published in a 
newspaper of general circulation at least ten days in advance of the Historic 
Preservation Advisory Board's public hearing. 

2.9.90.05 - Staff Evaluation 

a. Director-level Historic Preservation Permits - All applications for Director-level 
Historic Preservation Permits shall be reviewed to assure consistencywith the review 
criteria in Section 2.9.90.06 "aJJand "b," below. 

b. HPAB-level Historic Preservation Permits - For all HPAB-level Historic 
Preservation Permits, the Director shall prepare a report that evaluates whether the 
permit request complies with the review criteria in Section 2.9.90.06 "a" and "c," 

L:\CD\Planning\Development Review\Land Development Code Text Amendments\LDT05 Cases\Chapter 2.9 
Update\City Council Review\Historic Chapters\PC Chapter 2.09.wpd 

2.9 - 14 



below. The report shall also include, if needed, a list of approval conditions for the 
Historic Preservation Advisory Board to consider. 

2.9.90.06 - Review Criteria 

a. General Review Criteria for All Historic Preservation Permits - All Historic 
Preservation Permits shall comply with: the Building Code, as adopted and amended 
by the State of Oregon, and other applicable state and local Codes and ordinances 
related to building, development, fire, health, and safety, including other provisions 
of this Land Development Code. When authorized by the Building Official, some 
flexibility from conformance with Building Code requirements may be granted for 
repairs, alterations, and additions necessary for the preservation, restoration, 
rehabilitation, or continued use of a building or structure. In considering whether or 
not to authorize this flexibility from some Building Code standards, the Building 
Official will check to ensure that: the building or structure is a Designated Historic 
Resource; any unsafe conditions as described in the Building Code are corrected; 
the rehabilitated building or structure will be no more hazardous, based on life safety, 
fire safety, and sanitation, than the existing building; and the advice of the State of 
Oregon Historic Presewation Officer has been received. r: 

b. z Director-level Historic Presewation Permits - The review of a Director-level --. 
ItR Historic Preservation Permit may be accomplished concurrent with the review of any 7 

accompanying permit application(s), or individually if no accompanying permit -- 

application(~) exists. Applications for a Director-level Historic Preservation Permit 
shall be reviewed to assure consistency with the review criteria in Section 2.9.1 00.03. 

6, 

c. HPAB-level Historic Preservation Permits 

1. Alteration or New Construction - Alteration or New Construction requiring a 
HPAB-level Historic Preservation Permit shall be reviewed to assure 
consistency with the review criteria in Section 2.9.1 00.04. 

2. Demolition - Demolition requiring a HPAB-level Historic Preservation Permit 
shall be reviewed to assure consistency with the review criteria in Section 
2.9.1 10.03; and 

3. Moving - Moving requiring a HPAB-level Historic Preservation Permit shall be 
reviewed to assure consistency with the review criteria in Section 2.9.120.03. 
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2.9.90.07 - Action on Application 

a. Director-level Historic Preservation Permits -Based on applicable review criteria, 
the Director or hislher designee, shall approve, conditionally approve, or deny the 
Historic Preservation Permit application. Conditional approval must be limited to 
conditions that address specific defects in the application and are required for the 
application to comply with the criteria. The decision shall be made in writing. Staff 
shall strive to process the application as quickly as possible, but in no case shall the 
initial decision be made later than 45 days from the date the application is deemed 
complete. 

b. HPAB-level Historic Preservation Permits - The Historic Preservation Advisory 
Board shall conduct a public hearing in accordance with Chapter 2.0 - Public 
Hearings. Following the close of the hearing, the HPAB shall approve, conditionally 
approve, or deny the Historic Preservation Permit application. Conditional approval 
must be limited to conditions that address specific defects in the application and are 
required for the application to comply with the criteria. The Board's decision shall 
include findings that specify how the application has or has not complied with the 
applicable review criteria. The Director shall strive to process the application as 
quickly as possible to ensure that the initial HPAB decision is made no later than 75 
days from the date the application is deemed complete. 

2.9.90.08 - Notice of Disposition - 
a. Director-level Historic Preservation Permits - The Director, or hislher designee, 

shall provide a Notice of Disposition that includes a written statement of the decision, 
a reference to the findings leading to it, any conditions of approval, and the appeal 
period deadline to the following: 

1. The applicant and the property owner(s) (if different from the applicant); 

2. The Historic Preservation Advisory Board; 

3. Any person who resides on or owns property within 100 ft. (mdtmhg 
excluding street right-of-way) of a parcel of land- 

1 

4. Any person who requested notice on the proposal; and 

5. Any persons who submitted written comment on the proposal. 
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b. HPAB-level Historic Preservation Permits -The Director shall provide the applicant 
and the Historic Preservation Advisory Board with a Notice of Disposition in 
accordance with Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings, that includes a written statement of 
the Historic Preservation Advisory Board's decision, a reference to the findings 
leading to it, any conditions of approval, and the appeal period deadline. The Notice 
of Disposition also shall be mailed to the property owner(s) (if different from the 
applicant), any persons who presented oral or written testimony at the public hearing, 
and any person who requested notice on the proposal. 

2.9.90.09 - Appeals 

a. The Director-level Historic Preservation Permit decision may be appealed to the 
Historic Preservation Advisory Board in accordance with Chapter 2.1 9 - Appeals. 
The HPAB-level Historic Preservation Permit decision may be appealed to the City 
Council in accordance with Chapter 2.19 - Appeals. -While+ js ~nc; feefer-ft 

b. Undue I-lardship 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 d-ocumentation 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 hearing 
authority, the following types of information, as applicable, shall be submitted in 

, . 
order for the appeal -hearing authorityto 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. 
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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 -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 -hearing aufhority. 

2.9.90.10 - Effective Date E 
3C - 
7 

Unless an appeal has been filed, the Historic Preservation Permit decision shall become 
effective 12 days after the Notice of Disposition is signed. - 

I 

T 
2.9.90.1 1 - Effective Period of Approval D 

G: 
rn 

Historic Preservation Permits shall be effective for a two-year period from the date of 2- 
approval. In the event that the applicant has not begun the development or its identified and 
approved phases prior to the expiration of the established effective period, the approval 
shall expire. 

2.9.90.12 - Re-application Following Denial, Modification(s) to an Approved Historic 
Preservation Permit, and Partial Approval of a Historic Preservation Permit 

a. Re-application Following Denial - Re-application for a Historic Preservation Permit 
following denial of that Permit is allowed in accordance with Section 2.0.50.14. 

b. Modification(s) to An Approved and Unexpired Historic Preservation Permit - 
A proposal to modify an approved Historic Preservation Permit shall be processed 
as a new Historic Preservation Permit application, in accordance with the provisions 
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of this Chapter. The new Historic Preservation Permit apptication shall be considered 
in the context of the existing Historic Preservation Permit, the subject Designated 
Historic Resource, and any completed improvements done in accordance with the 
original Historic Preservation Permit. Approval of the new Historic Preservation 
Permit shall replace the existing Permit in whole or in part, whichever is applicable. 

c. Partial Approval of a Historic Presewation Permit - An application for a Historic 
Preservation Permit may be approved in part, with a condition(s) clearly outlining the 
part(s) that is denied and the associated rationale (incompleteness and/or lack of 
compliance with applicable criteria). Re-application for a subsequent Historic 
Preservation Permit addressing the denied part of the original Permit is allowed, 
consistent with the criteria in Section 2.0.50.14. The new Historic Preservation 
Permit application shall be considered in the context of the existing Historic 
Preservation Permit, the Designated Historic Resource, and any completed 
improvements done in accordance with the original Historic Preservation Permit. 

Section 2.9.100 - ALTERATION OR NEW CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES INVOLVING A 
DESIGNATED HISTORIC RESOURCE 

2.9.1 00.02 - Definition of Alteration or New Construction Involving a Designated 
Historic Resource 

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 orstyle, material, 
and/or fixtures; 

b. The activity involves a new addition to an existing Designated Historic Resource or 
new freestanding construction on a Designated Historic Resource property; and/or 

c. The activity involves installation of a Designated Historic Resource at a new site 
location, following a Moving, if the new site is within the City limits. If the new site of 
the Designated Historic Resource is outside the City limits, no City evaluation of the 
resource's installation at that new site will occui- because the City has no jurisdiction 
in such locations. 

L:\CD\Planning\Developrnent Review\Land Development Code Text Amendments\LDT05 Cases\Chapter 2.9 
Update\City Council Review\Historic Chapters\PC Chapter 2.09.wpd 

2.9 - 19 



2.9.100.02 - Historic Preservation Permit Required for Alteration or New Construction 
Involving a Designated Historic Resource 

If an activity meets the definition for an Alteration or New Construction involving a 
Designated Historic Resource, as outlined in Section 2.9.1 00.01 above, then one of the two 
types of Historic Preservation Permits (Director-level or HPAB-level) outlined in this Section 
and summarized in Section 2.9.60.b is required. 

2.9.100.03 - Alteration or New Construction Parameters and Review Criteria for a 
Director-level Historic Preservation Permit 

A Historic Preservation Permit request for any of the Alteration or New Construction 
activities listed in Sections "a" through "er~," - below, shall be approved if the Alteration or New 
Construction is in compliance with the associated definitions (and review criteria imbedded 
therein) listed below. Such Alteration or New Construction activities are classified as a 
Director-level Historic Preservation Permit. Some activities that are similar to Director-level 
Historic Preservation Permits may be exempt from permit review per Section 2.9.70 or may 
require review by the Historic Preservation Advisory Board. 

a. Building Foundations -Alteration or New Construction activities to a building 
foundation that are required to meet present-day Building Code requirements, 
provided that similar materials are used and the building elevation is not raised by 
more than 12 inches. 

b. Solar or Hydronic Equipment - Installation of solar or hydronic equipment parallel 
to the roof surface with no part of the installation protruding more than twelve inches 
above the roof surface, provided the subject roof surface does not directly front a 
street. The equipment shall be attached to the Designated Historic Resource in a 
manner that does not damage any significant architectural features of the structure. 
Additionally, the installation shall be Reversible. 

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). 
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. - Mechanical Equipment - Installation of mechanical equipment, limited to equipment 
not visible from fkepublic rights-of-way or private street rights-of-way, except that the 
equipment may be visible from alleys. The equipment shall be attached to the 
Designated Historic Resource in a manner that does not damage any significant 
architectural features of the structure. Additionally, the installation shall be 
Reversible. 

fg. - Replacement, Using Dissimilar Materials or a Different Design or Style for 
Select and Limited Site Features - Replacement, using dissimilar materials and/or 
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 scr. ft. orless (including "P X 
paving of these existing areas), provided the extent of such features is not increased 
in size. 

tSO 
7 

g' Addition of Vehicular Parking Spaces Needed to Achieve & 
Compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADAJ - Addition of 
-vehicular parking spaces, if required to achieve compliance with m 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements, unless exempt per Section 2 
2.9.70.1. 

C e ~ a i n  Alteration or New Construction to Nonhistoric/Noncontributing 
Resources in a National Register of I-listoric Places Historic District -An exterior 
Alteration or New Construction more than 200 sq. ft. to a property in a National 
Register of Historic Places Historic District that is classified in its entirety (including 
all structures on the site) as Nonhistoric/Noncontributing, provided the Alteration or 
New Construction is not visible from &public rights-of-way and *private street 
rights-of-way, except for alleys, from which it may be visible, and does not exceed 14 
ft. in height. 

ib. - Gutters andDownspouts - Unless already exempt per Section 2.9.70.r, t n e  
addition of gutters and downspouts to a Designated Historic Resource or a portion 
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thereof that previously had none, using materials that match the appearance of those 
that were typically used on similar-style buildings during the resource's Period of 
Significance, provided that the new gutters and downspouts do not damage or 
obscure any significant architectural features of the structure. 

. Exfension of Fencing Ofher fhan Wood - The extension of existing fencing (other 
than wood fencing, which is exempt under Section 2.9.70.m) with In-kind Repair and 
Replacement materials, provided that the type of fencing material was used during 
the Period of Significance for the Designated Historic Resource and the fence is not 
extended beyond the facade of the Resource facing a front or exterior side yard. 

6 

$ 1  
dfi. Freestanding Trellises - Unless exempt per Section 2.9.70.n, installation of a 

freestanding trellis that is less than 14 ft. in height and visible from +hepublic or 2 
private rights-of-way. The installation shall not damage any significant external 
architectural features of the structure. 

i&. - Awnings - Installation of canvas awnings, limited to Designated Historic Resources 
and situations where awnings are required by this Code. Such canvas awnings shall 
either be installed where none previously existed or may reproduce historic canvas 
awnings from the applicable Period of Significance, as shown in documentation 
submitted by the applicant. In-kind Repair or Replacement of existing awnings is 
exempt per Section 2.9.70.6. 

ml. - Accessory Development - Accessory development meeting the criteria in Chapter 
4.3 -Accessory Development Regulations that is not visible from fkepublic or private 
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street rights-of-way (except for alleys, from which it may be visible), is greater than 
100 sq. ft. and less than 200 sq. ft., and does not exceed 14 ft. in height. 

nm. - 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: 

1. Are being placed on Nonhistoric additions or where not visible from *public 
or private street rights-of-way (except for alleys, from which they may be 
visible); and 

2. Otherwise match the replaced items in materials, design or style, color, 
dimensions, number of divided lights, and shape. 

.sin. - Installation of Sidewalk Wheelchair Ramps - In public or private street rights-of- 
way that are within or adjacent to a National Register of Historic Places Historic 
District, sidewalk wheelchair ramps may be installed or reconstructed to City of 
Corvallis Engineering Division Standard Specifications, provided they are installed m 
at the same width as the existing sidewalk or widened only to the minimum extent x 
necessary to comply with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements. - X 

m 
7 

2.9.100.04 - Alteration or New Construction Parameters and Review Criteria for a - 
HPAB-level Historic Preservation Permit 

I 

'73 
2> 
6) 

A Historic Preservation Permit request for any of the following Alteration or New m 
Construction activities shall be approved if the Alteration or New Construction is in 2 
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. 

a. Parameters - Any Alteration or New Construction activity involving a Designated 
Historic Resource that is not exempt per Section 2.9.70, or eligible for review as a 
Director-level Alteration or New Construction activity per Section 2.9.1 00.03, is a 
HPAB-level Alteration or New Construction activity. This includes, but is not limited 
to: 

I. Nonexempt Exterior Painting - Exterior painting or the application of artwork 
to buildings, murals, or existing architectural features such as signs, 
stonework, brickwork, and masonry. Other types of exterior painting are 
exempt in accordance with  section 2.9.70.c. 
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. . 
2. Sisns - Signs that are not exempt per Section 2.9.70.d, 

. . 
a-s s w l  Alkmttei-i rjr ?dew C O G  
0n. i  ,GG.CS.e, provided they meet the applicable sign allocation standards 
outlined in Chapter 4.7 - Corvallis Sign Regulations. 

3. Alteration or New Construction Replicatinq Historic Features - Alteration or 
New Construction activities that are not exempt per Section 2.9.70 and that 
reconstruct historic exterior features of the Designated Historic Resource as 
determined from a historic photograph (taken during the structure's Period of 
Significance), original building plans, the Designated Historic Resource 
inventory, or other evidence submitted by the applicant. 

4. Alteration or New Construction with Dissimilar Materials or Which l m ~ a c t  
Siqnificant Architectural Features - Alteration or New Construction activities 
involving changes in material or that impact Historically Significant 
architectural features, unless exempt per Section 2.9.70, or allowed to be 
reviewed as a Director-level Historic Preservation Permit per Section 
2.9.1 00.03. 

5. Alteration or New Construction to Later Additions - Unless exempt per Section 
2.9.70, Alteration or New Construction activities involving a later addition for 
the following: 

a) A Designated Historic Resource in a National Register of Historic 
Places Historic District where the addition was constructed outside 
(after) the Resource's Period of Significance; and/or 

b) A Designated Historic Resource listed in the Corvallis Register of 
Historic Landmarks and Districts (Local Register) and/or an individually 
listed Designated Historic Resource listed in the National Register of 
Historic Places where the addition was constructed within the last 50 
years (based on documentation provided by the applicant). 

The Alteration or New Construction shall not damage any Historically 
Significant architectural features of the structure. 

6. Alteration or New Construction to HistoriclNoncontributinq Structures that Do 
Not Replicate Features, on a Site that is Located in a National Resister of 
Historic Places Historic District. 
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7. Alteration or New Construction to lndividuallv Desiqnated Historic Resources 
that are Not Located Within a National Resister of Historic Places Historic 
District and that do not replicate the oriqinal features of the structure. 

8. Buildins Foundations -Alteration or New Construction to a building foundation 
where dissimilar materials are used and the foundation's exposure is greater 
than 12 inches, and/or where the building elevation is raised by more than 12 
inches. 

9. Awnins Installation - Installation of awnings that are not exempt as an In-kind 
Repair or Replacement per Section 2.9.70.b or that are not eligible for review 
as a Director-level Alteration or New Construction activity per Section 
2.9.1 00.03.k. 

10. Exterior Steps and/or 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 a0 
the applicant). 

7 - 
I 

PI 
I I Solar or Hvdronic Equipment - Installation of solar or hydronic equipment not > 

eligible for Director-level review per Section 2.9. I 00.03.b. C) 
rn 
.% 
m 

12. Mechanical Equipment - lnstallation of mechanical equipment not eligible for 
Director-level review per Section 2.9.1 00.03.d. 

13. Reroofinn - Unless eligible for Director-level review per Section 2.9.1 00.03.c, 
replacement of the existing roofing material with a new material that is 
different from the original. 

14. Fencins - The installation of new fencing or replacement fencing with 
dissimilar design or style or dissimilar materials unless exempt per Section 
2.9.70.m or eligible for Director-level review per Section 2.9.1 00.03.k. 

15. New Freestandinq Construction - Any new freestanding construction for a 
Designated Historic Resource site that is not exempt per Section 2.9.70 or 
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eligible for review as a Director-level Alteration or New Construction activity 
per Section 2.9.1 00.03. 

( 

16. Accessory Development - Unless exempt per Section 2.9.70.h or eligible for 
Director-level review per Section 2.9.100.03.1, accessory development 
meeting the criteria in Chapter 4.3 - Accessory Development Regulations. 

17. Other - Any other Alteration or New Construction activity that meets the 
definition for an Alteration or New Construction activity in Section 2.9.1 00.01, 
and is not exempt per Section 2.9.70 or allowed to be reviewed as a Director- 
level Historic Preservation Permit in accordance with Section 2.9.1 00.03. 

b. 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 applicable. 
Such activities shall ensure that a Designated Historic Resource remains 
compatible with other existing surrounding Designafed Historic Resources and 
other examples of the resource's architectural design or style. Consideration ,' 
shall be given to: I 

3 
a) Historic Significance and/or classification; G, 

n" 
-4 
6 

b) Historic Integrity; 

d) Architectural design or style; 

e) Condition of the subject Designated Historic Resource; 

f)  Whether or not the Designated Hisforic 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 Hisforic Resource is of a rare or 
unusual architectural design; or style, or type of construction. 
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2. In general, the proposed Alteration or New Construction shall either: 

a) Cause the Designated Historic Resource to more closely approximate 
the original historic design or style, appearance, or material 
composition of the resource pertaining to the applicable Period of 
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. 

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 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 any existing 
surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources. 

a) Facades - Architectural features (e.g. balconies, porches, bay 
windows, dormers, trim details) on main facades shall be retained, 
restored, or designed to complement the primary structure and any 
existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources. 
Particular attention should be paid to those facades facing street rights- 
of-way. Architectural elements inconsistent with the Designated 
Historic Resource 's existing building design or style shall be avoided. 

b) Buildins Materials - Building materials shall be reflective of, and 
complementary to, those found on the existing primary Designated 
Historic Resource, if in existence and proposed in part to remain, and 
any existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources. 
Siding materials of vertical board, plywood, cement stucco, aluminum, 
exposed concrete block, and vinyl shall be avoided, unless 
documented as being consistent with the original design; or style, or 
structure of the Designated Historic Resource. 

c) Architectural Details - Existing character-defining elements of a 
structure (e.g., fenestration, molding or trim, brackets, columns, 
cladding, ornamentation, and other finishing details) and their design 
or style, materials, and dimensions, shall be retained or repaired, 
unless deteriorated beyond repair. Replacements for deteriorated 
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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. 

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 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. 

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. 

f )  Roof Shape - New roofs shall match the pitch and shape of the original 
Designated Historic Resource, if in existence and proposed in part to D 

G* remain, or any existing surrounding compatible Designated Historic 
Resources. 

g) Pattern of Window and Door Openinqs - To the extent possible 
window and door openings shall be compatible with the original 
features of the existing Designated Historic Resource, if in existence 
and proposed in part to remain, in form (size, proportion, detailing), 
materials, type, pattern, and placement of openings. 

h) Buildins Orientation - Building orientation shall be compatible with 
existing development patterns on the Designated Historic Resource 
site, if in existence and proposed in part to remain, and any existing 
surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources. In general, 
Alteration or New Construction shall be sited so that the impact to 
primary facade(s) of the Designated Historic Resource, if in existence 
and proposed in part to remain, is minimized. 
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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. 

j) Accessory Development/Structures - Accessory development as 
defined in Chapter 4.3 - 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. 

k) Garaqes - Garages, including doors, shall be compatible with the 
Designated Historic Resource's primary structure (if in existence and 
proposed in part to remain) based on factors that include design or  

rn style, roof pitch and shape, architectural details, location and x 
orientation, and building materials. 

I 1 
4 

Chemical or Phvsical Treatments - Chemical or physical treatments, if - 
appropriate, shall be undertaken using the gentlest means possible. 4 
Treatments that cause damage to historic materials shall wifl not be B 
used. €3 

rn 
--=I 
eo 

m) Archeoloqical Resources - Activities associated with archeological 
resources shall be carried out in accordance with all State 
requirements pertaining to the finding of cultural materials, including 
ORS 358.905 (which pertains to the finding of cultural materials), ORS 
390.235 (which describes steps for State permits on sites where 
cultural materials are found), and OAR 736.051.0080 and OAR 
736.051.0090 (which describe requirements for cultural materials found 
on public verses private land, respectively). 

n) Differentiation - An Alteration or New Construction shall be 
differentiated from the portions of the site's existing Designated Historic 
Resource(s) inside the applicable Period of Significance. However, 
it also shall be compatible with said Designated Historic Resource's 
Historically Significant materials, design or style elements, features, 

L:\CD\Planning\Development Review\Land Development Code Text Amendments\LDT05 Cases\Chapter 2.9 
Update\City Council Review\Historic Chapters\PC Chapter 2.09.wpd 

2.9 - 29 



size, scale, proportion, and massing to protect the Historic Integrity of 
the Designated Historic Resource and its environment. Therefore, the 
differentiation may be subtle and may be accomplished between the 
Historically Significantportions and the new construction with variations 
in wall or roof alignment, offsets, roof pitch, or roof height. Alternatively, 
differentiation may be accomplished by a visual change in surface, 
such as a molding strip or other element that acts as an interface 
between the Historically Significant and the new portions. 

4. Additional Review Criteria for the Installation of a Designated Historic 
Resource on a New Site, Following a Moving - To complete its review of 
a request to install a Designated Historic Resource on a new site following its 
being Moved, the Historic Preservation Advisory Board shall receive from the 
Director a finding that indicates the following: 

a) The Development District designation for the proposed site is 
appropriate to accept the Designated Historic Resource that was 
Moved, in terms of land use(s) and development standards; 

rl' 
b) Legal vehicular and Fire Department access to the proposed new site 

is available or can be provided; and 3- - - y 

c) Required infrastructure improvements for or adjacent to the proposed -' 

new site have been or will be provided. 

E: 
2.9.1 00.05 - Status of Properties for Which an Alteration or New Construction HPAB- m 
level Historic Preservation Permit has been Approved to Install a Moved Historic g 
Resource 

a. Local Register Historic Resources - If approval has been granted for the 
installation of a Moved Designated Historic Resource that was a Local Register- 
designated Historic Resource at its previous location, a Historic Preservation Overlay 
may be applied to the new site to which the Designated Historic Resource is being 
Moved through use of the District Change provisions of Chapter 2.2, following the 
effective date of the approved Alteration or New Construction Historic Preservation 
Permit associated with the Moving. Once the City's Historic Preservation Overlay has 
been applied, future modifications affecting the Designated Historic Resource at its 
new site shall be subject to the provisions of this Chapter. 
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b. Historic Resources listed in the National Register of Historic Places - The City 
shall notify the State Historic Preservation Office when a Historic Preservation Permit 
authorizing the installation of a Moved Designated Historic Resource listed in the 
National Register of Historic Places becomes effective. A proposed listing or the 
maintenance of an existing listing of a National Register of Historic Places Historic 
Resource at its new site shall be processed through state and federal procedures. 
Upon receipt of official notification from SHPO that a listing has occurred or has been 
maintained and is in effect and when the affected Designated Historic Resource is 
not listed in the Local Register, the affected Designated Historic Resource at its new 
site shall be subject to the Historic Preservation Provisions of this Code. In such 
cases, a Historic Preservation Overlay may be added to the new site to which the 
Designated Historic Resource is being Moved through use of the District Change 
provisions of Chapter 2.2, following the effective date of the approved Alteration or 
New Construction Historic Preservation Permit. 

Section 2.9.1 10 - DEMOLITION INVOLVING A DESIGNATED HISTORIC RESOURCE 

2.9.1 10.01 - Definition of a Demolition of a Designated Historic Resource 

m 
An activity is considered a Demolition of a Designated Historic Resource when the activity: X 

"r 

a. Is not an exempt activity as defined in Section 2.9.70; 

I 

b. Is not an Alteration or New Construction as defined in Section 2.9.100; "tl 
b 

c. Is not a Moving as defined in Section 2.9.120; 

d. lnvolves destruction of a Designated Historic Resource, and/or 

e. Involves the removal of a Historically Significant Tree (as defined in Chapter I .6) 
unless said tree is officially sanctioned for emergency removal via Section 2.9.80.b. 

2.9.110.02 - Historic Presewation Permit Required for Demolition of a Designated 
Historic Resource 

An HPAB-level Historic Preservation Permit is required for all activities meeting the definition 
for Demolition of a Designated Historic Resource, as outlined in Section 2.9.1 10.01 above. 
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2.9.110.03 - Review Criteria - An HPAB-level Historic Preservation Permit for the 
Demolition of a Designated Historic Resource shall be evaluated against the criteria in "a" 
through "c" below. Approval may be granted for a Demolition only where a proposal has 
been demonstrated to have met criterion "a" and either "b" or "c." 

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. 

b. If the proposed Demolition involves one of the structures identified in " I "  - "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 HistoricIContributing 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 shall involve only the following: 

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

2. A Nonhistoric structure on an individually Designated Historic Resource listed 
in the Local Register or National Register of Historic Places; or 

3. 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. 

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: 

a> )Moving of the Designated Historic 
Resource is not feasiblep~mtkde; or 
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b) If within a National Register of Historic Places Historic District, 
Demolition of the Designated Historic Resource will not adversely 
affect the Historic Integrity of the District. To address this criterion, the 
applicant shall provide an assessment of the Demolition's effects on 
the character and Historic Integrity of the subject Designated Historic 
Resource and District. "Historic Integrity" is defined in Chapter I .6 - 
Definitions. 

2. Alternatives to Demolishing the Designated Historic Resource have been 
pursued, including the following, as appropriate: 

a) Public or private acquisition of the Designated Historic Resource (with 
or without the associated land) has been explored; 

b) Alternate structure and/or site designs that address the property 
owner's needs, and which would avoid Demolition of the Designated 
Historic Resource, have been explored and documented; 

c) A "For Sale" sign and a public notice have been posted on the 
Designated Historic Resource site. The sign and public notice shall 
read: "HISTORIC RESOURCE TO BE DEMOLISHED -- FOR SALE." 
Lettering on the sign shall be at least 5 inches in height and posted in DJ 

a prominent place on the property for a minimum of 40 days; ==i - 
I 

?3 
d) The Designated Historic Resource has been listed for sale in local and > 

6) state newspapers for a minimum of five days over a five-week period; 
00 

e) The Designated Historic Resource has been listed for sale in at least 6-3 

two preservation publications for at least 30 days; 

f) A press release has been issued to newspapers of local and state 
circulation describing the Historic Significance of the resource, the 
physical dimensions of the property, and the reasons for the proposed 
Demolition; and/or 

g) Notification through other means of advertisement has been 
accomplished (e.g. internet, radio). 

d. Trees -An Historic Preservation Permit to remove a Historically Significant Tree (as 
defined in Chapter I .6 - Definitions), shall meet at least one of the criteria in " I "  
through "6" below. If removal of a Historically Significant Tree is approved, a 
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replacement tree(s) may be required as mitigation if, in the opinion of the decision- 
maker, there is an opportunity either on the subject site, or within 750 ft. of the site, 
to plant an additional tree(s): 

I. The Historically Significant Tree, in the opinion of the City's Urban 
Forester and City Engineer, negatively impacts existing public 
infrastructure, and both officials recommend removal of the Tree; 

2. The Historically Significant Tree, in the opinion of the Building Official 
and the City's Urban Forester, negatively impacts existing structures on 
the development site that are intended to remain, and both officials 
recommend removal of the Tree; 

3. The location of the Historically Significant Tree precludes the 
reasonable use of the property because the area needed to ensure 
preservation of the Historically Significant Tree, in the opinion of a 
certified arborist and the City's Urban Forester, encompasses an area 
that does not allow for the property owner to make improvements on 
up to 75% of the otherwise buildable portion of the lot (the area 
excluding required setback areas, after consideration of lot coverage 
and landscaping standards); 

4. For the determination of buildable area in "3," above, an automatic 15 -' 
percent reduction in setbacks and 10 percent increase in height 
limitation shall be allowed and used to assist a property owner in D 
achieving reasonable use of property; 6. 

TP 
00 

5. In the case of public infrastructure, the location of the Historically 
C 

Significant Tree precludes construction of necessary public 
infrastructure improvements and, in the opinion of the City Engineer 
and the City's Urban Forester, design alternatives to accomplish the 
necessary public infrastructure and preservation of the Tree are not 
feasible; and/or 

6. A non-emergency tree hazard exists where failure of the Historically 
Significant Tree is anticipated but is not imminent, and the Tree site is 
stabilized. In such situations, an Historically Significant Tree is 
determined to be hazardous or in serious decline for reasons including, 
but not limited to, storm damage, structural defects, poor past pruning 
methods, history of failure, and disease. This determination must be 
based on a Hazard Tree Evaluation that has been performed by an ISA 
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Certified Arborist or ASCA Consulting Arborist trained in this method 
and the associated report which must be filed with the Director and the 
City's Urban Forester. Removal may only occur following the City's 
Urban Forester's review and approval of the Hazard Tree Evaluation 
which recommends for removal of the tree. 

2.9.110.04 - Documentation Required Prior to Demolition of a Designated Historic 
Resource 

a. Documentation of a Designated Historic Resource that has been approved for 
Demolition through the issuance of a Historic Preservation Permit shall occur using 
one or more of the methods outlined in " I "  through "3," below. The method(s) of 
documentation shall be specified in the Historic Preservation Permit. The required 
documentation must be approved by the Director prior to the issuance of 
a building permit for demolition. 

1. Documentation using guidelines in the Historic American Buildings Survey 
. . g&&mw-(includes architectural drawings, photographs, and historical 

narrative); rn 
X 
I= 

2. Documentation by cataloging historic and contemporary photographs of the - m 
Designated Historic Resource and site; or ==i - 

I 

3. Documentation by salvaging Historically Significant architectural elements or 
f$skvkartifacts from the Designated Historic Resource and site. p 

G) 
m 

b. Dispensation of Documentation Materials: 

I Original documentation materials shall remain the property of the owner of the 
Designated Historic Resource being demolished; 

2. Copies of documentation materials identified in Sections "a.1" and a.2," 
above, shall be submitted to the Director for storage by the City or its 
designee; and 

3. The Director may require an applicant to submit a plan for dispensing of the 
documentation materials identified in Section "a.3," above. The plan shall 
describe all re-use, sale, donation, or other actions investigated by the 
applicant. 
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2.9.1 10.05 - Status of Properties for Which Demolition Approved 

a. Local Register Designated Historic Resources - If approval has been granted for 
the Demolition of a Lcb- Locally-designated Historic Resource, the 
Historic Preservation Overlay may be removed through use of the District Change 
provisions of Chapter 2.2 - Development District Changes, following the effective 
date of the approved Historic Preservation -Permit, and provided the 
applicable provisions of Chapter 2.2 -Development District Changes are met. Once 
the City's Historic Preservation Overlay has been removed, the affected resource 
shall no longer be subject to the provisions of this Chapter. 

b. Historic Resources listed in the National Register of Historic Places - The City 
shall notify the State Historic Preservation Office when a Historic Preservation Permit 
authorizing the Demolition of a Designated Historic Resource listed in the National 
Register of Historic Places becomes effective. A proposed delisting of such a 
Designated Historic Resource shall be processed through state and federal 
procedures. Upon receipt of official notification from the Oregon State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) that a delisting has occurred and is in effect, and when 
the affected Designated Historic Resource is not also listed in the Local Register, the 
affected Designated Historic Resource shall no longer be subject to the Historic 
Preservation Provisions of this Code. Upon receipt of official notification from SHPO 
that a delisting has occurred and is in effect, and when the affected resource is still 
listed in the Local Register, a District Change consistent with the provisions in 
Chapter 2.2 -Development District Changes pertaining to the removal of the related 
Historic Preservation Overlay would need to be approved for the Designated Historic 
Resource to no longer *be subject to the Historic Preservation Provisions of this 
Code (see "a" above). 

2.9.1 10.06 -Temporary Stay of Demolition Building Permit for Publicly-owned Historic 
Resources Subject to a Pending Nomination for Listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places 

a. If the Director has received from the State Historic Preservation Office official 
notification that a publicly-owned historic resource is the subject of a nomination 
application to list the resource in the National Register of Historic Places, and the 
nomination application is currently being reviewed by the State Historic Preservation 
Office and/or the National Park Service, a building permit shall not be issued for the 
demolition of that publicly-owned historic resource for the period that the nomination 
application is under review, provided: 
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1. The Director's receipt of official notification of the pending nomination of the 
publicly-owned historic resource for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places occurred prior to the Director's receipt of an application for a building 
permit for demolition of the affected publicly-owned resource; 

2. For a pending National Register of Historic Places Historic District nomination, 
if applicable, the temporary stay of the demolition building permit applies only 
to any publicly-owned resources proposed for classification as 
"Historic/Contributing" or "Historic/Noncontributing" in the nomination 
application. Any publicly-owned resources proposed for classification as 
"NonhistoriclNoncontributing" in the nomination application are not subject to 
this Section's stay requirement; 

3. For a pending nomination for a historic resource proposed to be individually 
listed in the National Register of Historic Places, if applicable, this Section's 
temporary stay does not apply to the issuance of a demolition building permit 
for any publicly-owned resources on the subject site that are Nonhistoric (as 
defined in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions)); and 

4. The affected historic resource is owned by the City of Corvallis, Benton 
County, the Corvallis School District, a publicly-owned special district, the E 
State of Oregon, and/or the federal government. D 

111 

b. Removal of a Temporary Stay - The temporary stay of the demolition permit shall a 
end upon the Director's receipt of official notification from the Keeper of the National B 

6) Register, the National Park Service, and/or the State Historic Preservation Office 
regarding the final outcome of the proposed National Register of Historic Places oo 

-4 
listing. If the historic resource has been approved for listing in the National Register 
of Historic Places, the Demolition provisions of this Chapter apply in addition to any 
required building permits. 

Section 2.9.120 - MOVING A DESIGNATED HISTORIC RESOURCE 

2.9.120.01 - Definition of Moving a Designated Historic Resource 

An activity is considered to be Moving a Designated Historic Resource when the activity: 

a. Is not an exempt activity as defined in Section 2.9.70.i; 
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b. Is not an Alteration or New Construction to a Designated Historic Resource as 
defined in Section 2.9.100; 

c. Is not a Demolition as defined in Section 2.9.1 10; and 

d. lnvolves relocating the Designated Historic Resource, in whole or in part, from its 
current site to another location. Review of the Moving request shall be limited to an 
evaluation of the removal of the Designated Historic Resource from its current 
location. Evaluation of the installation of the Designated Historic Resource at its new 
location is considered an Alteration or New Construction, and shall occur in 
accordance with the provisions of Section 2.9.100, if the new site is within the City 
limits. If the proposed new site of the Designated Historic Resource is outside the 
City limits, no City evaluation of the resource's installation at that new site will occur 
because the City has no jurisdiction over such locations. 

2.9.120.02 - Historic Preservation Permit Required for Moving a Designated Historic 
Resource 

An HPAB-level Historic Preservation Permit is required for all activities meeting the definition 
for Moving a Designated Historic Resource, per Section 2.9.1 20.01, above. !2 

v 
z! . - 

2.9.120.03 - Review Criteria - For an HPAB-level Historic Preservation Permit involving 
Moving of a Designated Historic Resource, the following review criteria shall be used , as - 
applicable: 

I 

Z 
G. 

a. Evaluation of the current and potential future Historic Significance and Historic rp 
Integrity of the Designated Historic Resource , independent of its setting. 00 

Or 

b. The review criteria in Section 2.9.1 10.03.b, but with respect to Moving instead of 
Demolition. 

c. Moving the Designated Historic Resource will save it from demolition. 

d. Moving the Designated Historic Resource has benefits that outweigh the detrimental 
impact of removing the resource from its designated site. 
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2.9.120.04 - Documentation Required Prior to Moving for a HPAB-level Historic 
Preservation Permit Issued for Moving a Designated Historic Resource 

A Designated Historic Resource that has been approved for Moving through the issuance 
of a HPAB-level Historic Preservation Permit shall be documented in accordance with 
Section 2.9.1 10.04, but with respect to Moving instead of Demolition, as applicable. 

2.9.120.05 - Status of Properties for Which Moving is Approved 

a. Local Register Historic Resources - If approval has been granted for the Moving 
a- Locally-designated Historic Resource, the Historic Preservation 
Overlay may be removed from the site from which the Designated Historic Resource 
is being moved, through use of the District Change provisions of Chapter 2.2 - 
Development District Changes, following the effective date of the approved Historic 
Preservation Permit for Moving. Once the City's Historic Preservation Overlay has 
been removed, the affected resource site shall no longer be subject to the provisions 
of this Chapter. 

b. Historic Resources listed in the National Register of Historic Places - The City m 
shall notify the State Historic Preservation Office when a Historic Preservation Permit 
authorizing the Moving of a Designated Historic Resource listed in the National $ 
Register of Historic Places becomes effective. The Historic status of the original site 7 
shall be addressed in accordance with Section 2.9.1 10.05.b, except with respect to """ I 

Moving instead of Demolition. 

2.9.130 - ADMINISTRATIVE 
00 
CD 

2.9.1 30.01 - Enforcement 

The Director shall administer and enforce these regulations and, to ensure compliance with 
these regulations, is authorized to take any action authorized by Chapter I .3 - Enforcement, 
as well as those contained in Section 2.9.130.02, below. 

2.9.1 30.02 - Ordered Remedies 

a. Violations of these regulations shall be remedied in accordance with Chapter I .3 - 
Enforcement. Additionally, if an after-the-fact Historic Preservation Permit is required 
to address a Violation of these regulations, the decision-maker for that Historic 
Preservation Permit shall have full authority to implement these regulations, 
regardless of what improvements have been made in violation of these regulations. 
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This includes requiring the Designated Historic Resource to be restored to its 
appearance or setting prior to the Violation, unless this requirement is amended by 
the decision-maker. This civil remedy shall be in addition to, and not in lieu of, any 
other criminal or civil remedy set out in this Chapter andlor Chapter 1.3 - 
Enforcement. 

b. Where the Alteration or New Construction, Demolition, or Moving of a Designated 
Historic Resource within a National Register of Historic Places Historic District or on 
any individually-listed property is in violation of these regulations, that Designated 
Historic Resource is protected by these regulations. Any person who intentionally 
causes or negligently allows the Alteration or New Construction, Demolition, or 
Moving of any Designated Historic Resource shall be required to restore or 
reconstruct the Designated Historic Resource in accordance with the pertinent 
architectural characteristics, guidelines and standards adopted by this Chapter. 
These remedies are in addition to any other civil or criminal penalty set out in this 
Chapter and/or Chapter 1.3 - Enforcement. 

(NOTE: The table at the end of the existing Chapter 2.9 is not reproduced below. 
Following review of the draft chapters, the City's decision makers and staff can 
consider whether or not a replacement table would be appropriate.) 
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PLANNING COMMlSSlON RECOMMENDATION TEXT AMENDMENT 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO EXISTING 
CODE TEXT INDICATED IN 

RED-LINEIDOUBLE UNDERLINE OR FONTS 

CHAPTER 2.16 
REQUEST FOR INTERPRETATION 

(last revised 4-04-06) 

Section 2.16.10 - BACKGROUND 

Property owners and developers often seek interpretations of the Land Development Code or 
Comprehensive Plan from the Director or other City staff persons. These interpretations may be 
"legislative" in that they apply to a large geographic area, for example all properties within a given 
development district, or they may be "quasi-judicial", applying to a specific site or area. Through 
the process identified in this chapter an applicant can obtain an official written interpretation from 
the City. 

Section 2.1 6.20 - PURPOSES 

Requests for interpretation may be made for the following purposes: 
k 

a. Assure uniformity of Code and Comprehensive Plan interpretations through a formal tK1 
process; and, 7 - 

b. Provide for a reasonable opportunity to appeal staff interpretations while protecting owners, 4 
users or developers of property from appeals that might otherwise be filed after an 
unreasonable delay. C) 

m 
CD 

Section 2.1 6.30 - PROCEDURES &b 

A request for an interpretation of this Code or Comprehensive Plan shall be accomplished by the 
following procedures: 

2.1 6.30.01 - Application Requirements 

Any person may file a request for interpretation. Requests shall be in writing that is legible, 
reproducible and readily understood. The form of the request shall be as specified by the 
Director. 

2.16.30.02 - Acceptance of Application 

The Director shall review a request for interpretation within 10 days to verify that the request 
meets the requirements specified above. If a request for interpretation does not meet those 
requirements, the applicant shall be notified and given the opportunity to correct the 
deficiency. The Director may consult with the City Attorney to determine whether the 
request is legislative or quasi-judicial. 

2.16.30.03 - Public Notice Prior to a Quasi-Judicial Decision 
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a. The Director shall notify affected parties that a request for a quasi-judicial 
interpretation has been filed. 

b. "Affected parties" shall mean any owner and occupants of property within I 00  ft of 
the subject property and any other resident owner of property whom the Director 
determines is affected by the application. In addition, notice shall be provided to any 
neighborhood or community organization recognized by the City and whose 
boundaries include or are adjacent to the site. 

c. The notice will state that all comments concerning the interpretation must be in 
writing and received by the Director within 14 calendar days from the date of mailing 
the notice. The notice shall include the following: 

1. Street address or other easily understood geographical reference to the 
subject property; 

2. Applicable criteria for the decision; 

3. Place, date and time comments are due; 

4. Indicate that copies of all evidence relied upon by the applicant are available 
for review, and that copies can be obtained at cost; 

5. Include name and phone number of staff contact person; 
IT' 
>i 

6. State that notice of disposition shall be provided to the applicant and any 
person who submits comments; - - -. 

7. An explanation of appeal rights; 

8. A summary of the local decision making process. 

2.16.30.04 - Staff Evaluation 
CG 

After accepting a request for an interpretation meeting the requirements specified above, w 
the Director may route copies of the request to other City divisions or departments for 
comments or suggestions regarding the interpretations. 

2.1 6.30.05 - Action by Director 

a. Within 30 calendar days after acceptance of a completed request for interpretation, 
the Director shall respond with a written interpretation. The Director shall clearly state 
the interpretation being issued and basis for such interpretation. 

b. The Director may interpret provisions of the Code or Comprehensive Plan, but shall 
not issue any legal opinion or interpretation of case law. 

c. The Director is not authorized to issue any interpretation that could have the effect 
of prejudging any application required by another chapter of this Code. 

d. Interpretations by the Director are advisory only and do not bind the Land 
Development Hearings Board, Historic Preservation Advisow Board, Planning 
Commission, or City Council in making their decisions. 
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PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION TEXT AMENDMENT 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO EXISnNG 
CODE TEXT INDICATED IN 

RED-LINEIDOUBLE UNDERLINE OR FONTS 

CHAPTER 2.19 
APPEALS 

(Excerpt; Last revised 4-04-06) 

Section 2.1 9.1 0 - BACKGROUND 

This Code is intended to permit flexibility in achievem the goals of the Comprehensive Plan. 
Some pflrovisions of this Code therefore allow considerable discretion in decisions made-imdwtg 
by the City Council and its agencies and officers. 

Criteria and standards have been adopted as part of this Code to ensure consistency in land use 
and limited land use -decisions. To ensure due process, it is also necessary to provide 
for review of land use and limited land use decisions that are perceived to be 
atkxgdy inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan andlor the requirements of this Code. =I: 

m 

m 
Section 2.199.0 - PURPOSES 7 - 
Procedures and requirements in this chapter are established for the following purposes: 

1 

9 
a. Provide an appeal process wherein parties affected by- land use decisions may 

request review of such decisions; co 
eh) 

b. Establish the basis for valid appeals; 

c. Establish who may appeal land use or limited land use -decision; and 

d. Provide for timely review of appeals. 

Section 2.1 9.30 - PROCEDURES 

Appeals shall be filed and reviewed in accordance with the following procedures: 

2.19.30.01 - General Provisions 

a. Every decision relating to the provision of this Code substantiated by findings of every 
board, commission, committee, hearings officer, and official of the City is subject to 
review by appeal in accordance with the provisions of this chapter. 
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b. Stayins of Decisions 

I. The ffiling of an appeal to a higher level &City hearings authority, in - - 
accordance with the provisions of this chapter, shall initiate the appeal process 
and stays the order or decision appealed. The process shall include adequate 
public notice, a public hearing, and preparation of findings by the hearinq 
authority that *affirms, amends, or reverses the decision appealed. 

2. A final decision bv the City that is appealed to a State aaencv shall be staved - - 
only throuqh the relevant State procedures. When State procedures do not 
reauire the stay of a final decision, applicants mav obtain development andlor 
site improvement permits. However, applicants will be proceedinq at their 
own risk, pendinq the outcome of the appeal. 

c. All hearings on appeals shall be held de novo (as a new public hearing). For anv 
appeal, the record of the decision made before the lower level of Citv hearinq 
authority shall be part of the staff report on appeal. 

2.1 9.30.02 - Hearings Authority 

a. Appeals from decisions of the Director shall be reviewed by the Land Development 
Hearings Board, except that appeals of Historic Preservation Permit decisions bv the 
Director shall be reviewed bv the Historic Preservation Advisorv Board, and appeals % I 
of Administrative District Chanqe decisions by the Director shall be reviewed bv the - 
Citv Council. The definition of an Administrative District Chanqe is contained within , 
Section 2.2.50.b. - 

I 
4 
4 

b. Appeals from decisions of the Buildinq Official that relate to the enforcement of Land 'ID - - C* Development Code requirements shall be reviewed bv the Land Development n. 
Hearinas Board. ccs 

P 

kg.  - Appeals from decisions of the City Engineer shall be reviewed by the Land 
Development Hearings Board. 

ecj. - Appeals from decisions of the Planning Commission, m the Land Development 
Hearings Board, or the Historic Preservation Advisorv ~ 6 a r d  shall be reviewed by the 
City Council. 

dg. - Appeals from decisions of the City Council shall conform with applicable 
ORS provisions. 

2.1 9.30.03 - Standing 

Appeals may only be filed by parties affected by a -land use or limited land use 
decision. For purposes of this chapter "affected parties" shall include any of the following: 

a. The applicant or the applicant's authorized agent. 
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b. Any person who testified orally or in writing before the hearins authoritv . . 
-whose decision is being appealed. 

c. Any neighborhood organization that testified orally or in writing before the hearinq 
a .  

authoritv whose decision is being appealed. 

d. Any City agency, officer, or department that is responsible for provision of City 
facilities and services to the proposed development. 

e. Ten registered voters who are City residents. 

f. - - Anv person who was mailed a copv of the Notice of Disposition for a Director-Level 
Historic Preservation Permit. 

4s. Any person who is entitled to appeal a land use or limited land use decision pursuant 
to State law. 

2.19.30.04 - Appeal Periods 

Appeals must have been shii-be filed within 12 days th- 
' 

after a decision is signed. In the case of a legislative interpretation of the Code 
s m p r e h e n s i v e  Plan, an appeal must have been be filed within 12 days of a 
published notice of such interpretation. Aspeals to the State Land Use Board of Appeals - =g 
shall be made in accordance with the provisions of State law. BD 

7 
Appeals must be filed by 500 p.m. on the final day of the appeal period. Where the final ; 
day of an appeal period falls on a weekend or holiday, the appeal period shall be extended 3 
to 5:00 p.m. on the next work day. b 

6) 
rn 

2.1 9.30.05 - Filing Requirements CD 
dn 

Appeals shall be filed in writing with the City Recorder and shall include the followinq: 

a. Name and address of the appellant; 

b. Reference to the subject development and case number, if any; 

c. Statement of the specific grounds for the appeal, stated in terms of specific review 
criteria applicable to the case; 

d. Statement of the m a ~ p e l l a n t ' s  standing to appeal as an affected party; and 

e. Appropriate filing fee. 

2.19.30.06 - Notice and Hearing 
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a. The Director shall schedule a public hearina for complete and properly filed appeals 
#GT ii w. Such hearing is to be held not later than 60 days after the 
receipt of the notice of appeal. Appeak :ha: 
Incomplete or improperlv filed appeals shall be referred to the hearing authority for 
dismissal as noted in "b" below. 

I The hearing authority shall give notice of the time, place, and particular nature 
of the appeal. At+ias: : O dayqmm :c; :he 
-At least 20 days prior to the hearing, notice shall be 
sent by mail to the appellant(s), to the applicant 1 
w, to the propertv owner(s) if different from the applicant, d t o  
hese persons and neighborhood organizations that originally received 
notice of the application, and to anyone who testified or submitted written 
information for the record of thecase. -lf-the - decision being 
appealed was the Director's artadministrative decision-, notice 
shall be provided to residents and owners of properties within 100 ft. of the 
subject property. 

2. Public Hearings shall be conducted in accordance with Chapter 2.0 - Public 
Hearings. 

b. Appeals that are -incomplete, filed late, or improperly filed may be 
denied by the hearing authority without further review. 

2.19.30.07 - Effective Date of Decision 

Unless an appeal has been filed, aApproval of any development request shall become 
effective upon expiration of the appeal period. Where the hearing authority is the City 
Council, the effective date for filing an appeal with the State Land Use Board of Appeals 
(LUBA) shall be in accordance with the provisions of State Law 2: U"- 
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PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION TEXT AMENDMENT 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO EXISTING 
CODE TEXT INDICATED IN 

RED-LINEIDOUBLE UNDERLINE OR FONTS 

CHAPTER 3.31 
HPO (HISTORIC PRESERVATION OVERLAY) DISTRICT 

(Last revised 4-04-06) 

The Citv of Corvallis recoqnizes that historic resources located within its boundaries contribute to 
the unique character of the communitv and merit preservation. The Citv's Historic Preservation 
Overlav District provisions assist in implementinq the policies in Comorehensive Plan Article 5.4 - 
Historic and Cultural Resources. The Historic Preservation Overlay (HPO) District desiqnation 
applies to all -historic resources listed eft the Corvallis Register of Historic 
Landmarks and Districts jLocal Reqister). The procedural pr&visions implementing this Chapter 
are located in Article II -Administrative Procedures. These Provisions also conform with Statewide 
Planninq Goals and other state land use requirements. 

A Historic Preservation Overlav District Desiqnation does not applv to Desiqnated Historic 
Resources listed in the National Reqister of Historic Places unless those resources are also listed m 
in the Local Reqister. However, National Reqister of Historic Places resources are subiect to the X 

9: Citv's Historic Preservation Provisions in Chapter 2.9, and all other provisions of this Code that - 
applv to Desisnated Historic Resources. m 

=4 
1111 

Historic resources are listed in the National Reqister of Historic Places consistent with state and I 

federal processes and criteria. Official action at the local level is not required as part of the 
National Reqister of Historic Places desiqnation process. However, if a propertv owner wishes to 6) 
list a Nationallv-desiqnated Historic Resource in the Local Reqister, a District Chanqe to add a 
Historic Preservation Overlav is required. A Nationallv-desiqnated Historic Resource also is defined 
as a Desiqnated Historic Resource and is subiect to the Citv's Historic Preservation Provisions in 
Chapter 2.9, unless as otherwise specified under state and federal law. However, a Desiqnated 
Historic Resource listed in the National Reqister of Historic Places mav or mav not have a Historic 
Preservation Overlav. If it does, it is listed in the Local Resister. If is does not, it is not listed in the 
Local Resister. 

Section 3.31 . I 0  - PURPOSES 

This overlay district is intended to: 

a. Implement, through Chapter 2.9, historic and cultural resource policies of #=e 
Comprehensive Plan Article 5.4 - Historic and Cultural Resou rces ;d  
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b. Encouraqe, effect, and accomplish the protection, enhancement, and perpetuation of such - - 
historic resource improvements and of historic districts which represent or reflect elements 
of the Citv's cultural, social, economic. political, and architectural historv; 

c. Complement anv National Reqister of Historic Places Historic Districts in the Citv; - - 

d. Foster civic pride in the beautv and noble accomplishments of the past: and - - 

e. Promote the use of historic districts and landmarks for education, pleasure, enerqv - - 
conse~ation, housinq, and publi welfare of the Citv. 

Section 3.31.20 - PERMITTED USES 

Uses permitted in+bd+W for properties with an Historic Preservation Overlav District desiqnation 
shall be the same as uses permitted in the underlying Development District. 

Section 3.31.30 - IMPLEMENTATION 

Chapters 2.2 and 2.9 contains procedural requirements for the following: 

a. Section 2.2.40 - Quasi-Judicial Chanqe Procedures for District Chancles Subiect to a Public - - 
Hearinq 

b. Section 2.2.50 - Quasi-Judicial Chanqe Procedures for Administrative District Chanqes - - 

C. - - Section 2.2.60 - Procedures for Reclassifvinq a Designated Historic Resource in a National 
Reqister of Historic Places Historic District 

d.  Sections 2.9.1 00 - Alteration or New Construction Activities Involvinq a Desiqnated Historic - 
Resource 

e. Section 2.9.1 I 0  - Demolition lnvolvinq a Desiqnated Historic Resource - - 

f. - - Sections 2.9.120 - Movinq a Desiqnated Historic Resource 

L:\CD\Planning\Development Review\Land Development Code Text Amendments\LDTO5 Cases\Chapter 2.9 
Update\City Council Review\Historic Chapters\PC Chapter 3.31 .wpd 2 



PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION TEXT AMENDMENT 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO EXISTING 
CODE TEXT INDICATED IN 

RED-LINEIDOUBLE UNDERLINE OR FONTS 

CHAPTER 4.0 
IMPROVEMENTS REQUIRED WITH DEVELOPMENT 

(Excerpt; last revised 4-04-06) 

Section 4.0.40 - PEDESTRIAN REQUIREMENTS 

a. Sidewalks shall be required along both sides of all arterial, collector, and local streets, as 
follows: 

1 . Sidewalks shall be a minimum of 5 ft wide on local through streets and a minimum 
of 4 ft wide on cul-de-sacs. The sidewalks shall be separated from curbs by a tree 
planting area that provides at least 6 ft of separation between sidewalk and curb. 

2. Sidewalks along arterial and collector streets shall be separated from curbs with 
a planted area. The planted area shall be a minimum of 12 ft wide and 
landscaped with trees and plant materials approved by the City. The sidewalks 
shall be a minimum of 6 ft wide. 

3. The timing of the installation of sidewalks shall be as follows: 

(a) Sidewalks and planted areas along arterial and collector streets shall be 
installed with street improvements. 

(b) Sidewalks along local streets shall be installed in conjunction with 
development of the site, generally with building permits, except as noted in 
(6) below. 

(c) Where sidewalks on local streets abut common areas, drainageways, or 
other publicly owned areas, the sidewalks and planted areas shall be 
installed with street improvements. 

b. Safe and convenient pedestrian facilities that strive to minimize travel distance to the 
greatest extent practicable shall be provided in conjunction with new development within 
and between new subdivisions, planned developments, commercial developments, 
industrial areas, residential areas, transit stops, and neighborhood activity centers such 
as schools and parks, as follows: 

1. For the purposes of this section, "safe and convenient" means pedestrian facilities 
that: are reasonably free from hazards which would interfere with or discourage 
pedestrian travel for short trips; provide a direct route of travel between 
destinations; and meet the travel needs of pedestrians considering destination and 
length of trip. 
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f. - - Prior to development, applicants shall perform a site inspection and identifv anv 
Contractor Sidewalklstreet Stamps in existinq sidewalks that will be impacted bv the 
development. If such a Contractor Sidewalklstreet Stamp exists, it shall either be left in 
its current state as part of the existinq sidewalk; or incorporated into the new sidewalk for 
the development site, as close as possible to the oriqinal location and orientation. 
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PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION TEXT AMENDMENT 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO EXISTING 
CODE TEXT INDICATED IN 

RED-LIMEIDOUBLE UNDERLINE OR FONTS 

CHAPTER 4.2 
LANDSCAPING, BUFFERING, SCREENING 

(Excerpt; last revised 4-04-06) 

Section 4.2.9 0 - PURPOSES 

Corvallis recognizes the aesthetic and economic value of landscaping and encourages its use 
to establish a pleasant community character, unify developments, and buffer or screen unsightly 
features; to soften and buffer large scale structures and parking lots; and to aid in energy 
conservation by providing shade from the sun and shelter from the wind. The community 
desires and intends all properties to be landscaped and maintained. 

This chapter prescribes standards for landscaping, buffering, and screening. While this chapter 
provides standards for frequently encountered development situations, detailed planting plans 
and irrigation system designs, when required, shall be reviewed by the City with this purposes 
clause as the guiding principle. 

Section 4.2.20 - GENERAL PROVISIONS 

a. Where landscaping is required by this Code, detailed planting plans and irrigation plans 
shall be submitted for review with development permit application. Development permits 
shall not be issued until the Director has determined the plans comply with the purposes 
clause and specific standards in this chapter. Required landscaping for Planned 
Developments shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission, and in no 
case shall landscaping be less than that required bythis chapter. All required landscaping 
and related improvements shall be completed or financially guaranteed prior to the 
issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy, and shall provide a minimum 90 percent ground 
coverage within 3 years. 

b. Appropriate care and maintenance of landscaping on-site and landscaping in the adjacent 
right-of-way is the right and responsibility of the property owner, unless City ordinances 
specify otherwise for general public and safety reasons. A City permit is required to plant, 
remove, or significantly prune any trees in a public right-of-way. Landscaping, buffering, 
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and screening required by the Code shall be maintained. If street trees or other plant 
materials do not survive or are removed, materials shall be replaced in kind. 

c. Significant plant and tree specimens should be preserved to the greatest extent 
practicable and integrated into the design of a development. Trees of 8-in. or greater 
diameter measured at a height of 4 ft above grade and shrubs (excluding blackberries, 
poison oak, and similar noxious vegetation) over 3 ft in height are considered significant. 
Plants to be saved and methods of protection shall be indicated on the detailed planting 
plan submitted for approval. Existing trees may be considered preserved only if no 
cutting, filling, or compaction of the soil takes place between the trunk of the tree and the 
area 5 ft outside the tree's dripline. In addition, the tree shall be protected from damage 
during construction by a construction fence located 5 ft outside the dripline. 

d. Planters and boundary areas used for required plantings shall have a minimum diameter 
of 5 ft (2.5 ft radius, inside dimensions). Where the curb or the edge of these areas are 
used as a tire stop for parking, the planter or boundary plantings shall be a minimum 
width of 7.5 ft. 

e. Irrigation systems shall be required in RS-I 2, RS-12(U), RS-20, PA-0, SA, SA(U) CS, LC, P RTC, and LI districts unless waived by the Director. Irrigation systems are recommended 
II 

for planting areas in all other districts to assure survival of plant materials. Where a 
required, a detailed irrigation system plan shall be submitted with building permit 
application. The plan shall indicate source of water, pipe location and size, and I 

specifications 
head to head 
materials in 3 

of backflow device. The irrigation system shall utilize I 00  percent sprinkler 2 
coverage or sufficient coverage to assure 90 percent coverage of plant C) 
years. tT. 

2 

C 
P 

f. In no case shall shrubs, conifer trees, or other screening be permitted within vision 
clearance areas of street, alley, or driveway intersections, or where the City Engineer 
otherwise deems such plantings would endanger pedestrians and vehicles. 

Definitions, procedures, and review criteria for the removal of a Historicallv Siqnificant 
Tree are located in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions and Sections 2.9.80.b. 2.9.90.02.a.l I r?, 

2.9.1 10.01 .e, and 2.9.1 10.03.d of Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation Provisions. 
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PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION TEXT AMENDMENT 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO EXlSTlNG 
CODE TEXT INDICATED IN 

RED-LllNElDOUBLE UNDERLINE OR FONTS 

CHAPTER 4.7 
CORVALLIS SIGN REGULATlONS 

(Excerpt; last revised 4-04-06) 

Section 4.7.70 - EXEMPTIONS FROM SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS OF REGULATIONS 

The following types of graphic communication are exempted from one or more requirements of this 
chapter, but shall comply with other applicable provisions. They are not subject to allocation limits 
specified in Sections 4.7.80 and 4.7.90 below. Limitations on number and size of these classes 
of signs, if any, are noted below. 

a. Signs erected in a public right-of-way by the City, Benton County, the State of Oregon, the 
U.S. Government, a public utility, or an agent including: 

c Street identification signs; r: 
Traffic control, safety, warning, hazard, construction, and related signs. I= - 

m 
==i b. One official national, state, and local government flag or banner per property when installed 

in a manner that meets City ordinances and when flown and maintained with the respect due 
to these symbols of honor and authority, as specified by the U. S. Flag Code are exempt B 
from the provisions of these regulations. As per Section 4 of the Flag Code, the American 0 
flag should never be used for advertising purposes in any manner. m 

.ma& 

a 
The flag structure shall not exceed 20 ft or 110 percent of the maximum height of the ul 

primary structure on the property, whichever is greater. All structures over 10 ft in height 
supporting flags require a Building Permit and an inspection(s) of the footing and structure, 
as per the Cowallis Building Code, prior to installation of the structure. 

c. Campaign signs shall be exempt from the permit requirements and allocational limitations 
of these regulations; 

d. Signs required by City ordinance, County ordinance, or State or Federal law are exempt 
from the provisions of these regulations. Examples include address numbers, street names, 
public notices, restaurant health inspection ratings, handicapped access signs, and Civil 
Defense Shelter signs. 

e. For Desiqnated Hhistoric &esources - listed m the +Local and/or  nationals . . - 
~ e g i s t e r  of ~ i s t o z  Places, " ' 

. . ," one p&rmanentmemGal sign or tablet 
per p r o p e r t y  . . . .  , 

is exempt from the provisions of these regulations. To be exempt, 
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the dimensions and desiqn of such memorial siqns or tablets shall be consistent signmu& 
with guidelines established by the Corvallis Historic 

Preservation Advisory Board. -4 : O sq . 2 . 

f. Permanent signs directing and guiding traffic and parking on private property, not to exceed 
6 sq. ft and limited to 1 sign per driveway entrance or street frontage are exempt from the 
provisions of these regulations. Other signs that designate reserved parking spaces or are 
related to traffic or parking regulations, if limited to 2 sq. ft, are also exempted. 

g. A non-illuminated blade sign (I per entrance to a building) placed above a walkway and 
under weather-protecting awnings, marquees, and parapets is exempt from the sign area 
limits of Sections 4.7.80 and 4.7.90 below and limitation of 2 attached signs per occupant 
or business. An approved permit is required prior to installation. (See Section 4.7.80.06 
below for additional blade sign standards.) 

h. Signs that communicate only to persons inside buildings or building complexes, or private 
property shall be exempt from the provisions of these regulations. 

i .  Signs, decorations, and displays inside of windows or attached to the inside of a window are 
exempt from these requirements, except signs prohibited by 4.7.50 (a,b,c,e, and i) shall not 
be visible from outside of the building. 5 

I, 
I 

j. Temporary signs conforming with this chapter shall be exempt from the permit requirements. gr - 
I 

4.7.90.06 - Sign Standards for Desiqnated Historic Resources 
Bi&ri& 2 

C) - 

. . 
A proposed sign GE a bmkhg-m 

rr 
. . for a Desiqnated Historic Resource pmperty ib-a a 

m 
I I Bsh& shall comply with both the provisions of these regulations and & 

Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation Provisions. 
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PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION TEXT AMENDMENT 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO EXISTING 
CODE TEXT INDICATED IN 

RED-LINEIDOUBLE UNDERLINE OR FONTS 

CHAPTER 4.9 
ADDITIONAL PROVlSlONS 

(Excerpt; last revised 4-04-06) 

Section 4.9.60 - WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATION FACILITIES 

4.9.60.01 - Siting Criteria and Review Procedures 

Wireless Telecommunication Facilities (as defined in Chapter 3.0) may be approved as an 
outright permitted use, or may require Plan Compatibility Review in accordance with Chapter 
2.13 or Conditional Development approval in accordance with Chapter 2.3, depending on rn 
the type of facility (colocated/attached or freestanding) and its proposed location. Uses that X 

=1C 
are permitted outright require building permits only. All facilities located in the Willamette 
River Greenway District Overlay are subject to the provisions of Chapter 3.30 - Willamette 7 
River Greenway District Overlay. All facilities located on tlktte4c 3e+em&b~ M , 

. . 
111 

4hmta-y Desiclnated His to r i ca re  subject to the provisions of Chapter < 
- 

b 2.9 - Historic Preservation Provisions. All &wireless   telecommunication Efacilities and 
their related appurtenances located in areaswith a Planned Development overlay (except  TI 

A residential districts) are exempted from the requirements to have an approved Conceptual 
Development Plan and/or Detailed Development Plan in accordance with Chapter 2.5, 
Sections 2.5.40 and 2.5.50. Facilities proposed to be located in residential districts with a 
Planned Development Overlay shall be treated as a minor modification to the approved 
Conceptual and/or Detailed Development Plan and processed accordingly. 
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CORVALLIS 
ENHANCING COMMUNITY LIVABILIiT 

Community Development 
Planning Division 

501 SW Madison Avenue 
Corvallis, OR 97333 

P 

CORVALLIS PLANNING COMMISSION !rQ;: 03 2.x L7b ,:< &A&.! 
L - - - --- -- .- -- 

NOTICE OF DISPOSITION 

ORDER #2006-046 

CASE: LDT05-00801 - Land Development Code Text Amendment updating the 
City's Historic Preservation Provisions, including Chapter 2.9 and other 
related chapters of the Code. 

REQUEST: This Land Development Code Text Amendment is proposed to amend the 
City's Historic Preservation Provisions (Chapter 2.9 and other related Chapters 
of the Code). The affected chapters include Chapters 1 .I - The City Council 
and Its Agencies and Officers; I .2 - Legal Framework; 1.3 - Enforcement; I .6 - 
Definitions; 2.0 - Public Hearings; 2.2 - Development District Changes; 2.3 - 
Conditional Development; 2.5 - Planned Development; 2.9 - Historic 
Preservation; 2.19 - Appeals; 3.31 - HPO (Historic Preservation Overlay) 
District; 4.0 - Improvements Required with Development; 4.2 - Landscaping, 
Buffering, Screening; 4.7 - Corvallis Sign Regulations; and 4.9 - Additional 
Provisions. The Text Amendment is intended to clarify many aspects of the X 
City's existing historic preservation regulations to establish clearer procedures 5 
and review criteria. The primary topics addressed include: establishment of 
the Historic Preservation Advisory Board (HPAB) as a quasi-judicial decision- 4 - 
making body; creation of new definitions relating to historic preservation and - 
land use processes; clarification of existing Development District Change (Zone ;I 
Change) procedures and criteria; clarification of applicability of Historic > 
Preservation Provisions for historic resources; clarification of Historic 6) m Preservation Permit exemptions; update of emergency action provisions; a 
establishment of new criteria for trees on historically-designated sites; 
accomplishment of procedural changes to ensure compliance with 120-day rule 
for local-level land use decision-making; revision of Historic Preservation 
Permit application requirements and review criteria; establishment of new 
economic hardship criteria for appeals; revision of demolition and moving 
review criteria and procedures; clarification of existing Historic Preservation 
Overlay provisions; and revision of Sign Code standards for historic resources. 

LOCATION: Citywide 

APPLICANT: City of Corvallis 
PO Box 1083 
Corvallis, OR 97339 

DECISION: 

The Planning Commission conducted, after proper legal notice, a public hearing concerning LDT05- 
00001 on January 25,2006, and February 8,2006; and conducted deliberations for LDT05-00001 
on February 15 and 22,2006, and March 8 and 22,2006. Interested persons and the general 
public were given an opportunity to be heard. The Commission found that the proposed request 
regarding the update of the City's Historic Preservation Provisions and related Chapters of the Land 



Development Code, as amended during the Commission's deliberations on February 15 and 22, 
2006, and March 8 and 22, 2006, should be forwarded to the City Council with a unanimous 
recommendation of approval. The Planning Commission adopted the findings contained in the 
January 11,2006, staff report and the portions of the January 25, 2006, February 8, 15, and 22, 
2006, and March 8 and 22, 2006, minutes that demonstrate support for approval of the request. 

This is a recommendation only and there is no appeal process. The final decision will be made by 
the City Council at a public hearing. 

The proposal, staff report, and hearing minutes may be reviewed at the Community Development 
Department, Planning Division, City Hall, 501 SW Madison Avenue. 

March &&OO6 
Date Signed 

Attached: Ordinance: #2006-046 

>&*> I+k-4 
Planning Commission Chair David Graetz 
City of Corvallis 



PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS TO CITY COUNCIL REGARDING LDT05- 
00001 - UPDATE OF CITY'S HISTORIC PRESERVATION PROVISIONS, INCLUDING 

CHAPTER 2.9 AND RELATED CHAPTERS 

The Planning Commission unanimously recommends that the City Council approve the 
changes outlined in Sections 1 and I 1  below. Section I I  is  included on the last page of  this 
Notice of  Disposition. 

Section I. Recommended Text for LDT05-00001 

The Commission recommends that the City Council approve text changes for the 
following Chapters of the Land Development Code, as shown in the immediately 
following pages: 

Chapter 1 .I - The City Council and Its Agencies and Officers; 
Chapter 1.2 - Legal Framework; 
Chapter 1.3 - Enforcement; 
Chapter 1.6 - Definitions; 
Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings; 
Chapter 2.2 - Development District Changes; 
Chapter 2.3 - Conditional Development; 
Chapter 2.5 - Planned Development; 
Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation; 
Chapter 2.1 9 - Appeals; 
Chapter 3.31- HPO (Historic Preservation Overlay) District; 
Chapter 4.0 - Improvements Required with Development; 
Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening; 
Chapter 4.7 - Corvallis Sign Regulations; and 
Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions. 





Planning Commission Recommendation- March 22, 2006 
Includes Changes to Staff's Proposal following 

the HPAB-directed Changes from October 12, 2005 

RECOMMENDED CHANGES INDICATED IN 
RED-LCINEIDOUBLE UNDERLINE OR FONTS 

CHAPTER 1.1 
THE CITY COUNCIL AND ITS AGENCIES AND OFFICERS 

(Last revised 3-27-06) 

Section I .I . I 0  - THE CITY COUNCIL 

I .I .I 0.01 - Authority and Responsibility 

The State has delegated to the City Council responsibility for adopting land use plans and 
controls. The City has adopted this Code pursuant to its responsibilities to secure the 
health, safety, and welfare of its citizens and also pursuant to its home rule authority. The 
City Council has created a Planning  commission^^^ - - Land Development Hearings Boar% 
and a HistorIc Preservation Advisor\/ Board for the purpose of Implementing such plans an* 
controls. In addition, the State has authorized the Council to act upon applications fa 
development or to delegate its authority to act upon such applications. El 

==i 
1 .I .I 0.02 - Powers and Duties 

The City Council has the following powers and duties in addition to any others it may no 
have, be given, or confer upon itself. The City Council: rn 

VI 
a. May adopt, amend, supplement, or repeal plans and policies for development of the 

community; 

b. May adopt, amend, supplement, or repeal the text of any provisions or regulations of 
this Code or the boundaries of development districts established on the Official 
Development District Map; 

c. Shall review decisions of the Planning Commission,&Land Development Hearings 
Board, and Historic Preservation Advisorv Board ipon appeal; 

d. Shall appoint members of the Planning Commission and Historic Preservation 
Advisow Board; and 

e. May establish a reasonable schedule of fees with respect to matters under this Code. 
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Section 1.1.20 -THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

The Planning Commission shall be appointed in accordance with the Boards and Commissions 
Ordinance. The Commission shall have the powers and duties provided therein and provided by 
this Code. 

Section 1.1.30 - LAND DEVELOPMENT HEARINGS BOARD 

There is hereby created a Land Development Hearings Board for the City. The Board shall hear 
and act on appeals resulting from alleged errors in orders, requirements, decisions, and 
interpretations of the Director or designated administrative officers charged with the enforcement 
of this Code and such other matters as required by this Code. 

I .I .30.01 - Membership 

a. All members of the Planning Commission are eligible to serve on the Land 
Development Hearings Board. The Land Development Hearings Board shall consist 
of three members appointed from the Planning Commission by the chair. One 
member shall be appointed to a I-year term, one member shall be appointed to a 
2-year term, and one member shall be appointed to a 3-year term. All succeeding 
appointments shall be for 3-year terms or until they are no longer members of thHl 
Plaiiiiiiig Commissioii, whicheier comes first. X 

I= - - 
CR 

b. Any vacancy in office shall be filled by the chair for the unexpired portion of the term 
of the member whose office became vacant. 

I 

c. The members of the Land Development Hearings Board shall continue as voting 
members of the Planning Commission. G) 

rn 
d. The Chair may appoint alternates to serve in the absence of Board members. en 

1 .I .30.02 - Quorum 

Two members of the Land Development Hearings Board shall constitute a quorum. Any 
position in the Land Development Hearings Board may be filled, or substitution made, to 
allow any members of the Planning Commission to serve for purposes of a quorum. 

1 .I .30.03 - Powers and Duties 

The Land Development Hearings Board shall conduct hearings and prepare findings of fact 
in accordance with Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings and take such actions concerning appeals 
as required by this Code. 
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Section .'I -463 - THE HISTORIC PRESERVAT1OM ADVlSORY BOARD 

The Historic Preservation Advisow Board shall be ap~ointed in accordance with the Boards and 
Commissions Ordinance. The Board shall have the powers and duties provided therein and 
provided bv this Code. 

Section I .I .420 - - COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR 

I .I .430.01 - - Position 

The City Manager may delegate the powers and duties herein created to the administrative 
officer of the City, herein defined as the Community Development Director to supervise, 
organize, direct, and control activities defined under this Code. For brevity, the Community 
Development Director shall be referred to as Director throughout the Code. 

I .I ,430.02 - - Powers and Duties 

The Director provides professional planning assistance to the general citizens, City Council, 
Planning Commission, Land Development Hearings Board, Historic Preservation Advisory 
Board, and City Manager and is hereby authorized to interpret provisions of this Code and 
to perform such other duties in the administration of the Land Development Code as a rm 
required herein. Stick po.vvers arrd duties may be accomplished by person(s) as designate 
by the Director. P I 

88 
II 

Section I .I .5s0 - - CONFLICT OF INTEREST 
I 

A member of the hearing authority shall not participate in any proceedings or action in which t h m  
member has a legal conflict of interest defined in State law that would bar participation in a decisio IR by a Planning Commissioner or Historic Preservation Advisorv Board member. Any actual om 
potential interest shall be disclosed at the meeting of the hearing authoritywhere the action is bein* 
taken. Examples of conflict of interest include: a) the member owns property within the area 
entitled to receive notice of the public hearing; b) the member has a direct private interest in the 
proposal; or, c) for any other valid reason, the member has determined that participation in the 
hearing and decision cannot be in an impartial manner. 

Section I .I .GI0 - - PARTICIPATION BY INTERESTED OFFICERS OR EMPLOYEES 

No officer or employee of the City who has a financial interest in a land use decision shall 
participate in discussions with or give an official opinion to the hearing body without first declaring 
for the record the nature and extent of such interest. 

L:\CD\Planning\Development Review\Land Development Code Text Amendments\LDT05 Cases\Chapter 2.9 
Update\Draf? Code Changes\Code for Staff Report\PC Changes\Redline Strike-out Post 3-1 7-06 Chapters\PC Chapter 
1 . O l  .wpd 3 





Planning Commission Recommendation- March 22, 2006 
Includes Changes to Staff's Proposal following 

the HPAB-directed Changes from October 12,2005 

BOARD CHANGES INDICATED IN EITHER RED-LINE1DOtdBLE UNDERLINE 
OR FONTS 

Staff-Proposed Changes indicated in a combination of italics and red-line/double 
. . 

underline or tfahesmu" strikeat& 

Planning Commission-Proposed Changes are indicated in a combination of 
- - - -  

shaded-italics and red-line/double underline or shaded &s 2- 

CHAPTER 1.2 
LEGAL FRAMEWORK 

(Excerpt; last reviewedlrevised 3-27-06) 

- - Section I .2.I I 0  - DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROCESS 

I .2.110.01 - General Development 

General Development includes development activities that are permitted outright, subje B 
to compliance with the criteria and standards of this Code. Those uses that are listed in thm 
development districts in Article Ill as "Permitted Uses" are General Development activities 
These uses require staff review upon application for a building permit and are subject to 
district standards and other development provisions of the Code and applicable City 
ordinances and requirements. Review of building permits shall be accomplished according 
to administrative procedures. in accordance with provisions of Chapter 2.9, certain 
Alterations or New Construction affectinq desiqnated historic resources shall be considered 
General Development. Specificallv, deveio~ment requirins a Director-Level Historic 
Preservation Permit shall be cateqorized as General Development. 

I .2.110.02 - Special Development 

Special Development includes development activities that require applying at least some 
amount of discretion. As with General Development, approval of the use is subject to district 
standards and other development provisions of the Code and City ordinances and 
requirements. There are two types of special developments: 
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Type I: Generally requires considerable discretion and involves a public hearing, in 
accordance with the provisions of Chapter 2.0, and approval by an established hearing 
authority; and 

Type 11: Requires less discretion than Type I and involves review and approval by staff 
without a public hearing. This type of development qualifies as a Limited Land Use Decision 
under ORS 197.01 5. Type I1 Special Developments require public notice prior to a decision 
being made by staff with a follow-up notice being provided to affected persons who 
responded in writing to the first notice. Appeals are made to the Land Development 
Hearings Board and City Council in accordance with Chapter 2.1 9. 

I .2.110.02.01 - Type I: Special Development 

Special development activities that require a public hearing are described in the 
following sections of Article II - Administrative Procedures: 

Chapter2.1 - 
Chapter 2.2 - 

Chapter 2.3 - 
Chapter 2.4 - 
Chapter2.5 - 

* < - - , S T ?  - 7 -  C h a ~ f e j 3 ~ ~ ~ ~  2-2 - - 
Chapter 2.6 - 
Chapter 2.7 - 
Chapter 2.8 - 

Comprehensive Plan Amendment Procedures 
Development District Changes (Includes Historic Preservation 
review under Section 2.2.40 - Quasi-Judicial Chansm 
Procedures fclr District Chancres Subiect to a Public ~ e a r i n q l x  
Conditional Development 

I: - 
W 

Subdivisions and Major Replats 7 
- -  - -  - .  

- - - , -  - Ptmtffe48eereteiefftffiis ~ i n c e i j t u a i  and betiiiied ~&ei&kme& 
Plans I 

- - - - - - . . - 
Major Planned ~evelooment-~odification 'TI 

b 
Annexations a 
Extension of City Services Outside the City Limits 

- 

Vacating of Public Lands and Plats o 
Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation Provisions ~ertaininq to HPAB-Level 

Historic Preservation Permits -~r 2 . 3 . GC - 

Chapter 3.30; - ~ i / /amet te  ~ i v e r  ~ reenwav  ~ondi t ionai*~evelobhed 

I .2.110.02.02 - Type I!: Special Development 

Special development activities that may be approved by staff without a public hearing 
are described in the following sections of Article I1 - Administrative Procedures: 

Chagter 2.2 - Development District Chanqes (Includes Historic Preservation 
review under Section 2.2.50 - Quasi-Judicial Chanse 
Procedures for Administrative District Chanqes) 
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Cha~tes 2.3 - ~ontj i i ionai Develos~nent Modification 
Cha~fer  2.4 - Subdivision Modification 
Cha~ter  2.5 - Minot'Planned Devefo~ment Modification 
Chapter 2.12 - Lot Development Option 
Chapter 2.1 3 - Plan Compatibility Review 
Chapter 2.14 - Partitions, Minor Replats, and Lot Line Adjustments 
Chapter 2.15 - Hillside Development and Density Transfer 
Chapter 2.1 6 - Request for Interpretations 
Chapter 2.1 8 - Solar Access Permits 

Section 1.2."12 - EXTENSION OF 120-DAY PERitOD FOR REVIEW OF LAND USE 
APPbllCAYIOPdS 

Consistent with state law. the Citv's review of all land use applications shall be completed withi& 
120 davs of the date an application is deemed cornnlete, allowinq for any possible appeals at thfe 
local level. This 120-dav period may be extended onlv bv written authorization of the applicant33 
Such authorization shall specifv the lenqth of time bv which the 320-dav deadline is extended. 4 - - 
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Planning Commission Recommendation- March 22, 2006 
Includes Changes to Staff's Proposal following 

the HPAB-directed Changes from October 12,2005 

BOARD CHANGES INDICATED IN EITHER RED-LINE/DOUBLE UNDERLINE 
OR FONTS 

Staff-Proposed Changes indicated in a combination of italics and red-line/double 
. . 

underline or 

CHAPTER 1 .3 
ENFORCEMENT 
(last revised 3-27-06) 

Section 1.3.1 0 - RESPONSIBLE OFFICERS 
e 

- The Land Development Code shall be administered and enforced by the Director. eA3 
7 

Section 1.3.20 - BUILDING PERMIT 

i;, 
No building permit shall be issued by the Building Official for any authorized development unlesm 
the Director has determined that the proposed development complies with the provisions of t h i e  
Code, in~luding any established conditions of approval (established by the authority of the City 
Council, the Planning Commission, the Land Development Hearings Board, the Historic 
Preservation Advisory Board, or otherwise authorized by the Land Development Code, City 
Ordinances, or State law), and the required development permit has been issued. 

Section I .3.30 - CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY 

No certificate of occupancy shall be issued by the Building Official for any development unless all 
requirements of this Code have been met, including any established conditions of approval 
(established by the authority of the City Council, the Planning Commission, the Land Development 
Hearings Board, the Historic Preservation Advisow Board, or otherwise authorized by the Land 
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Development Code, City Ordinances, or State law), or until the applicant has provided some written 
form of assurance acceptable to the Director guaranteeing the completion of all requirements. 

Section I .3.40 - STOP WORK ORDER 

Whenever any work is being done contrary to the provisions of this Code, including any established 
conditions of approval (established by the authority of the City Council, the Planning Commission, 
the Land Development Hearings Board, the Historic Preservation Advisorv Board, or otherwise 
authorized by the Land Development Code, City Ordinances, or State law), the Director may order 
the work stopped by notice in writing served on any persons engaged in the work, and any such 
persons shall immediately stop such work until authorized by the Director to proceed. 

Section 1.3.50 - VIOLATIONS 

Use of land in the City of Corvallis not in accordance with the provisions of this Code, including any 
established conditions of approval (established by the authority of the City Council, the Planning 
Commission, the Land Development Hearings Board, the Historic Preservation Advisory ~ o a r g  
or otherwise authorized by the Land Development Code, City Ordinances, State or Federal la 

-- constitutes a violation. Upon receiving information concerning a violation of this Code, the Direct 
may conduct, or cause to be conducted, an investigation determining whether a violation exist= 
The Director may request the assistance of other City agencies and officers in the conduct of suc6 
investigations. 

The Director may prepare and deliver to the City Attorney a request for prosecution indicating t h s  
location and nature of the suspected violation, applicable code sections, and other information staff 
may have. 

1.3.50.01 - Classification of Violation 
Violations shall be identified by the Director under one of the following classifications: 

Tvpe I: Violations which represent a serious threat to public health, safety and welfare, or 
those unapproved actions deemed to potentially create serious adverse environmental or 
land use consequences as the result of continued development activity; or 
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Tvpe Il: Violations which do not pose a serious threat to public health, safety and welfare, 
but do violate provisions of this Code, including any established conditions of approval, as 
described in Section 1.3.50 above. 

I .3.50.02 - Notice of Violation 

a. Type I: After receiving a report of an alleged Type I violation, the Director will 
determine whether the violation requires that a citation be issued immediately or 
whether to provide notice of the violation prior to the issuance of a citation. Notice 
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PLANNING COMMISSION-RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO 
HPAB-Approved Provisions Related to Historic Presewation 

Recommended for Approval on October 12,2005 

BOARD CHANGES INDICATED IN EITHER RED-LINE/DOUBLE UNDERLINE 
OR FONTS 

Staff-Proposed Changes indicated in a combination of italics and red-line/double 
. . 

underhe or 

Planning Commission-Proposed Changes are indicated in a combination of 
~ ~ * Z ~ ~ ~ % ~ i . T  

sfS&?&ifalics and red-line/double underline or Sh adgd ??fahcs ais&&fkemd 
hfdr*ilA^Lbrsii>iiia*' - 2  . C _  r . 

CHAPTER 9.6 
NEW DEFINITIONS RELATING TO HISTORIC PRESERVATION iT'i 

(Last revised 3-27-36) X =r - 
- - -- 

Section I .6.30 - SPECIFIC WORDS AND TERMS 

Cedified Local Government /C%G1- A city or countv that has been certified by the National Park 
Service. U.S. Department of the Interior, to carry out the PurDoses of the National F k d s k ~  Historic 
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Preservation Act of ?966, as amended. The CLG proaram is administered bv the State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO). The Citv of Corvallis is a Certified Local Government. 

- ? .- . . --,--. ... 
Conditional Develo~meni - a land use orocess that pro\;ides'an opporl&itv:to'al/ow~a usatwti .- - - 
potential adverse effects can be mitiaa fed or den v a use if concerns: cannot.be res0lved-io 12 
satisfaction oi the hearinq authoritv. Procedures for this tvpe of land use appiication areoufb&!  

. - >  - -  
in Land Developmeni Code Section I .  2.1 10.02 - Special ~ e v e l o ~ m e n t  and Land--DevelopmeRP 
Code Chaotei- 2.3 - Conditional Develooment. 

. . . . . . . . . .  
~ ~ ~ ' a i a i ~ ~ ~ l  Der/elopment Mo&ficafion,i a.'/and LIse orocess that pro i/ides an: o p p o , $ ~ ~ $ $ j ~ ~ / ~ b ' &  

. . . . .  . . . . . . . .  . .  ,..... . . . . . . .  .,.-.. . -: ...-- .... 
a limited: amount: o f ,  f/exibj/jfV with. iesard - to. site p/ann jnq. and.'i~cfijtect~ra/.{ d e s i q ~ : , ~ f o ~ ~ ~ ~ & ~ & u s j ~  
..\ . . .  _._ . . . . . . . - . . . . . . . -  . . . . . . . .  . . . .  - -. .. .=-, . ___; . 

.-v.77~.,~,:7.'-T .- ap&~ved :,condjtiona/ Developmenfs; a ~ ~ . : . p r o v i d ~ s - .  benefits. in/jthjn:::tfie:;.dgvelo~me~~:~Siteiei:ffi~t 
. . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  - .. . . . . . .  . . . . . .  ... . , : ;.-. - . . . . . .  .... :,, . :-.?.r;..: --.. -- - .  

..;A,.. F-: &mbensaie for:&qu&sted variations fromsp~roved ~ ~ ~ d i f i & ~ ~ ~ : ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i ; ~ f ~ ; ~ ~ ~ f i : f f i ~ f i - t h @ , ~ ~ ~  
. . . . . . . . . . . .  . .  ..? ...... <: ,  ............. -,- :.::,:.,; ",.. .- ., .:.., .-~ ..... .* 

df.$he .orhinal a~proval is still met. Procedures for- this; tvp.e la& ~s~. :app/ j~at ion:-arg. :~bt / i~,&~. j j f i  
. . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  ....: : ... . . . . .  ,..... . . . .  ..-... - ...:..r..... -. 7,,.7 ,:: 

iand:~e"e/opment: t~ode.  Secfion. j' 2.7 f0.02 - Spec;a/. ~ & ~ & / ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ f : ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ f j d .  ~ & i & ~ ~ / o b f i & f i c @ d i ~ ~  

Section 2.3; 40 -. ~&d;tional ~ e v e l o ~ m e n f  ~odification.. 

Contractor Sidewalk/Street Stamps -An  insiqnia or mark starnoed into a sidewalk or street that 
includes information, such as the contractor's name, and the date the work was performed, and 
which indicates that the stamp dates from 1955 or before. 
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Cowallis Reqister of Historic Landmarks and Districts (Locall Reqister) - The Citv's official list 
of locally-desiqnated historic resources. 

Desiqnated Historic Resource - A  historic resource that has been determined throuqh an official 
action to meet criteria for historic siqnificance, resuitins in the resource beinq locallv-desiqnated 
and/or nationally-desiqnated, as more specificailv defined below. The Citv's Historic Preservation 
Provisions in Chapter 2.9 applv to all desiqnated historic resources, reqardless of whether they are 
locallv or nationallv-desiqnated. Some desiqnated historic resources are listed in both the Local 
Reqister and the National Resister of Historic Places. 

a. - - Localfv-desiqnated: A iocallv-desiqnated historic resource is listed in the Corvailis 
Reqister of Historic Landmarks and Districts (Local Reqister). To list a property in the 
Local Reqister, a pro~ertv owner must obtain approval for a Development District 
Chanqe to a p p l ~  a Historic Preservation Overlav to the subiect propertv. A Historic 
Preservation Overlay denotes the locallv-desiqnated historic resource on the Citv's 
Development District Map. Propertv owner a~proval for local desiqnation is required. 

b. - - Nationallv-desisrsated: A nationallv-desiqnated historic resource is listed in t h q  
National Reqister of Historic Places. To list a property in the National Reqister 86 
Historic Places, a propertv owner must obtain approval in accordance with state a n 8  
federal processes and criteria listed in 36 CFR 60. Local level input reqardinq a( 
pro~osed National Reqister of Historic Places nomination normallv is soliciteq 

notation indicatinq that a propertv is listed in the National Reqister of Historic Placem 
is included on the Citv's Development District Map. 
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Develowment Distrki M ~ P  Clhansre -An  amendment to the boundaries of develo~menf distrjcts 
shown on the official Developmenf District M ~ R .  Procedures for this t v ~ e  ol land use a~plication are 
outlihed in Land - beveiooment -Cod& section 1-'2.90.0-1 - special Development and Land 
~ 6 v e i o ~ n i e n t  code chapter 2.2 - ~evelodment ~istrict-Chanqes. 

-& .... "...;C.'.r - .-.( ----:.,-; ...,........ -. ; ...... -: :... <;,. -.;s:r .-... .- ". . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  b 
H & a l f ~ ~ ~ ~ & a p ~ < ~ ~ k ~ ~ a a ~ i O n ; y  -&,.</&ij&lj$g 'pfaee& that. Sd,-Jre&gs-. health hazard if uations a& 

. . . . . . . .  - .  . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - . .  - - .  . . .  

ev&/uateswheth@f.:a.broo&dy )-neefs.$/je: criteria for incomoiation,;nfb.'<fhe:-Cjtv /imifs. . Procedu,-&x 
......... <. ._. . _ .  __ ._ ,  . _ . . .  . . . _ . r 5 r  . - . . . . . . . . . _ _ . _ . . . . . .  - .... . . .  

fok:.this::ty~e of~land~use ap~1icatioriia;i;e: outlined2n. Land .Development Code.~ect ion 1 .:2, I 10. OF 
. . . . . . . . . . . . .  ? - . . .  --. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - . . . . . . .  .- ....... . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Special Develoiomenf and 'Land Development: ~ode 'dhapier  2.6 - Annexations: 
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. Ti -;. -*< . 77----- . -- --- - - T--,' ,.. - 
dl ghe'ifim&d;afeseffifi&-of f&& fii~~ts$c-r&soUf&e ~ ~ f ~ i n ~ 2 / a n ~ ~ u ~ g s ~ o ~ ~ / ~ n ~ & C a ~ f ~ @ $ ~ d  

. - -"-a . - , - - -  - t ;mc&-&-x7z.yz+, ,  --*2,= --a, --"----,. -.. --- - - - \-zr2;-rr- 

Ke&&bfishiDw with associa f ed:='str~~cf ures, 20#k /s fen t~~i f f i~~- f~~~1-%ei - lod~~af  ahisf@kid 
-, 5 ' 

siqnificanee; 

. . 

ei - - The historic resource contributes to the architectural contitiuitv of the streef or 

l2  he-site - .  is likelv to contain" artifacts-related t~ orehisiorv%reariv hisiow -of th& 

- - - .  . - .- .- . - - - 
@ The historic resource is now one of few'remainincr ohne examples oi an archif&fura3 . , . -  

sfvle or desiqn. or a tvoe of  constructioh that was once'comhon: 

Historic Resource - A buildins, district, obiect, site, or structure that has a relationship to events 
or conditions of the human past, as defined in OAR 660-023-0200(1 )(c) and 40 CFR 60.3. 
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- - - - -  - - - , - - = - -  - . - & 7 r  - , - - ,  . -., ----" - - >  -*. ----- 
-7 i7 

It is associated with the /ife6tactivifies of a person .; qruup, orqanization,'b~i~stifi~tion 
- - -  , -  I - TI - - / -  3--  '- - ,--- - - , 

that has made a-s7qnificant contribution to t h e - ~ ~ i t ~ ~ o u n f v ,  State or natioi?; 

- *  u J 

2 It demonstrates hhh arti;stid values in its workn%%&hib or mate2ajs; m 

. - - - - . - 10 
It vields or is likely to yield  ̂ibformation i~noottant in prehistorv or-hisfow 

- -  - r Y --,cy - 
il - - lt~contrib~rtes fd . the - conthu8v - .  br tfje'histot?~ - . -  character of the - - - - .street. - . - neiqhborhood; 

and/or community, or confributes to the inteqritv ofithe historic period rebresented. 
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Histcsri4:allv Significant Tree -A historicailv siqnificanf tree is defined as a tree that meets the 
criteria descrikied in-"7, " "2, " or "3? " below: 

I. A tree that meets ail of the followincy criteria: - - 

- -  - ,  . ' . ,,, - - r  - - -  & The tree is located on a designated historic resource properly j .- 
rT -. - ... - -r -,r" r? &-. 7-* 3- ." - .. c 

i r - r G ~ i r ; ~ ~ t t i ;  i,~t~d.;i~a3u'ii~?, is at least 50 years old, and has been in existence since 
a time prior to, or during, the desiqnated historic resource's ~ e r i o d  of siqnificance; 

The tree meets the definition of Siqnificant Tree in Chapter 1.6, with the exceotion 
that the minimum 8-inch diameter at breast heiqht (dbh) requirement does not a p ~ l v  
fo a tree which, due to their species type, is not anticipated to reach a minimum 8- 
inch dbh bv a 50-year date of maturity: and 

Q The free is consistent with at least one of the statements in " I .  "below, in the o~ in ion 
- .  - - .  

of the ~ i r e c t o r ~  . The Director"' C2y3 I r -  I L opinion 
shaN be based on the items in "2, " below: 

rn 
Statements - X z 
& The tree can be correlated to a ~istoricaliv ,gianificant event t h 8  

contributed to Con/allis' histow: -4 - 
The tree marks the site of a historic event; - 

I 

2 Information for Use bv the DirectorC,?;.'~ L1;-hc;;; l r~ ; -c  dm " .- - 

Documentation in Section 2.9.60.c and anv addifionai documentation - 

.<--2;- - be) Cons ide ra t i on~ f i ~ ;~sa~~ ,~~~~~ ;~ t i ?ec r i ~e r i a~ -e fe renced in '%)? )c i , ' ahove  
relative to the desiqnatecl historic resource's ~ e r i o d  of siqnificance. 
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2. - A tree that is either: 

& Identified as a designated historic resource on an individual basis; or 

In or adjacent to a National Recrister of Historic Places Historic District, within a 
private street riqht-of-wav or a public ricrht-of-wav, and which meets both criteria l .a  
and ?.b above, relative to the District. 

3. - - lndividuaNv identified as hisforicallv siqnificant in an official historic in ventorv for a 
desi~nated historic resource or an approved National Reqister of Historic Places nominafion; 

in-Kind Repair or Replacement - Repair or replacement of existinq materials or features that 
match the old in desiqn, color, texture, materials, dimensions, shape, and other visual qualities. 
This includes replacement of roofinq. doors, windows, sidinq, and other structural elements, 

7i - ." -'-- .. -:*- "., L=3-w.z.=3$q?*-*=; provided the replacements match the old in the manners described herein. R@pafr;-o~.l;e~f-a:deme~i 
**",*, *& * --*--- -xz*n.$%?-- * ,Ex.A!~$7eeqs"x-- -+-- " 7  F a b =  ~ -.u "-, .' s*--."-*T mTaqp?O?;-"zl>m.st ,-; =- ' - -*>- ..- ~ 6 "  . ,- - -*&, - .%-*J- 4 do-< --" ofi@In@ows a@t&&&- c(jntajnj&j q ~ & s s : ' ~ a ~  $uj&tif&f@ $o@&fe~Da~$d,~/as3f(j~Cs~&&=$$$~@@~$~f~ 

-- d* ,-, -- w-- *-r7-- --& -7" -z* -- - , - =  + -- u,:--p<-e - ----"- .i , , L -  . . - "& -* &- * %-? 2-%%%--'> ,~:s-"w-= T " 7 W .  -*wz z:?? -s "7,$%xT*T*-.%7ypqsv 

86t$c'oliGijered !to, be iri'rk;ind-reoair- ou, repladement. urAdd~$ion'alln'~rT~hile~fh'e" ge:epdatrio$re~1"a~ement - 0 7 .zp-,--lL- . - i" l* ,--cp* 33-- - d ~ j ~ f ~ ~ h ~ i ~ d ,  da ferjals in-kind a//z we& &iigyekoh&ended r $ ~ ~ i ~ - ~ ~ > ~ ~ ~ S i d ~ ~ $ ~ ~ 6 ~ $ ~  
t ,  > "  t .' -1 - -:+ ,,* ! . p i - o p ~ i  i7~178i!p~E0i-t0 m,ci/acernenf . i , i - A i i ; ~  r 6Gbr i  i3r r G B I ~ ~ ? :  3P - I i  0;: ~;ib- 

1 ,' I 

N 
Land Division - Land divided to create legally separate areas in one of the following ways: 

a. Partition - Division of land that creates three or fewer parcels within a calendar year when 
such parcels exist as a unit or contiguous units of land under single ownership at the 
beginning of the year. Procedures for this t v ~ e  of land use a~plication are outlined in Land 

- .  ? -  

Development Code Section 1.2.170-02 - Special Development and Land ~evelooment Code 
- -. 

Chapter 2.14 - Partitions, Minor Replats, and Lot Line ~dfustrnenfi. . +  

A partition does not include division of land resulting from any ofthe following: 

1. Establishment . . or modification of a "tax lot" by the County Assessor; 
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3. An adjust~ent  - - - .  - -  of a property line wherean additiona!unit-of land is not created and 
where the . existing - - A -  unit - of land-redu!uced-h - ske -. - .- .- by t ~ ~ d j u ~ t t - i & ~ t  complies $thany 
~ppl icab l&zb~e 'cr i t~ ia  .................. established-b$'thii - - , - - . -  . . .  cbdej or 

. . < - - - - - - - . -< - . - -- . 
4. Sale or grant . by - - a . person - - - - - to . . - a pu_biikagencyo~p&~ic~ body forstate highway; county .- ---,--. .- - -- - r - -  - - - --r-?-r-r.A, - r  ;----. - - - -r-C-- - -- ? - - ? - , - - 

r6a$ . _ _ ciG _ .- street,'or _ _ . .- other . right-,of-way-pgp-o:ses - --- provided-that-such --..---A ---- road or right-of- 
way _ _ -_ _,_- c o ~ ~ l i & - ~ i t h - t h 6 a ~ f i i ~ a ' b l ~ ~ ~ b ~ ~ ~ h ~ i ; ~ ~ v i t ; ~ ~ i ~  _._ - _ _ _A-e _ _ __ .-LLC..=.~2-_----___ p6licies grid ORS-215.213 - - ---. --.--.-- .- - .-- --  

(2) (q)-(~)-and 21 5.283 (2) ( p)-(r) ~$ee- !~ i -o t~~ne~~dju>fme nt . 

Zk 
Locat Register - See Cowallis Reqister of Historic Landmarks and Districts. IW 

National Recaister of Historic Places (National Ressister) - The nation's official list of siqnificant 
historic resources worthv of preservation, as authorized bv the National f+x&&~ Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. The National Reqister of Historic Places is administered 
bv the National Park Service, U.S. Department of the Interior. Historic resources mav be added to 
the National Reqister of Historic Places on an individual basis andtor as part of a 
Historic District. Under state law, National Reqister of Historic Places historic resources are defined 
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as "historic resources of statewide significance." All National Resister of Historic Places historic 
resources are defined as desisnated historic resources in this Code. 

Nationail Reqister of Historic Places Historic District Cilassifications - f3e&r;z;zct Historic 
resources in an approved National Reqister of Historic Places Historic District are classified as 
"Historic/Contributinq," "Historic/Noncontributinq," or "Nonhistoric/Noncontributinq." The 
components of these classifications are defined as follows: 

Historic - At least 50 vears old at the time of desiqnation. 
Nonhistoric - Not vet 50 vears old at the time of desiqnation. 
Contributinq - A resource in a National Resister of Historic Places Historic District 

which, at the time of desisnation, *retained a sufficient amount of 
intearitv to convey its historic appearance and sisnificance. 

Noncontributinq - A resource in a National Reqister of Historic Places Historic District 
which, at the time of desianation, lacks inteqritv relevant to the period 
of historic siqnificance, and/or which is not historic. 

The Citv shall refer to the final approved National Reqister of Historic Places Historic Distrim 
,.A * nomination forms to determine the arspropriatz cfassification that applies. In some caacv 

more than one classification mav a ~ p l v  to a pro~ertv; for example, a primarv structure oljji - 
a site, such as a sinqle-familv detached home, .mav be classified as HistoricIContributin~ 

Nonhistoric - For historic resources not alreadv srsecificallv classified as part of a National Reqister 
of Historic Places Historic District (classifications for said District include "Historic/Contributina," 
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~.-ue/;j-a~au. o j a n ~ ~ ~ : a ~ ~ e ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ! : p u e ~ u e ~ i j ~ g u a u  . ...-. olanaa. . . .  . . . . .  ]en{da~uo=>,, a a s  -- jua~udola~aa pauueld 
2 . 2 : ;  ..,.---.-;;.;.:I. Q... ............................................ 0. . . . . . .  

ays ay l  q q y ~  jnoqe aLu!jjo UedS peolq ayJ s! a3ue3!j!ub!s 40 po!iad ayl  'sa!yadoJd =1!~ols!yaia i o  j 
~a~uem4!ub!s yo+s!y sj! Auadoid ayj  bu!~!b paddojs sluaAa i o  sa!l!~!g~e ~ue3!j!ub!s ay l  uayM a p p  ayl 
q j ! ~  Spua r\lpnSn a3ue=1lj!uD!s 40 poyad 'uo!g3nijsuo3 40 ajep e uago s! s!yl :a3ue3y!ub!s 31io$s!y 
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previo~/slv a~proved Conceptual or Detailed Development Plans: and ~rovides benefits within the 
clevelo~ment site ihat compensate for reauested variations from the a~proved Conce~tual 01 

Detailed Development Plan s~ich that the intent of the original apsroval is sfiil met. Procedures for 
this tvpe of land use ap~lication 'are outlined in Land ~evelopment Code section' 1~2:110.02 - 
Special Development and Land Development code -section 2.5.60 - planned Development 

Preservation (as aoplied to desiqnated historic resources) - As used in this Code, preservatig 
- .*.-- : ' - G Z  - 7  3, = - - I- 

neans activities ihat stabilize and maintain ~ r o ~ e ~ i e s ~ a f i ~ ~ t - ~ . n i ~ r i : r * " / ~ ~ e ~ ~ a ~ h i ~ ~ o z ~ & f n ~ : e ~ r ~ ~ ~ x .  W f i f i a  
,.p -. r-'-<- - ~ z ~ ~ , p - ~ q ~ s  x%-=-*x".-,c x;xy '- 

r ~ ~ & ~ f i ~ ~ t ~ a ~ ' f e ~ t u r ~ ~ s ~ n ~ / ~ n a e ~ ~ ~ o & s i k , ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ r e s e a t i o n  includes actions such as "like-for-likg 
- - 

replacement and often allows review throuqh an administrative process. -4 
II - 
I 

Prirnarv Source Material - Pertains to desiqnated historic resources. Primarv source mate 
includes historic photoqraphs, desiqn drawinqs or blueprints, or other information direc 
associated with a specific historic resource. m 

h) 
00 

Rehabilitation - As used in this Code. rehabilitation includes activities that modifv properties. 
Thouuh removal of historicallv siqnificant features is discouraqed, replacement with new materials 

,.!.-.~,p;;:~v~s6%-y3~-=*y&.v~~ z*g-,v r3;L,?-;-v.. .."- 
and even new additions may be allowed, -&&&hev are g~a~;$$[@f&g----:-L--"~jth the 

": -.T-"~:+$.~~~*~q=:,~-~$~~~<5$;~,K:&&q~;p"v~~z":== C*T* : , ~ ~ ( ~ & ~ ~ + ~ ~ * ~ < ~ ; ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ $ : ~ , - * ~ ~ ~ ~ * % * ? * ~  ~ ~ z ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ > 7 . , ~ s ~ ; ~ & : > ~ F ~ ~ ~ w * ~ ~ ~ 4 ~ ~ ~ a ~ A ~ ~ w m ~ w ~ ~ - ~ . ~ e ~ ~ ' F ~ ~ ~ ~  pro pe fly' s h i stori c ~ m a : ~ ~ ~ E a ~ ~ D p ~ ~ ~ ~ E Q s I t S 1 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ @ f & ~ ~ ~ ~ p a 0 , m ~ Q & I D & a ; M I Q Q m s ~ I : ~ Q 5 f i : Q Z ~ ~ ~ f & ~ f  

bv the Historic Preservation Advisorv Board. 

- * - - - - :  - - .." .-- . - -  -. - , .  : "  - -  . - - 
Repfat (Major) - 

-K- '-.-- . 
- 4- LA-A. .L - .4  -.. --.-- 

" - - - - - - -  - - "  - 2 -2 - ,.-?-A ------' A --. <--- . - - L A . -  a - ---&-d - . .  . -' - .---̂ -. - -*.--.--.- ir*-l --- -- - ->-- ,7-i ---.- - - _- _ a 
----- a -  - 

- - - -L - - 4 - --' -&I A - 2 -  , -  /arid--'---'--use processthat isZed,when .- lj %- - -,-*--- 7" rf - ..- - 
parcels within a recordea ~ubdi\;iisioii>re-reconfiwred such t~a5'4;or. mot-e!~ar&&/s~~re created or 
deleted in a calendar vear. ~ roced~ i res  for this' tvpdof 'Yan'b; use' abpliicatioh -ardZutiined iii-rand - - -- r ?  -,--- - - - - - - -, -- - 
Develo~ment Code section. ?. 2.7 10.02-i Special Dei/elopmenf, ~ a ~ d ' ~ e v e ~ 6 ~ m e n f ~ ~ o d e ~ ~ h a  ptei 
2.4 - Subdivisions and ~ a i o k  ~ep1ats:- and Land Developmeht code section 2~4:5012''ii,4$0i 
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. . . 
Redat ( ~ i n o r l -  

. . 

land use 
process that is used when parcels within a recorded Partition are reconfiuured s~ ich that 3 or fewer 

. - 
parcel&are'creaied or deleted in a calendar veal: procedures for-this type of land use a~plication 

- - .  - 
are-outlined in Land Development Code Section I .  2. I 10.02 - Special Develo~ment. Land 
deve lo f i&? i ' ~ode  Chapter-2.14 - Partitions. Minor Replals. and Lot Line ~diusfment&-andland 
0eve10pineti;f Code section 2.14.50. 

Reversible - Pertains to desianated historic resources. Refers to ht;;~iavan;an;,-modifications that 
do not substantially change, obscure, damaqe, or destroy character-defininq materials, features, 
or finishes. Intent is that the imtvtwet?~;rf- modification could be removed and anv impacted 
character-defininq materials, features, or finishes could then be restored. 

Secowdaw Source Material - Pertains to desiqnated historic resources. Secondary source 
material includes information such as photos, desian drawinas, or other information depictinq 
structures or a~purtenances similar to and/or from the same period of siqnificance as the historic 
resouce for which a Historic Preservation Permit is beinq requested. C 
---, , -  -.- ." 
sojar Access ~ e m i i  (7ve)e /) - a  land use process fhat PI-ovides and protects solar access idrusE - - - 5 , s  - 
oi a. propel?v owner(s) bv limitins shadins 01 a solar collector b y  trees on adiacent propei?ies.+ 
h-$ceaii?es-for thk tv$e oi land use apiolication are outlined in Land Development Code ~ecfio? 
;IIT~T?o.O>-- ~ d e c i a i  ~evdoprnenf anct Land Development Code Chapter 2.18. 'B 

b 
Ci J 

so!& Access Permit ( P v ~ e  I!) - a land use pl-ocess that gr-ovides and ~rofects solar access tor us&l 
ot a bropertv-owneris) by li~nitinq shadina oi a solar collector by strt/cttrres on adjacent prooetiieG 
Procedures for this t v ~ e  of land tlse aroplication are oclilil?ed in Land Develo~n-ienf Code Section 
1.2. 1 j0.02 - Special Develooment and Land Develo~rnenf Code Cha~fer  2.18. 

State Historic Presewatiore Office (SHPO) - An aaencv of state qovernment deleqated the 

authoritv from the federal qovernment to administer a state's historic  reservation proqram 
consistent with state and federal law. 

Subdivision - See "Land Division." 

~ e n t a  tive Subdivision P/a B - see ' b  " under "Land Division. " 

L:\CD\Planning\Development Review\Land Development Code Text Amendments\LDT05 Cases\Chapter 2.9 
Update\Draft Code Changes\Code for Staff Report\PC Changes\Redline Strike-out Post 3-1 7-06 Chapters\PC Chapter 

1 -06.wpd 13 



Tentative Sukdjvision P!a1 M~dificatiun - a lancl use process that ~rovides an os~ortunitvfo 

allow a limited amount of flexibility with reaard to site ~lannincr for a oreviouslv apsroved 

subdivision: and srovides elements within the development site that compensate -for recluested 
variations from the approved tentative subdivision slat such that the intent of the briqinal apiroval 

is still met: procedures for this t v ~ e  of land use applicatior-i are o~itlined in   and ~evelopment- code 

Section 1.2.11 0.02 - Special Develo~ment-and   and Development Code section 2.4.80 - Tentative 

Vacatinq oi PubRc Lands and Plats - a land use process that petitions to vacate all onpa&of 
-- -- - - - -  - - ". - - - --- -" --" -- -. . 

a ~ u b l i c  sfreet, allev, easemei-lf, p/at, or other pubjic dace if determined-not fo-be~harmful.to the 

C;'fi ol: adjacent properfies. Procedures for this tvoe of land use applica?ion aie'outl%~d'in~hand 
development Code Section 1.2.90.0 I - Special Development and   and ~evelosment ~ o a e  ~haifer 
2.K: Vacat in~ of Public Lands and Plats. 

. " ?  - - - y  - ?  , .--- 
WillamePte River Greenway Conditional e)evelspment - a land us&proces-s thai is a..tvpe-of 

. -..-.. 
Conditional Development required for develo~ment within lands subiecf to a. Willameffe-~iver; 
Greenwav (WRGl District Overlav, when the development is not considered "~xernpi" s6r ifjig 
provisions ol   and Develop~nent Code Section 3.30.30. Procedures for this tvpk- of land u 7 

T s--- - , , I .  - 
abphcaiion are outlined i i ~ a n d  ~ e v e l o ~ m e n t  code Section 1.2.90.0l- special ~ e v e b p m e n t  ca~2 
Deveiopment Code Cha~ter  3.30 - WRG (Willamette River Greenwa v)  District Overla v , ' a r i d ' ~ a 7 ~  

~evblopment Code chapter 2.3 - Conditional ~ e v e l o ~ m e n t .  
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Planning Commission Recommendation- March 22, 2006 
Includes Changes to Staff's Proposal following 

the WPAB-directed Changes from October 12,2005 

BOARD CHANGES INDICATED IN EITHER RED-LINE/DOUBLE UNDERLINE 
OR FONTS 

Staff-Proposed Changes indicated in a combination of italics and red-line/doubie . . 
underline or detli-e-- 

Planning Commission-Proposed Chanaes are indicated in a combination of 

CHAPTER 2.0 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 

(Excerpts; last revised 3-27-06) 

Section 2.0.50 QUASI-JUDICIAL HEARINGS 

2.0.50.03 - Prenotification to Neighb~rhoods 

. . . . 
a. As a means to provide information tc,  ' 

-4 
. . L - 

-earlier than r e q u i 3  
prenotification shall be provided to 
neiqhborhood associations- 
information, and organizations 
border the subject property. Prenotification shall contain the fdlmvmq informatiow . . 

listed below. tfowever, prenotification is not required for: HPAB-Level ~ i s t o r i F  
Preservation Permits and District Chanqe applications to establish or remove a 
Historic Preservation Overiav. 

I. Date, time, and place of hearing; 

2. Nature of the proposed development, and proposed uses that could be 
authorized; 

3. Address, legal descriptions, or some other means of identification of the 
subject property; and 

4. Name and telephone of a staff member from whom additional information can 
be obtained. 
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b. When pflrenotification is required (see Section 2.0.50.03.a above), it shall be sent 
to neighborhood contact persons and any citizen or-srbanization who has requested 
such information. These prenotification mailing lists shall be updated annually. 

c. When rtflrenotification is required (see Section 2.0.50.03.a above), it shall be mailed 
upon determination by staff that an application for a pending land use action is 
complete. 

2.0.50.04 - ~ u b i i c  Notice 

a. (no changes) 

b. The notice shall be sent by mail at least 20 days prior to the hearing to the following 
persons: 

1. The applicant or authorized agentls). and 66$G%(s) ofithe rsropet-tv r%lfhi! 
sz&E-g;&-z;;T-<l-7q<yyq37*rp$*<p7> * , 
i ic!a d i , o ~ f t m w e ~ &  if different from the applicant. For the ourposes 

of this mailing, the ~ropel fv  owner shall be determined usinq the most recent 
Benton Countv Assessor's database supplied to the Citv. ; w r z  

X 
2. Any person who resides on or owns property within 300 ft, including s t ree  

I 

right-of-way, of a parcel of land for: CR - 
4 

a) District changes or Comprehensive Plan amendments (excluding 
establishins or removinq Historic Preservation f%&+e# Overlays, an 
Research Technology Center time extensions); B 

P 
C) 

b) Subdivisions and replats that create 10 or more lots; m 
C13 
h) 

c) Conditional development ~ 4 w m - + m = e ( i n c l u d i n g  
Willamette River Greenway Permits); 

d) Annexation proposals; 

e) Subdivisions and major replats that create fewer than 10 lots; 

Q Planned Developments. 

& HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permits related to demolitions. 
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3. Any person who resides on or owns property within 100 ft, including street 
right-of-way, of a parcel of land for: 

a) Appeals of an administrative decision of the Director; 

bJ Establishinq or removinq a Historic Preservation Overlav, in 
accordance with District Chanqe rsrocedures. includinq ap~ea ls  of 
Administrative District Chanqes; 

HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permits, except those covered bv - 
2(q), above; 

#a Request for extension of services outside the City limits. In addition, 
all property owners between the City limits and the subject property 
shall be mailed a notice; - gxJ 

feF,d Sign variance. 

54. - Tenants of any existing manufsctured-dwelling park for which a developme4 
district change is proposed. II 

m -- 
7 

65. - Vacating public lands, including subdivision plats and street r ights-of-wa~ 
shall be notified as provided in Chapter 2.8 - Vacating of Public Lands and 
Plats and ORS 271.080. "B > 

6) 
;L6. - Any other person, agency, or organization that has filed with the Director fin 

request to receive notices of hearings and has paid a reasonable fee to c o v e  
noticing therefor; 

82. - Any other person, agency, or organization that may be designated by this 
Code; a d  

$8. - Any other person, agency, or organization that may be designated by the City 
Council or its agencies. 

389. - Any other resident owner of property whom the Director determines is affected 
by the application. 

Historic Preservation Advisorv Board and State Historic Preservation Office, - 
for ap~eals  of Director-Level and HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permits 
and Develoament District Chanqe a~plications to establish or remove a 
Historic Preservation Overlav, includinq appeals of Administrative District 
Chanqes. 
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2.0.50.15 - Multiple Applications Filed Together 

When more than one application has been filed at one time for a specific property or 
development, am3 the review of those a~plications shall be coordinated as follows: 

If any of those applications would ordinarily be heard by the Planning Commission, - - 
all of the applications shall be heard by the Planning Commission at the same 
meeting, except as outlined in "b" of this Section. For example, applications for 
Development District Changes are ordinarily heard by the Land Development 
Hearings Board. When a District Change is sought simultaneously with 

a Conditional Development, however, the 
two applications shall be considered together by the Planning Commission and no 
action by the Land Development Hearings Board k shall be required. 

b. A~~l icat ions ordinarilv heard bv the Historic Preservation Advisow Board shall not be - 
filed toqether (combined) with another apolicationjs) requirinq a public hearinq that 
is ordinarilv heard bv some other decision-makinq bodv. Historic Preservation Permit 
ap~lications and Historic Preservation Overlav-related Development District Chanqe 
applications that are ordinarilv decided upon bv the Director, or the Director's 
desianee, shall be filed toqether (combined) with applications ordinarilv heard bv the 
Historic Preservation Advisow Board. In these cases, the combination of historg 
apolications shall be reviewed 5v the Historic Preservatioil Advisory Board and nw 

II 

prior action bv the Director shall be required. 00 - 
-4 

Section 2.0.60 - PROCEDURES FOR HEARINGS INVOLVING REMANDS FROM THE STATE 
LAND USE BOARD OF APPEALS (LUBA) 

D 
Procedures for hearings involving both voluntary and involuntary remands from the state Land Usm 
Board of Appeals shall be as follows: m 

GJ 
=P 

a. The Director shall present the remand directly to the City Council so that it can decide 
how to proceed. The Director shall inform the City Council of the nature of the 
remand, and the Council shall make a formal decision regarding procedures prior to 
any hearing to decide the matter. The Council may decide to do any of the following: 

1. Send the matter to another authorized decision-making body (e.g., Land 
Development Hearings Board, Historic Preservation Advisow Board, or 
Planning Commission); 

2. Set a hearing date to decide the matter without re-opening the public hearing 
on the case; or 

3. Set a hearing date and re-open the public hearing for consideration. 

b. When considering a remand, the hearing authority may consider the case in whole 
or in part. 
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c. Procedures for public notice and order of proceedings for remands on legislative 
matters shall be in accordance with section 2.0.40. 

d. Procedures for public notice and order of proceedings for remands on quasi-judicial 
matters shall be in accordance with section 2.0.50, except that in all cases, required 
mailing of notices shall occur a minimum of 20 days in advance of the public hearing 
to address the remand. 
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PC-RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO 
HPAB-Approved Provisions Related to Historic Presewation 

Recommended for Approval on October 12,2005 

BOARD CHANGES INDICATED IN EITHER RED-LINE/DOUBLE UNDERLINE 
OR STfWE&R FONTS 

Staff-Proposed Changes indicated in a combination of italics and red-line/double . . 
underhe or s t r i M  

CHAPTER 2.2 
DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT CHANGES 

(Last revised 3-27-06) 

Section 2.2.1 0 - BACKGROUND 

The Development District Map is consistent with the adopted Comprehensive Plan, as amended, 
and as such it is a reflection of the City's land use planning goals. The Map has also been adoptew 
as part of the Land Development Code. Frequent and piecemeal amendments to the ~ e v e l o ~ r n e g  
District Map can threaten the integrity of the Comprehensive Plan and the likelihood of it& 
successful implementation. Nevertheless, it may be necessary to amend the Development Distr iq 
Map from time to time to correct errors or to respond to changing conditions or unforeseek 
circumstances. I 

"1J 
B 

When a Development District is amended there often must be a corresponding change to thg) 
Comprehensive Plan Map. There are, however, instances where more than one District matchep 
the Comprehensive Plan designation. In these situations, the District can be amended without % 
Comprehensive Plan Map change. The table below illustrates the relationship between the 
Comprehensive Plan and the District Map designations in the City. 

Development District Changes are classified as legislative or quasi-judicial, depending on the 
number of properties involved. While only the City Council makes legislative District Change 
decisions, quasi-judicial decisions may be made by the Planning Commission, Land Development 
Hearings Board, or upon appeal by the City Council, depending on the nature of proposed change. 
When a Development District Chanse application is being reviewed along with a Comprehensive 
Plan Map amendment or other land use application, the Planning Commission approves or denies 
the request. When no other request is under consideration, the District Change request is 
approved or denied by the Land Development Hearings Board, with the exception of Distric;t 
Chanqes pertaininq to the application or removal of a Historic Preservation Overlav. The Citv 
Council desianates the Historic Preservation Advisorv Board as havinq the authority to make 
District Chanqe decisions reqardins the application or removal of a Historic Preservation Overlav 
in cases where a public hearinq is required. The Citv Council desiqnates the Director as havinq 
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the authoritv to make Administrative District Chanae decisions reaardinu the removal of a Historic 
Preservation Overlav. 

Section 2.2.20 - PURPOSES 

This chapter sets forth review criteria and procedural requirements for quasi-judicial and legislative 
District map amendments to accomplish the following: 

a. Maintain sound, stable, and desirable development within the City; 

b. Permit changes in Development District boundaries where appropriate; 

c. Ensure District Changes are consistent with the community's land use policies and goals; 

d. Lessen the influence of private economic interests in the land use decision-making process; 

e. Establish procedures and criteria for applvinq Historic Preservation Overlays to, or removinq - - 
Historic Preservation Overlavs from, historic resources; and 

.if- - Establish procedures and criteria for reclassifvinq a desiqnated historic resource in 
Natio~at Reaiste; of Historic Places Historic District. - 

CR 
The chart below is out-of-date and does not reflect current Comprehensive Plan =j 

desiqnations or Development District desisnations, nor does it reflect updated charnqes 
that have been approved bv the City Council via ordinances for Land Deve9o~ment Code' 
Updates. Phase I and Phase III. Once those ordinances are in effect, the chart below w i l g  

be corrected. 0 
rn 
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, 
IF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
DESIGNATION IS: 

RESIDENTIAL 

Low Density (2-6 unitslacre) 

Medium Density (6-1 2 unitslacre) 

Medium High Density ( I  2-20 unitslacre) 

High Density (over 20 unitslacre) 

OFFlCElCOMMERClAL 

DISTRICT MAP DESIGNATION SHALL BE 

RESIDENTIAL 

RS-3.5 Low 
RS-5 LOW 
RS-6 LOW 

RS-9 & 9(U) Medium 

RS-12 & 12(U) Medium-High 

RS-20 High 

COMMERCIAL 



1. Does not include Development District overlays. 
I I  I 

Shopping Area 

Linear Commercial 

II Limited Limited (LI) 

Shopping Area (SA) 
Shopping Area-University (SA-U) 
Special Shopping District (SSD) 
Community Shopping (CS) 

Linear Commercial (LC) 

Central Business District 

ional Shopping Center 

11 INDUSTRIAL 

11 General I General (GI1 

- - -  

Central Business District (CB) 
Central Business Fringe (CBF) 

Regional Shopping Center (RSC) 

INDUSTRIAL 

II 
- - 

Intensive Intensive (11) 

Public-Institutional 

1. Does not include Development District overlays. 

AgricultureIConservation 

Section 2.2.30 - LEGISLATIVE CHANGE PROCEDURES 

Agriculture/Open Space (AG-0s) 

A District Change is considered a legislative act if the change applies uniformly to all properties in 
the City or to a sufficiently large number of properties as determined by contemporary legal 
principles. 
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2.2.30.01 - Initiation 

a. A District Change that is legislative in nature may be initiated by either a majority vote 
of the City Council or Planning Commission upon a finding that there is sufficient 
cause to initiate a change. 

b. Property owners may petition the Planning Commission to initiate a hearing through 
the following procedure: 

I. A petition shall only be considered if it represents a majority (over 50 percent) 
of property owners within the area of the proposed District Change. 

2. A petition shall include a description and map of the area to be affected and 
information as may be necessary for an adequate review. 

3. If the Planning Commission makes a determination that there is sufficient 
cause, it shall initiate the District Change in accordance with Chapter 2.0 - 
Public Hearings. 

c. Where a motion by either the City Council or Planning Commission involvesrEl 
Planned Development designation, the motion by either body need not include3 
conceptual or detailed development plan. - 

m 
=i 

2.2.30.02 - Staff Evaluation - II 
I 

-u 
A report shall be prepared by staff that evaluates whether the proposal complies with tip 
review criteria below. The report should include a recommendation for approval or denim rn 
2.2.30.03 - Review Criteria 

Legislative District Changes shall be reviewed to determine the effects on City facilities and 
services and to assure consistency with the purposes of this chapter, policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan, and any other applicable policies and standards adopted by the City 
Council. 

2.2.30.04 - Action by the Planning Commission 

The Planning Commission shall conduct a public hearing in accordance with the provisions 
of Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings. Following the close of the public hearing, the Commission 
shall make a recommendation to the City council concerning the proposed District Change. 
The Commission's recommendation shall include findings that specify how the proposal has 
or has not complied with the above review criteria. 
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2.2.30.05 - Action by City Council 

Upon receipt of the Planning Commission's recommendation the matter shall be set for a 
public hearing before the City Council in accordance with Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings. 
Following the close of the public hearing, the City Council shall either deny the petition or 
adopt an ordinance approving the proposed District Change or a modification thereof. The 
City Council's decision shall include findings that specify how the proposal has or has not 
complied with the above review criteria. 

2.2.30.06 - Notice of Disposition 

A Notice of Disposition shall be mailed in accordance with Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings to 
persons who presented testimony orally or in writing at the public hearing. 

Section 2.2.40 - QUASI-JUDICIAL CHANGE PROCEDURES FOR DIS"BWICT CHANGES 
SUBJECT TO A PUBLIC HEARIING 

a. Quasi-Judicial District Chalraqes - - 

defined bv and subiect to the provisions of Section 2.2.50. Ail other quasi-iudicial Distr iE 
Chanqes are subiect to a ~ u b i i c  hearinq and the provisions below. 7 - - 

b. Addins a Historic Preservation Overlay I 
- - w 

Advisow Board. Once a Historic Preservation Overlay is applied. the historic resource is 
listed in the Local Reaister, is defined as a 8Desianated kHistoric fResource, and is subiect 
to the Citv's Historic Preservation Provisions in Chapter 2.9. 

Historic resources are listed in the National Reaister of Historic Places consistent with state 
and federal t3rocesses and criteria. Official action at the local level is not required as part 
of the National Resister of Historic Places desiqnation process. However, if a propertv 
ownerwishes to fist a Nationallv-desiqnated historic resource in the Local Reqister, a District 
Chanqe to add a Historic Preservation Overlav is required. In all cases,~a*+ahNationallv- 
desianated historic resource also is defined as a dDesiqnated kHistoric ?Resource and is 
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c. Wemovins a Historic Presewatisre Overlay - - 

A District Chanae process involvinq a public hearinq is required to remove a Historic 
Preservation Overlav from a historic resource, with the sinqle exception that an 
Administrative District Chanqe process shall be used to remove a Historic Preservation 
Overlay under the circumstances outlined in Section 2.2.50.b. 

Once a Historic Presewation Overlay is removed, the historic resource is automaticallv 
removed from the Local Reqister, no lonqer is defined as a desiqnated historic resource, and 
is no lonqer subiect to the Historic Preservation Provisions in Cha~te r  2.9, unless it is still 
Nationally-desiqnated. If the historic resource remains Nationally-desiqnated, it is still 
subiect to the Citv's Historic Presewation Provisions in Cha~ter  2.9, but is not listed in the 
Local Reqister and does not show a Historic Preservation Overlay. 

d. Decisions .Wewardirew National Reqister of Historic Places Delistincis - - 

Official action at the local level to delist a National Resister of Historic Places desiqnated 
p- -- 

historic resource is not reauired. National Resister of Historic Places delistinqs are state an@ 
federal issues. If a Natiofiaf Reqister of Historic Places historic resource is delisted, and t h e  

I 

resource is not also listed in the Local Reqister, the resource shall no lonqer be defined 
a desiqnated historic resource and shall no lonqer be subiect to the Historic Preservatifl 
Provisions in Chapter 2.9. If a National Reqister of Historic Places historic resource RF 
delisted Der state and federal procedures, but that resource also has a Historic Preservati4 
Overlav and is, therefore, listed in the Local Reqister, the resource shall continue to b& 

fhi; &i~$ork*~rese~vafion Overlav is ~pprovedp2r Sectio~2:2550; N 

2.2.40.01 - lnitiation 

a, lnitiation of a District Change that is quasi-judicial in nature may be accomplished by 
one of the following ways: 

I. Filing of an application by the owner(s) of the subject property(ies); or 

2. A majority vote of the City Council or Planning Commission 
-. However, for 
District Chanses involvina the ap~lication or removal of a Historic Presewation 
Overlav, ~ r o ~ e r t v  owner consent shall be required in accordance with state 
law. If the historic resource is owned bv more than one property owner, the 
consent of all owners shall be required. 
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3. District Changes involvinq the a~plication or removal of a Historic Presewation - - 
Overlav mav also be initiated by the Director. Propertv owner consent shall 
be required in accordance with state law. if the historic resource is owned bv 
more than one propertv owner, the consent of all owners shall be required. 

b. Where a motion by either the City Council or Planning Commission involves a 
Planned Development designation, the motion need not include a conceptual or 
detailed development plan. 

2.2.40.02 - Application Requirements 

An application for a District Change that requires a quasi-judicial hearing shall be made on 
forms provided by the Director and shall include the following where applicable: 

a. - - General Requirements 

1. A~dicant's name, address, and siqnature; - - 

2. Owner's name, address, and siqnature, if different from aoplicant's. If a - - 
proposed District Change is to include land in more than one ownership, thm 
application must be submitted jointly by all of the owners or authorized agentg - 

W 
3. Location and dBescription of the land associated with the proposed Distr iq - - 

Chanqe, includinq all of the followins, as relevant: address: tax assessor ma= 
and tax lot number; marcel number; written description of the boundaries of 2 
pro~osed Historic District; B 
I ,  . . . . 0 

C 

\ a t  1 1  

rn 
a w 

443. Narrative addressing howthe application meets the review criteria in 2.2.40.05 - - 
below; 

5e. Maps, drawings, and such other information as may be needed for an - - 
adequate review of the application. 

b. - - Reqhlrirements for District Chanqe Applications to Add a Histosic Presewation 
Overiav 

I. All requirements of "a" of this Section; - - 

2. M ~ P  illustratinq the location and bounds of the historic resource(s) proposed - - 
to receive the Historic Preservation Overlav; 
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3. Statements ex~lainins the followinq: - 

aJ How the prooosed Historic Preservation Overiav is consistent with the 
review criteria for such desiqnation in Section 2.2.40.05.b; 

Q If a Local Reqister Historic District is proposed, whv the boundaries of 
the prooosed Historic District are appropriate, qiven the historic 
resources located in the proposed District; and 

4. Two sets of black and white photoaraphs of, and inventorv information for, - - 
each of the historic resource(s) proposed to be subiect to a Historic 
Preservation Overlav. The photoqraphs shall be 4 bv 6 inches, 5 by 7 inches, 
or 8 bv 10 inches. Diqital imaqes meetina federal National Park Service 
photo policv standards, as amended, for National Reaister of Historic Places 
resources, are acceptable. 

c. Requirements for District Chanae Applicaltions to Remove a Historic - 7 
Preservation Overllav 

1. Ail requirements of "a" of this Section; - - 

2. Mar, illustratinq the location and bounds of the Historic Preservation 0 v e r l g  - 
proposed to be removed and anv historic resource(s) within that area; 7 

3. Statements explainins the followinq: - 

& How removal of the proposed Historic Presewation Overlav 
D 

consistent with the review criteria in Section 2.2.40.05.c; m 
=b 
=& 

bJ Whv the applicant is requestins removal of the existinq Historic 
Preservation Overlav; 

4. Two sets of black and white photoaraphs of, and inventorv information for. - - 
each of the historic resource(s) within the Historic Presewation Overlay area 
pro~osed for removal. The ohotoqraphs shall be 4 bv 6 inches, 5 bv 7 inches, 
or 8 bv 10 inches. Diaital imaqes meetina federal National Park Service 
photo policv standards, as amended, for National Reqister of Historic Places 
resources, are acceota ble. 

2.2.40.03 - Acceptance of Application 

a. The Director shall review the application in accordance with Chapter 2.0 - Public 
Hearings. 
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b. After accepting a complete application, the Director shall schedule a public hearing. 
The public hearing will be conducted by: 

' I .  Tthe Planning Commission, if the District Change is requested in conjunction - - - 

with an Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and is not a request to applv 
or remove a i-listoric Preservation Overlav; 

2. The Land Development Hearinqs Board, iff no Comprehensive Plan - 
Amendment is required to approve the District Change- --- a i d  the applica&m is not 
a request to applv or remove a Historic Preservation Overlav; 

3. The Historic Preservation Advisory Board, if the request is to apply or remove - - 
a Historic Preservation Overlav and does not meet the definition for an 
Administrative District Chanqe. 

2.2.40.04 - Staff Evaluation 

The Director shall prepare a report that evaluates whether the proposal complies with the 
review criteria below. The report shall also include a recommendation for approval or denial. 

2.2.40.05 - Review Criteria 
- 

a. Review Criteria for District Chanaes. Except Those Reauestinq to A ~ p l v  a - - 
Remove a Historic Presewatiran Overlav - - 

I 

Quasi-judicial District Changes shall be reviewed to determine the effects on Ci 
facilities and services and to assure consistency with the purposes of this chapte 
policies of the Comprehensive Plan, and any other applicable policies and standardm 
adopted by the City Council. In addition, the following compatibility factors shall b e  
considered: 

18. Visual elements (scale, structural design and form, materials, and so forth); - - - 
24. Noise attenuation; - - 
3e. Noxious odors; - - 
46. Lighting; - - 
5e. Signage; - - 
6f. Landscaping for buffering and screening; - - 
7g. Traffic; - - 
8k. Effects on off-street parking; - - 
9i. Effects on air and water quality. - - 
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b. Review Criteria for District Chanqes to Aegiiw a Historic Preservation Qverlav - - 

1. Intearitv of settins, location, materials or workmanship - - 

To meet this criteria, the applicant shall demonstrate that the ap~lication fulfills 
at least two el+ of the followinq criteria: 

The historic resource is in its oriqinal location or is in the location in 
which it made a historical contribution; 

The historic resource remains essentiallv as oriainallv constructed; 

Sufficient oriqinal workmanship and material remain to show the 
construction technique and stvlistic character of a qiven period; 

dJ The immediate setfinq of the historic resource retains land uses, or 
landscapinq and relationship with associated structures, consistent with 
the period of historic siqnificance; 

eJ The historic resource contributes to the architectural continuity of the 
street or neiqhborhood; R 

Q The site is likelv to contain artifacts related to ~rehistorv or early h isto5 I 

of the communitv; or =i - 
The historic resource is now one of few rernainina prime examples 
an architectural style or desiqn, or a t v ~ e  of construction that was on 
common. 2 

rn 
2. Historic siqnificance or contribution to historic and cultural resources of th& - - 

communit~ 

To meet this criteria, the applicant shall demonstrate that the resource is 50 
years old or older and that at least one of the additional criteria listed below 
applies to the historic resource. Resources that are less than 50 vears old 
mav be considered eliqibie for historic desiqnation if thev are of excegtional 
importance, based on National Reqister of Historic Places Criteria for 
Evaluation (36 CFR 60). 

It is associated with events that have made a siqnificant contribution to 
the broad patterns of ~olitical, economic, cultural, or industrial histotv 
of the Citv, County, State or nation; 

It is associated with the life or activities of a person, arouo, 
orqanization, or institution that has made a siqnificant contribution to 
the Citv, County, State or nation; 
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f'c embodies distinctive characteristics of a tvse. seriod or method of 
construction; 

a The resource mav be a prime example of an architectural stvle or 
desian, or mav represent a tvpe of construction that was once common 
and is now one of few rernainina exam~les; 

it represents the work of a master, i.e., it is a noteworthv example of 
the workof a craftsman. builder, architect or enqineer sianificant in Citv. 
Countv, State, or national history; 

f2 It demonstrates hiqh artistic values in its workmanship or materials; 

It vields or is likelv to vieid information important in prehistorv or history; 

It is a visual landmark; or 

Q - It contributes to the continuity or the historic character of the street, 
neiqhborhood, and/or communitv, or contributes to the inteqritv of the 
historic period represented. rn 

X 
C. 

.=r 
- - Review Criteria for Public Hearinq District Chanqes to Remove a Histons 

Preservation Overlay 7 - - 
I Removal of the Historic Preservation Overlay shall not adverseiv impad - - 

rn 
2. At least one of 'the foilowina has occurred since the Historic ~reservatio$ - - 

Overlav was established: 

A re-evaluation of the oriqinal historic resource determination, with the 
results beinu that, under current criteria, the resource is no lonqer 
considered siqnificant, and the chancle in the siqnificance of the 
resource was not the result of action or inaction bv the property owner. 
The determination of historic siunificance shall be based on National 
Resister of Historic Places Criteria for Evaluation (36 CFR 60); 

bJ The inteqritv of the resource has been substan'tiallv reduced or 
diminished due to unavoidable circumstances that were not a result of 
action or inaction bv the propertv owner; andlor 

Q An evaluation of maintainina or removina the Historic Preservation 
Overlay demonstrates that removinq the Overlav substantiallv 
ouhveiqhs maintainina the Overlav. 
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2.2.40.06 - Action by the Hearing Authority 

The hearing authority shall conduct a public hearing in accordance with the provisions of 
Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings. Following the close of the public hearing, the hearing . .  . - 
authority shall by motion either approve the proposed District Change G- 

or deny the petition. The hearing authority's decision shall include findings that 
specify how the application has or has not complied with the above review criteria. If the 
request is to a ~ p l v  a Historic Preservation Overlav to a ~ropertv, the Historic Preservation 
Advisoty Board also shall identify in its findinqs the specific historic resource(s) that are 
historically siqnificant and subiect to future requlation under Chapter 2.9 - Historic 
Preservation Provisions. 

2.2.40.07 - Notice of Disposition 

The Director shall provide the applicant with a notice of disposition in accordance with 
Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings that includes a written statement of the hearing authority's 
decision, a reference to findings leading to it, and appeal period deadline. A notice of 
disposition shall also be mailed to persons who presented testimony orally or in writing at . . +' the public hearing. a 

Board. - m 
2.2.40.08 - Appeals 

=i - - 
I 

The decision of the Land Development Hearings Board, Planning Commission, or ~ i s t o r g  
Preservation Advisory Board may be appealed in accordance with Chapter 2.1 9 - Appealm 

rn 
2.2.40.09 - Effective Date P 

00 

Ddecisions of the Land Development Hearing Board and the Historic Preservation 
~dv isorv  ~oardshal l  become effective 12 days from when the notice of disposition is signed 
unless an appeal has been filed. Once a District Change to add or remove a Historic 
Preservation Overlay is in effect, the Historic Preservation Overlay shall be added to, or 
removed from, the Land Development Code District Map, as appropriate. 

The decision of the Planning Commission made in conjunction with a Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment shall become final 12 days from when the notice of disposition is signed unless 
an appeal has been filed. The associated District Change will not take effect, however, until 
and unless the necessary Comprehensive Plan Amendment has been implemented by the 
City Council. 
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Section 2.2.58 -QUASBdUDICBA& CHANGE PROCEDURES FORADPdbBBMlSTRATIVE D15TRBCT 
CHANGES 

a. Quasi-Judicial District Chanqes - - 

As stated in Section 2.2.4O.a, all District Chanqes not deemed leqislative shall be auasi- 
judicial. Administrative District Chanqes are auasi-judicial District Chanqes that are not 
subiect to a public hearinq and are defined bv and subiect to the provisions below. All other 
quasi-judicial District Chanaes are subiect to a public hearinq and the provisions of Section 
2.2.40. 

b. Administrative District Charaerie Defined - - 

A District Chanqe is considered an Administrative District Chancre if the Chanqe apolies to 
*.̂ i:~&. Fr-x'>a ,.x""h- &-*.Ti.r"" propertv subiect to a Historic Preservation Overlav and ttie~~~ie~/a~~n1e"ithe&i3h+&5f2IBe/&vt! 

r L-w*:n'3.T.::~" y4$jp k**%dw- 2 wp"-+q&723-42*-9. k. 
a~e~rn~&:-+~s~~.BI";i: fG%m&%r-"- BC%hb*rLI uCId . a * 

-*-\7- 

a*. The Historic Preservation Overlav was placed on the desiqnated historic - - 
resource before September 9,1995 throuclh a leqislative action initiated bvth-Q 
Citv under circumstances outlined in ORS 197.772(3); and X 

-r 

@?; - - 

the time the propertv was listed in the Local Reqister and has continued to 
own said propertv since this listins; and T 

22 
b J  

c The applicant reauestinq the removal of the Historic Preservation OverldJR - - 
(and. thus. removal from the Local Reqister) oresented written or documenteg 
oral testimonv in ooposition to the propertv's beina listed in the Local Reqister 
durinq t he  public hearina at which the propertv was so listed:: or 

- -- - .- - ,-- - - -. - 
2. - - ~e .o f i t i on -o f  the Desiqnated Historic Resource - ~i ther"a"or  '71" below is true: 

-- - -. - -. - . -- * - r _  _ .-.-- >-. -, - - 
a. Locai ~eq is ter  Desiqnated Historic ~ e s o ~ t r c e s  - - - 

? i - - ~pprovai  has beeTi7"??a;ted - for the Demolition of a Local Reqister 
Desiqnated Historic Resource: 

-- -- / _<,_.^ --- / 

2 The d a 5  bt the a ~ ~ r o v ~ d ' H i s t o r i c ~  fresetva$on bemolition Permit is 
effective;. and 

-- - - q : -  -- - - 
3J The ~esiqnaied Historic Resolirce has been demo/isl?ed: or 

6. - Historic Resources Listed jn the National Reqister of Historic Places - 
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$1 The affected -~e$iGnated; ~?stOric Resburce is also fisted in the Local - 
&giris@h 

3 j    he-oesiinated kistoric~Resource has been demolished; and - - 

s%~/?o has b?o$dedthk C ~ V  with,, officiai notificalion'that a ddistinq of - 
the Desiqnated Historic Resource from the National Reqister of Historic 
Plates has occurred in accordance with state and federal procedures, 
and-that such delisfina is in--effecf. 

2.2.50.01 Initiation 

An Administrative District Chanse may be initiated bv the filinq of an application bv the 
owner of the subiect propertv. If the resource is owned by more than one groperty owner, 

- 1; the consent of all owners shall be rewired - L I ~ I ~  s ~ ; a h k  s;.bnmicc: hy cu"l;,"r 

2.2.50.02 - Pappiieatiort Requirements 
x 
I - 
txa 

An application for an Administrative District Chanae shall be made on forms provided by t h s  - 
Director and shall include the followinq: - 

I 

a. Applicant's name, address, and sianature; - - $ 
C) 
rn 

b. Owner's name, address, and sianature, if different from applicant's. If a propose& - - 
District Chanqe includes land in more than one ownership, the application must b p  
submitted iointiv bv all of the owners. 

c. Location and descriotion of the land associated with the proposed District Chancle, - - 
includinq all of the followinq, as relevant: address: tax assessor map and tax lot 
number; garcel number: written description of the boundaries of a Historic District; 

d. Narrative and documentation addressinq how the application meets the review - - 
criteria in Section 2.2.50.06 below; 

e. Maps. drawinqs, and such other information as mav be needed for an adequate - 7 
review of the application. 
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The Director shall review the application to determine whether it is com~lete per the 
requirements in Section 2.2.50.02. If the ap~lication is incomplete, the Director shall notifv 
the ap~licant and state what information is needed to make the application complete. The 
applicant shall have up to ten davs from the date of the Director's notification to &bm% 
additional information. 

2.2.50.04 - PaabPiic Notice 

Public notice for an Administrative District Chanqe shall be provided in accordance with 
Section 2.12.30.04. . The notice also shall be sent to the Historic Preservation Advisotv 
Board and State Historic Preservation Office. 

2.2.50.05 - Staff Evaluation 

The Director shall evaluate whether the proposal complies with the review criteria in Section 
2.2.50.06, below. 

2.2.58.06 - Review Criteria 
rC1 

a. - - Pro~erty Owner Consent 1 "7" fhrouqh ii3i'be&v a k - a / i i f i e :  v 
D 
6) 

?. Evidence demonstrates that the Historic Preservation Overlay was placed or$n - - 
the historic resource before September 9, 1995, throuqh a leqislative act ioE 
initiated by the City, under circumstances outlined in ORS 197.772(3); and 

?%2. Evidence demonstrates that the ownerts) requestins the removal of the - 
Historic Preservation Overlav (and, thus, removal from the Local Reqister) was 
the owner(s1 of the property at the time the propertv was listed in the Local 
Reqister and has continued to own said propertv since its listing; and 

e3. - Evidence demonstrates that the owner(s) reauestinq the removal of the 
Historic Preservation Overlav (and, thus, removal from the Local Reqister) 
presented written or oral testimony in opposition to the propertv's being listed 
m in the Local Reaister durinq the ~ub l i c  hearinq at which the propertv was 
so listed. 
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k. Demolition of the Desianated Historic Resource - Either " I "  or "2" below is true: - 

7 .  ~ o c a l  Reqister Desiqnated Historic Resources - Evidence demonstrates that: - 
- - - -  

& Approval has been,-$anted for the Demolition of a ~ o c a l  ~ e q i s t e i  
Desiqnated Historic Resource: 

Q The date of the ad proved Historic Preseivatioi ~emol i t io t i~  permit is 
effective; and j 

- - . - - - - - - . - ,  
2. historic -~esources~~k?&b-"- in the National Reqister; of ~ is for ic"~~1aces - - - 

Evidence demonstrates-that: 

The affected DGsfqria i d  Historic ~esou rce  iS;'alsoTi;sfed $th the L oEa 1 
Resister; ' 

8 sRpo-figi- - j 6 * ~ ~ $ - 6 & " ~ f - - ~ ; f ~ ~ . ~ - f i 3 6 7  ~ ~ ~ ~ t ; ~ n ~ f i ; ~ $ ~ d ~ , i s t i b  -.dz 
- - 

the De~iqnated~HiS'toric~Resource from the ~VafiobaI~Reqister'bf Historic 
Places has~odurred. in %ccordance with sta f i  a&' federal procedure$ 
and that such delistinq is'in efPect: G) 

2.2.50.07 - Action bv the Director 

On the basis of the review criteria above, the Director shall review the proposed 
Administrative District Chanqe application submittal and either approve or denv the reauest. 
The Director's decision shall include findinqs that specifv how the proposal has or has not 
complied with all the review criteria in Section 2.2.50.06. If all the review criteria have not 
been met, the Director shall denv the Administrative District Chanqe application. 

2.2.50.08 - Notice of Disposition 

The Director shall provide the applicant and owner(s) with a Notice of Disposition that 
includes a written statement of the decision. a reference to the findinas leadinq to it, and 
appeal period deadline. A Notice of Disposition also shall be mailed to persons who 
provided written comment on the application. Notice shall also be mailed to the Historic 
Preservation Advisorv Board. 
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2.2.50.09 - A~pea ls  

The Director's decision may be appealed in accordance with Cha~ter  2.1 9 - Appeals. 
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2.2.50.40 - Effective Date 

The Director's shall become effective I 2  days from the date that the Notice of Disposition 
is siqned, unless an agpeal has been Filed. Once an Administrative District Chanqe is 
approved and is in effect, the Historic Preservation Overlay shall be removed from the Land 
Develogment Code District Map. 

Section 2.2.60 -PROCEDURES FOR REChASSfFY1NG A DESIGNATED HISTORSC RESOURCE 
IN A NATIONAL REG3STER OF HlSTORlC PLACES HBSTORIC DISTRICT 

Reclassification of a desiqnated historic resource in a National Resister of Historic Places 
Historic District is accomplished per state and federal procedures. Upon notification 
from the State Historic Preservation Office that a reclassification of a Nationallv-desiqnated 
historic resource has been approved, the Citv shall amend its files accordinalv. All future 
Historic Preservation Permit applications relatinq to this Nationally-desiqnated historic 
resource shall be evaluated per the revised reclassification. 
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Planning Commission Recommendation- March 22, 2006 
Includes Changes to Staff's Proposal following 

the HPAB-directed Changes from October 12, 2005 

BOARD CHANGES INDICATED IN EITHER RED-LINE/DOUBLE UNDERLINE 
OR FONTS 

Staff-Proposed Changes indicated in a combination of italics and red-line/double . . underline or thftcs ai7- 

CHAPTER 2.3 
CONDITIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

(Excerpt; last revised 3-27-06) 

2.3.30.04 - Review Criteria 

Requests for Conditional Developments shall be reviewed to assure consistency with the 
purposes of this chapter, policies of the Comprehensive Plan, and any other applicable 
policies and standards adopted by the City Council. In addition, the following compatibilitE 
iaciors shall be considered: 3= - 

00 
a. Basic site design (organization of uses on the site); 7 
b. Visual elements (scale, structural design and form, materials, and so forth); - II 

Noise attenuation; I 
C. 

d. Noxious odors; 
e. Lighting; 

9 
G) 

f . Signage; n% 
g. Landscaping for buffering and screening; CR 

CR 
h. Traffic; 
1. Effects on off-site parking; 
j. Effects on air and water quality:; 
k. - - If the proposed development is adiacent to a Historic District, the impacf of  visual 

~ e l e m e n f s  (as described in "b," above) of the development on * anv 
adiacent desiqnated historic resource(sl. 

2.3.30.05 - Action by the Planning Commission 

The Planning Commission shall conduct a public hearing in accordance with 
Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings. Following the close of the public hearing, the Commission 
shall either approve, conditionally approve, or deny the conditional use. The Commission's 
decision shall include findings that specify how the application has or has not complied with 
the above review criteria. 
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2.3.30.06 - Notice of Disposition 

The Director shall provide the applicant with a notice of disposition in accordance with 
Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings that includes a written statement of the Planning 
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Planning Commission Recommendation- March 22, 2006 
Includes Changes to Staff's Proposal following 

the HPAB-directed Changes from October 12, 2005 

BOARD CHANGES INDICATED IN EITHER RED-LINEIDOUBLE UNDERLINE 
OR FONTS 

Staff-Proposed Changes indicated in a combination of italics and red-iine/double . . 
underline or s t r M  

CHAPTER 2.5 
PLANNEDDEVELOPMENT 

(Excerpt; last revised 3-27-06) 

2.5.40.04 - Review Criteria 

Requests for approval of a Conceptual Development Plan shall be reviewed to assurb 
consistency with the purposes of this chapter, policies and density requirements of thg( 
Comprehensive Plan, and any other applicable policies and standards adopted by the Ci tg  
Council. In addition, the following compatibility factors shall be considered: 03 II 

4 - 
Basic site design (the organization of uses on a site); 1111 

- 
*& - Visual elements (scale, structural design and form, materials, and so forth)& 
t .  Noise attenuation; > 
* - Noxious odors; G) 
*% Lighting; 

m 
- cn 

+fs il Signage; =-d 

*% Landscaping for buffering and screening; 
*b - Traffic; 
t.L - Effects on off-site parking; 
*L Effects on air and water quality< 
*k - If the prooosed development isadiacent to a Historic District, the im~act  of 

visual  elements (as described in "b," above) of the devefopment on 
fhe anv adiacent desianated historic resource(s). 

2.5.40.05 - Action by Planning Commission 

The Planning Commission shall conduct a public hearing in accordance with 
Chapter2.0 - Public Hearings. Following the close of the hearing the Planning Commission 
shall either approve, conditionally approve, or deny the Conceptual Development Plan. The 
Commission's decision shall include findings that specify how the application has or has not 
complied with the above review criteria. 
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2.5.40.06 - Notice of Disposition 

The Director shall provide the applicant with a notice of disposition in accordance with 
Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings, that includes a written statement of the Planning 
Commission's decision, a reference to findings leading to it, any conditions of approval, 
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PC-RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO 
HPAB-Approved Provisions Related to Historic Presewation 

Recommended for Approval on October 12,2005 

Staff-Proposed Changes are indicated in a combination of italics and red- 
. . line/double underline or 

Planning Commission-Proposed Changes are indicated in a combination of 
shaded'ifalics . . . . and red-line/double underline or shaded &s The 
changes reflect staff's first attempt at incorporating the PC-directed changes to 
date. Staff will continue to work on grammatical items and cross-references. 

CHAPTER 2.9 
HlSTORlC PRESERVATION PROVISIONS 

(Last revised 3-27-06) 

Section 2.9.4 0 - BACKGROUND AND APPblCABjLITY 
- - 
m 

The City of Corvallis recognizes that historic resources located within its boundaries contribute t q  
the unique character of the community and merit preservation. The City's Historic PreservatioF 
Provisions implement the policies in Comprehensive Plan Article 5, Section 5.4 - Historic an& 
Cultural Resources. In doing so, the City's Historic Preservation Provisions establish procedure 
and standards for the review of development on properties designated as historic resources (am 
defined in Chapter 1.6) and development on or within public rights-of-way and private street right% 
of-way located within and adjacent to a National Register of Historic Places Historic District. These 
properties include those subject to a Historic Preservation Overlay (HPO) and/or historic resources 
listed in the National Register of Historic Places. As defined in Chapter 3.31, a Historic 
Preservation Overlay applies to all historic resources listed in the Corvallis Register of Historic 
Landmarks and Districts (Local Register). As a Certified Local Government, the City has authority 
delegated from the state and federal governments to evaluate Historic Preservation Permit changes 
to Designated Historic Resources listed in the National Register of Historic Places. Accordingly, 
the City's Historic Preservation Provisions apply to: historic resources listed in the Corvallis Register 
of Historic Landmarks and Districts (Local Register); historic resources listed in the National 
Register of Historic Places; and public rights-of-way and private street rights-of-way located within 
and adjacent to a National Register of Historic Places Historic District. These Provisions also 
conform with Statewide Planning Goals and other state land use requirements. 
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Section 2.9.20 - PURPOSES 

The purposes of the City's Historic Preservation Provisions are as follows: 

a. Implement historic and cultural resource policies of Comprehensive Plan Article 5, Section 
5.4 - Historic and Cultural Resources; 

be. Encourage, effect, and accomplish the protection, enhancement, and perpetuation of strek - 
historic resources, historic resource improvements, and of historic districts that represent or 
reflect elements of the City's cultural, social, economic, political, and architectural history; 

m. Complement any National Register of Historic Places Historic Districts in the City; - 
011 

- =i 

ad. - Foster civic pride in the beauty and noble accomplishments of the past; 

. Promote the use of historic districts and landmarks for education, pleasure, energy 
conservation, housing, and the public elfare of the City; 

f". Provide processes and criteria for the review of Historic Preservation Permit applications for - - 
Desiqnafed Historic Resources for the following actions: 
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I. Alterations or New Construction; 

2. Demolitions; and 

3. Moving; 

gm. Provide a clear and objective listing of activities exempt from the Historic Preservation 
Permit process; 

hn. Provide procedures for addressing emergency actions aflecfinq the historic resources in the - - 
Citv; and 

X 
Section 2.9.30 -PROCEDURES FOR ESTABLISHING AHlSTORlC PRESERVATION OVERLAE 
DISTRICT DESIGNATION m 

=i 
111 - 

A Historic Preservation Overlay District designation may be established for a historic resource it-! 
accordance with the provisions in Chapter 2.2 - Development District Changes. J 

d) 
m 

Section 2.9.40 - PROCEDURES FOR REMOVING A HISTORIC PRESERVATION OVERLA& 
a 

DISTRICT DESIGNATION 

A Historic Preservation Overlay District designation may be removed from a Designated Historic 
Resource in accordance with the provisions in Chapter 2.2 - Development District Changes. 

I h ttp r//w w w cr. n~Ss~6v/hb"S/tbs~sta"ndardk/re ha bfiifa tion. h trn 

2 
- - . - - - . - - 

http:flwww: G:hp< ~6~/~~s/ f~s/standards/preservat ion.  him 
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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. 

Section 2.9.60 - DETERMINING APPLICABILITY AND APPROPRIATE HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION PERMIT REVIEW PROCEDURE(S) 

A Historic Preservation Permit is required for certain Alterations or New Construction, Demolitions, 
or Movings affecting Designated Historic Resources, even if no building permit is required by the 
Building Official . Accordinsly, the Citv's Historic Preservation Provisions amlv to: historic 
resources listed in the Corvallis Reqister of Hisforic Landmarks and Districts (Local Reqister); 
historic resources listed in the National Reqister of Historic Places; and public riahts-of-wa y and 
private street riqhts-of-way located within and adiacent to a National Reqister of Historic Places 
Historic District. Different review procedures and criteria apply, depending on the nature of the 
permit request, and if the ~esignated Historic Resource is located in a National Register of Historic 
Places Historic District, the classification of the resource. !! x - 

. . a. Exempt Activities - Section 2.9.70 outlines activities affectinq ~ e s i ~ n a t a  .-i 
Historic Resource that are exempt from the requirement for a Historic Preservation Perm& 

b. Types of Historic Preservation Permits 

1 Director-Level Historic Preservation Permit 

The Director-Level Historic Preservation Permit addresses Alteration or New 
Construction activities that are minor in nature and not covered in Section 2.9.70 - 
Exemptions from Historic Preservation Permit Requirements. Specific procedures 
and clear and objective review criteria for this type of permit are listed in Sections 
2.9.60.c, 2.9.90, and 2.9.100. The Director-Level Historic Preservation Permit is 
classified as General Development in Chapter 1.2, is a staff-level review, and acts 
as a double-check for compliance with Sections 2.9.90 and 2.9.100. 

2. HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permit 

The HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permit addresses Alteration or New 
Construction, Demolition, and Moving activities not covered by "1 ," above, and not 
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covered in Section 2.9.70 - Exemptions from Historic Preservation Permit 
Requirements. Specific procedures and discretionary review criteria for this type of 
permit are listed in Sections 2.9.60.c, 2.9.90, 2.9.100, 2.9.110, and 2.9.120. The 
HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permit is classified as a Quasi-Judicial Land Use 
DecisionIType II Special Development in Chapter 1.2, involves public notice, and 
requires a Historic Preservation Advisory Board public hearing review'for compliance 
with Sections 2.9.90, 2.9.100, 2.9.110, and 2.9.120. 

c. Sources of Information that Assist the Director in Determining Historic Significance 
and Appropriate Historic Preservation Permit Review Process 

The Director may use any of the following information sources to determine the appropriate 
Historic Preservation Permit review process that applies: 

1 This Code Chapter and others referenced by it; 

2. The official historic inventory for the Designated Historic Resource; 

3. Findings from a final approved Order or Notice of Disposition summarizing t h g  
rationale for the placement of a Historic Preservation Overlay on the resource; 

a - 
4. An approved National Register of Historic Places nomination; 

5. Applicable state law; 

6. Other adopted City ordinances; 

7. Primary source material provided by the applicant; and/or 

8.  Secondary source materials on history, architecture, design, materials, methods, or 
pertinent examples locally or elsewhere. 

d. Emergency Actions - Section 2.9.80 outlines how to address activities resulting from an 
emergency action when the City's Urban Forester, City Engineer, Building Official, and/or 
Fire Marshal determine(s) that an emergency action is needed for public safety due to an 
unsafe or dangerous condition. This Section also addresses requirements for obtaining the 
appropriate Historic Preservation Permit, when applicable, after the immediate hazard has 
been addressed. 
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Section 2.9.70 - EXEMPTIONS FROM HISTORIC PRESERVATION PERMIT REQUIREMENTS 

The following changes to a Designated Historic Resource shall be exempt from the requirement 
for a Historic Preservation Permit. Property owners are advised that other permits may be required 
to make such changes (such as other land use permits, building permits, etc.). 

a. Interior Alterations- Changes to the interior of a Designated Historic Resource that do not 
alter the building exterior. 

b. Routine Maintenance and/or In-Kind Repair or  Replacement - Routine maintenance of 
any exterior feature of a Designated Historic Resource that does not involve a change in the 

Tq,- ..-a - z > - -  * 

design, style, or material of the resource. The 3lr7lr7&fl02~epair or Replacement of 
deteriorated materials =is also allowed; however, it is recommended that repair be 

. .  - 
considered prior to reaehkg s -replacement. Also included in routine 
maintenance are the following: 

1 Routine site maintenance pertaining to landscaping maintenance, brush clearing and 
removal of debris, pruninq of shrubs, and -removal of shrubs 
not listed as original plantings in the official historic inventory, or other sources 
information listed in Section 2.9.60(c); 

!J! 
I 
I 

UJ 
I 

2. Pruning of trees . However, pruning of trees that are located on Designated  ist tore 
rF@k:-AZ--..-" s r~/*ma ""---- L.4 @.&=?@my- Y 7*-55-+--3- ,% -317. 

Resource properties shall be -in accordance with thF 
most current edition of American National Standards Institute (ANSI)A300 standar Q 
for Tree Care Operations. Under no circumstances shall the maintenance prunirdp 
be so severe that it compromises the tree's health, longevity, andlor resourc!?? aa 
functions; P 

-, -=-- -7 . 
3. Removal of trees that are not considered td2Be:Historically Significant Trees, based 

on the criteria in Section 2.9.1 10.01 .e, below. 

c. Painting - Exterior painting or repainting of any portion of a Designated Historic Resource, 
including changes to paint color. Exemption does not apply to artwork attached to buildings, 
murals, or painting over existing architectural features, such as signs, or previously 
unpainted metalwork, brickwork, stonework, and masonry. 

. . . . .  ... .... . .. . . .  . .. .,.... . . . . . . . . . .  -'= . ,,7:.,T,T <. :-; < -  ,.--*-,.",,7 .,.v-7:-..r-7,.7 . . . . .  
d. W S  . . .  L 

--.-= .-, i g  ns or Tablets - /nsta//atjon of ~ n @ ~ ~ @ ~ a f i ~ ~ n f ~ ~ ~ & b i ; f ~ / ~ ~ i q n I o K  
. . . . .  -'.\ -. ... ..' -I.y... . . .  ,. . . .  ..',. ... -.--, . :,.--: >-' "..; ..... -.-mi.%..; . --.----.--: ...... >:; :.., .... . . . . . . . . .  . . .  .t - *.-:. <. .*- 

tablei per prodet$ijj .in/fi&$ther&jn .or: tablet :is;: ......... . .  .. . . .  . . . . ......... . . . .  . 
... ................. .. .. . . . . . .  -. ............... - . - . - .. - - ..... , . . . . . . . . . . .  a : 2; 2.. : 2.. : . .  - 

:.. . . . . . . . . . - .  . . .  . : . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  - .  ..,. ... <, - - - , , .. > z .  ::.-? -, . .,-.-.-. - 
v. :.. ;. / ? . . .  -;grC<:.?rn-T - - . . .  . . 31 . . . . .  , . - .... . .: -. - .......... ;-I.,-: : .. :.:: :.., .... ?: .:. :-i: ..... ; > . . ~ : e x e m p t  from 
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the City's Sign Code regulations per Section 4.7.70(e), and is consistent with the published 
dimensions and desian auidefines established bv the Historic Pi-esewation Advison/ Board. 

e. Certain Alterations 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/ 
5 Jtp-* "3, r2,r;" 5 ' ";7"+~2~,=~>-: 'y-, -7: c;; ; ' 

x i* i , 1- I - i ; i ~ S  ) shall be exempt from review, provided the Alteration or New 
Construction is not visible from the public right-of-way or private street right-of-way (except 
for alleys, from which i f  may be visible), is 200 sq. ElsflFtrcfttrefeef-! or less and does 
not exceed 14 @= in height. 

f. Installation of Removable Storm Windows - A storm window is a secondary window 
attached over a structure's primary window to protect the primary window against weather 
impacts. A storm window shall not function as a replacement for a primary window, and 
none of the external historic features of the resource shall be damaged or permanently 
altered with the installation. 

m 
g, Installation of a Removable Heating or Cooling Device - ~ f n s t a l l a f i o n  of gy 

removable heating or cooling device, such as an air conditioning unit, in an existing buildin s opening, provided that none of the external historic features of the resource are altered. 7 
- - 

h. Accessory Development - Accessory development meeting the criteria in Chapter 4.3 thad5, 
is not visible from the public right-of-way or private street right-of- 
which it may be visible), that is =2@&sd. k sqmm+&- 

t < 

d *--- "' exceed 14 &- in height. QT 
Us 

This next section was made to read more easily (shorfer sentences). 
No intent to change meaning. 
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L - - iDerno~~tios7 or Moving of FreestancTingir fimporarv or SmaB! Accessow Structures - 
Demolition or Movinq is allowed for freestandinq ternporarv accessow sfructures and other 

14 ft."3&4 in height provided that: = - 

V 

Nationallv-Desiqnated Historic Resoiirce that is classified as Historic/Contributinq &+ 
called out as beina sicmificant. based on anv of the sources of information listed h# 

- - -  

Section 2.9.60. c; and 0) 
0)  

2. The affected staicfure is iess than 50 years old (based on evidence submitted b y  the - - 
applicant}: and 

3J At least one of the followinq: 

a)  The affected structure is in a National Reqister of Historic Places Historic - - 
District and listed as Nonhistoric/Noncontributinq; or 

$6) The affected structure is a nonhistoric structure on an individualv Designated 
Historic Resource listed in the Local Reqister and/or National Reqister of 
Historic Places; or- 
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§& The affected structure is a nonhistoric structure on a Desiqnated Historic 
Resource property listed in a National Reaister of Historic Places Historic 
District, even if the amroved National Recrister of Historic Places norninafion 

is- .l,,, ',.-A .-5- --=\3- "?<<- * :;, L A  

for the District rsksi/7.fk@nk~fhe~--~ss~ 

j. lnstallation of Satellite Dishes - lnstallation of a satellite dish on a facade not facing a 
public or private street right-of-way (except for alleys, from which it may be visible), provided 
the dish is less than 30 inches in diameter. 

k. Handicapped Access Ramps - lnstallation of a handicapped access ramp, provided that 
none of the external historic features of the resource is damaged or permanently altered and 
the ramp is 32 inches or less in height and is constructed in a manner that is reversible. 

I .  Conversion of Existing Vehicular Parking Spaces to Handicapped Vehicular Parking 
Spaces - The conversion of existing vehicular parking spaces to handicapped vehicular 
parking spaces where no additional impervious surface is created. 

" --" T -  -- * - - -  m 
m. Fencing Installation or Removal - The installation of new2;"bkfh"e~fre~aic cj& 

replacement %fencing that is constructed of wood andthat meets applicable developrnerh 
standards in Section 4.2.50- of &. The fence shall not be locateg 
beyond the building facade facing a front or exterior side yard adjacent to a public right-ok 
way. 

Insert Graphic 

"-- " -< % --*-- <> b -- Q) 
-4 

AdditionaNv, Tihe - removal of an existing wood uS+aMajfil~'~I(C~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. 

n. Freestanding Trellises - lnstallation of a freestanding trellis that is less than 14 fig* in 
5- 

height and not visible from the public or private right-of-way (except for alleys from which it 
may be visible). The installation shall not damage or obscure any significant external 
architectural features of the historic resource&wehe. 

rF-%qw*=.~* o. NewRBernalq or Replacement Landscaping and Tree Planting - lnstallation of new; 
-v>*%-4xr+-2e: 
$@~a!@ or replacement landscaping, including tree planting, and related appurtenances, 
such as irrigation sprinklers. The installation shall not darnacre anv sicvnificanf external 
architecfural features of the historic resource or damage any historically-significant trees or 
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other landscaping on the Designated Historic Resource site, as identified in the official 
historic inventory or other sources of information listed in Section 2.9.60(c). 

p. Building Foundations - Alteration or New Construction activities to a building foundation 
that are required to meet present-day Building Code requirements, provided that the - 

foundation material is not sdecifical~v identified as Historicallv Significant and the initial and 
finished foundation exposure is not more than 12 inches. 

- 
--.%7 .";r# --" 4 _2=- 

q. Gutters and Downspouts - i~"8&a1az!o;"r%i~eplacement of gutters and downspouts using . = , ; 7 ' p - - a j - = - 3 *  -T*-FTK %:>? 

materials that match the:1:&~Be&88fi&ei/~o~ithe gutters and downspouts being replaced or  
match the appearance of those that were typically used on similar-style buildings fi.om4the 
w-- ---%-$:Fyv-&+>--*-F-s- e7.w *..b..~<~c*v*A , 
$~~&g@en@~g@#&f@"@ff~gBoe~ased on evidence supplied by the ~ ~ @ e $ $ @ & & f i ~ ~ ~ .  - % A- 8 

-?>z-%-~+j%~~yfsg$g*#====-qgP b-'vvw I+-=--- -"--' B **p-tp  -*1-- -- 
a - . -mst85I'~@gutters and downspouts sh~i/rd&not damage The * - i. - -I * -1&.r-, - r *  

or obscure any significant architectural features of the structure. iT.hi$ex"ein~t~on-aIso 
ir,+& $ s;:pyT,* -FxwF - a2*, a T.c3-37- - - ,\-: , r ,;rr, % d ~  xF53i &, &g. .-I ds = - S-- F~..*A~-- .-- -= ij - 

? e~~,m"stif[a~~O~~~~<quffer&4a~ - 7:. @wnsio,ou&-$whe~&' non@5'-Dreviij"~slv: *&;sed- on 
zRs;;7-? .;.**-% *w" .> -TFZ3?XF*% - -F; 3 ' F- ;-r7*-p- *" qgqa-Asz 7 t -  ;EF-+TR:rT - &-tee ? *  

a ~ n ~ ~ s ~ ~ i - : ~ ~ $ ~ ~ a ~ & ~ f r ~ b ~ ~ t ~ ~ g - b ~ ~ ~ i q @ a t ~ d s ; ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ n g ' ~ ~ ~ 6 ; ~ r c e s ~  

- ,  " - -  

b= - - ~icover@-dl W g a i ~ e c k  -- .. . or$akfo~Additions 200 Sauare feef'or Less - The deck or ~ a t i o  + --- - - 

/ex&p$fod;ilievs;. iTbmwhich-ittmav be  visiblej bv a fence. hedqe. or other structure a 2  
----  -. - r -  - -  

~ h i / /  meetthe~apolicable'setba~k~requirements ( ~ e r  the Develooment District or atJ! 
- x u -  

apbroved-thro~~qtfa Cot ~evefhpmetit'ddtionor - - - - - - - planned ~evelopment process). The d e d  
shd/ be 36hches o r  less in heiqht, and shall be constructed in a manner that can b& 

1 1 1  

s. ~ e p a i r  or Rebiacernent of Windows (0; ~ o o r s  Containha Giass) with Enerqy Eflicier& - - ---  - -  
{dbuble-~aneci) Materials on Nonhistoric/Noncontribk~ting Resotrrces in a ~ a t i o n 8  --. - - .  ,-- 
Reuister of- Historic $/aces- his foric ff istrici - hwbki-mn sf 1 ' iRepair or replacement of 
windows- for' doors containinq. qlass) on +he ~13i?ki7~ G: IV~nhisforic/N~nc~ntributinqr 
resourcesin a -~a t iona l  Resister of  Historic Places Historic Disirict.-;7~;-it'ii~i;;/ 

- - --- , - 
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are from the strucf~tre's oeriod of siqnificance shaii be refained: and their repair o r  
replacement shall be considered throuah the same processes used in this code-for repair 
or replacement of windows (or doors with qlassi. 

Section 2.9.80 - EMERGENCY ACTIONS 

a. Emerqencv Actions - Emergency actions include the Alteration or New Construction, 
Demolition, or Moving of a Designated Historic Resource when the City Engineer, Building 
Official, or Fire Marshal determines that emergency action is required to address public 
safety due to an unsafe or dangerous condition or to resolve an immediate threat to the 
Designated Historic Resource itself. After the immediate hazard has been addressed, ifthe 
emergency action was not an exempted activity as defined in Section 2.9.70, the property 
owner shall apply for the appropriate Historic Preservation Permit and address any 
additional requirements specified by the Historic Preservation Permit. In the application, the 
property owner shall submit information documenting the need for the emergency action. 
Such documentation shall include photographs and a written evaluation by an engineer, 
architect, or a historic preservation consultant. Once a building is determined to be unsafe 
or dangerous in accordance with these provisions, property owners are encouraged t~ 
consider, while addressing the hazard, the re-use of the structure or its materials, to thM 
extent feasible under the hazardous circumstances. To decide upon the Histori 8 
Preservation Permit, the decision-maker shall consider information from the City Engineeq 
Building Official, or Fire Marshal, depending on the authority(ies) that deemed t h e  
emergency removal necessary. Once made aware of the emergency action, the City sh 
notify the Historic Preservation Advisory Board that the action has occurred. 

"B 
B 
0 
m 

b. Emersencv 3ee-Removal of a Hisforicaily Siqnificanf Tree- Emergency free-removal 
HisioricaNv Siqnificanf Tree is defined as a situation where failure of a tree or tree pa 
imminent and response time is critical (i.e. the hazard needs to be removed within 24 hours 
or less). In the event that a tree is deemed an immediate hazard, the emergency removal 
of a Historically Significant Tree (as defined in Section 2.9. I lO,Ol.e), or its hazardous 
portion- 2 . 9 . 75%) .u"?.qj, is allowed if the City's Urban Forester, City 
Engineer, Building Official, *Fire Marshal, or certified arborisl emploved bv Oreuon State 
Universitv, determines that emergency action is required for public safety due to an unsafe 
or dangerous condition. After the immediate hazard has been addressed, the property - 37*{3--Q. 

owner shall submit i o  ihe'~ireclo&~nformation documenting the need for the emergency 
5"F$- . C' ~x~-&~3q-~~-,*"z~-hvwq -.a J* 4 7 J - w  .-x3> > 1a-* ..'V += action. Such documentation shall include photographs a n d & d - t b ; c ~ ~ ; ~ ~ ,  

- - - 8  - * . , 
-, - a written evaluation by a certified arborist. The Director shall 

consider information from the City's Urban Forester, City Engineer, Building Official, Fire - - - .". - . - - 
Marshal, or for trees on the Oreqon State ~17iversitv carnous, a certified arborist employed 
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by Oregon State University, depending on the authority(ies) that deemed the emergency 
removal necessary. Once made aware of an emergency action involving the removal of a 
Historically Significant Tree, the City shall notify the Historic Preservation Advisory Board 
that the action has occurred. 

Section 2.9.90 - PROCEDURES FOR ALL REQUIRED HISTORIC PRESERVATION PERMITS 
(DIRECTOR-LEVEL AND HPAB-LEVEL) 

2.9.90.01 - Initiation of Application 

A property owner, or hislher designee, may initiate a Historic Preservation Permit 
application. Property owner(s) consent to the application shall be required. 

2.9.90.02 - Application Requirements 

a. A Historic Preservation Permit application for a Designated Historic Resource shafh 
be made on forms provided by the Director and shall include, for both types c% 
Historic Preservation Permits (Director-Level and HPAB-Level), the items listeg 
below. For Director-Level Historic Preservation Permits, the Director may waive an9[i 
of the below requirements when helshe determines the information required by a pa& 
of this section is unnecessary to properly evaluate the proposed Historic ~reservatioh 
Permit: 

I. Applicant's name, address, and signature; 

2. Owner's name, address, and signature, if different from applicant's. If the 
Designated Historic Resource is owned by more than one property owner, the 
consent of all owners shall be required; 

3. Location of the Designated Historic Resource, including address and tax 
assessor map and tax lot number; 

4. Map(s) illustrating the location of the Designated Historic Resource; 

5. Historic name of the resource, whether listed in the Local andlor National 
Register of Historic Places, and (if pertinent ) classification within a National 
Register of Historic Places Historic District; 
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A narrative description of the pqms&request in sufficient detail to allow for 
the review of the proposal; 

A narrative exaianation of what Ihe aprtlicant proposes to accom~/ish; A 

A narrative descri~tion reqardina how the recvuest complies with aaplicabie 
review criteria, including aprslicable Develoamenf District standards: A 

A site plan, drawn to scale, showing the location of structures, driveways, and 
landscaped areas on the site, setback dimensions, and the general location 
of structures on adjacent lots; 

Elevation drawings, drawn to scale, in sufficient detail to show the general 
scale, mass, building materials, and architectural elements of the proposal; 

A - . . 
I-l Ib Information regarding whether or not there are a 9 Hist-it Trees (as defined in Section 2.9.1 10.01 .e) on the sit= - 

- 

tA 
A copy of any relevant historic resource inventory information; 7 - 

1111 

I 

As applicable, any ffSP8-recommendations 
federal aaencies relative to any reviews requir 
including: Fn 

-4 
a 

a) Section 106 of the National Register Historic Preservation Act; 

b) Consultation review as required by ORS 358.653; 

c) Special Assessment Program requirements per ORS 358.475; 
d) National Transportation Act; 

e) National Environmental Protection Act; or 

f) Any other applicable state or federal law. 

~ S u c l ~  recommendations - shall be required only if the proposed 
changes that are the subject of any of the above required state or federal 
reviews also require Historic Preservation Permit approval under the 
provisions of this Chapter. 
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14. Photographs or drawinas of the resource lrom the a~plicable Period of 
~iqnigcance. to provide context, and 

15. aAny additional information r-easonabivnecessarv to evaluate com~liance with - - 
the ~rovisions oJ this Code as determined -by the Director. 

b. The narrative description for Historic Preservation Permits involving HPAB-Level 
Alterations or New Construction Permits (oer Section 2.9.100) a&v&ee . . .  

,. to install a 
Moved Designated Historic Resource on a site within the City limits shall include the 
following information, in addition to "a," above: 

A rationale for the new location for the Designated Historic Resource that also 
addresses the Development District standards that apply to the new site; 

A site plan, drawn to scale, for the proposed new location for the Designated 
Historic Resource showing: the location of existing and proposed structures, 
driveways, and landscaped areas; setback dimensions; the general location 
of structures, walkways, sidewalks, and driveways on adjacent lots; the 
historic designation of adjacent properties; existing and proposed legal accem 

X and infrastructure for the proposed new site; and existing and propose& 
,; -->-- 

infrastructure improvements adjacent t o e  the proposed new site; a - 
--I 

3. A descri~tion of the Historic integrity and Significance o i  the specice strocfu;c - 
buildins. olal-it. or other- historic element for which the chanqe is /e&ested.SJ 

c. The narrative description for Historic Preservation Permits involving HPAB-Levdl 
Demolitions shall include the following information in addition to that outlined in " a 8  
above: 

1. A description of the Designated Historic Resource's current physical condition, 
and its condition at the time it was inventoried; 

2. If within a National Register of Historic Places Historic District, a narrative 
descri~iion of the Designated Historic Resource's contribution to the District 
and the subsequent integrity of the District if the resource were to be 
demolished; 

3. A statement as to whether the applicant considered moving the resource as 
an alternative to demolition. If a move was not found to be feasible, a 
description as to why not; 
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4. A narrative explanation of why the proposed demolition is needed and what 
alternatives were explored; 

5. A statement reiardina whether denial of the request will result in substantial 
economic or other hardship to the owner of the Designated Historic Resource. 

d. The narrative description for HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permits involving 
Movings shall include information required in "a," "c.1," and "c.4," above, stated with 
respect to Movings. Additionally, the narrative description for s&dbbm@he - - 
pro~osed Movinq shall, if the resource is listed in a National Register of Historic 
Places Historic District, address the Designated Historic Resource's contribution to 
the District and the subsequent integrity of the District if the resource were to be 

. . 
moved. 
h m - i h i s  provision pertains to the site that-from which the designated resource is 
beins moved mwmpkwwand, if the site M t o  which the designated resource is 
moving h i s  inside the City limits, then it also peitains to the new site. 

2.9.90.03 - Acceptance of Application 

r: 
The Director shall review the application to determine whether it is complete per th8= 
requirements in Section 2.9.90.02. If the application is incomplete, the Director shall noti@ 
the applicant and state what information is needed to make the application complete. ~ h g  
applicant shall have up to ten days from the date of the Director's notification to submr 
additional information and make the application complete. 

2.9.90.04 - Public Notice 

a. Director-Level Historic Presewatissa Permits - No public notice is required. 

b. HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permits 

I. Public notice shall be provided in accordance with Section 2.0.50.04.a; 
2.0.50.04. b. 1-3, and 7-1 0; and 2.0.50.04.d-f; and 

2. For a proposed Demolition or Moving, public notice shall be published in a 
newspaper of general circulation at least ten days in advance of the HPAB's 
public hearing. 
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2.9.90.05 - Staff Evaluation 

a. Director-Level Historic Preservation Permits - All applications for Director-Level 
Historic Preservation Permits shall be reviewed to assure consistency with the review 
criteria in Section 2.9.90.06, below. 

b. HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permits - For all HPAB-Level Historic 
Preservation Permits, the Director shall prepare a report that evaluates whether the 
permit request complies with the review criteria in Section 2.9.90.06, below. The 
report shall also include, if needed, a list of approval conditions for the Historic 
Preservation Advisory Board to consider. 

2.9.90.06.- Review Criteria 

a. General Review Criteria for All Historic Preservation Permits 

BmWype&A/JHistoric - Preservation Permits s h a  
comply with: the Building Code, as adopted and amended by the State of Oregon, 
and other applicable state and local Codes and ordinances related to building 
development, fire, health, and safety, including other provisions of this  an@ rn 
Development Code. When authorized by the Building Official, some flexibility f r o q  
conformance with Building Code requirements may be granted for repair* 
alterations, and additions necessary for the preservation, restoration, rehabilitation, 
or continued use of a building or structure. In considering whether or not to authorize 
this flexibility from some Building Code standards, the Building Official will check to 
ensure that: the building or structure is a Designated Historic Resource; any unsafe - - 
conditions as described in the Building Code are corrected; the t&a;biiitated resbm9 
building or structure will be no more hazardous, based on life safety, fire safety, and 
sanitation, than the existing building; and the advice of the State of Oregon Historic 
Preservation Officer has been received. 

b. Dii-ector-Level Historic Preservation Permits - The review of a Director-Level 
Historic Preservation Permit may be accomplished concurrent with the review of any 
accompanying permit application(s), or individually if no accompanying permit 
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application(s) exists. Applications *&a Director-Level Historic Preservation 
Permit shall be reviewed to assure consistency with the review criteria in Section 
2.9.100.03, 2.2. 376 '̂ & 2 9 320 63 m, s S~~W&T& - "I . u3, , . , . 

C. HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permits 

1 Alterations or New Construction -Alterations or New Construction requiring a 
HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permit shall be reviewed to assure 
consistency with the review criteria in Section 2.9.1 00.04. 

2. Demolitions - Demolitions requiring a HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permit 
shall be reviewed to assure consistency with the review criteria in ~ e c t i o E  

-4 3. Movings - Movings requiring a HPAB-Level Histori~ Preservation Permit shall. - 
be reviewed to assure consistencv with the review criteria in Section 
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2.9.90.07 - Action on Application 

a. Director-Level Historic Preservation Permits 

Based on applicable review criteria, -the Director's orhidherdesignee, shall 
approve, conditionally approve, or deny the Historic Preservation Permit application. 
Conditional approval must be limited to conditions that address specific defects in the 
application and are required for the application to cornplv with the criteria. The 
decision shall be made in writing. Staff shall strive to process the application as 
quickly as possible, but in no case shall the initial decision be made later than 45 
days from the date the application is deemed complete. 

b. HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permits 

The Historic Preservation Advisory Board shall conduct a public hearing in 
accordance with Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings. Following the close of the hearing, 
the HPAB shall approve, conditionally approve, or deny the Historic Preservation 
Permit application. .Conditional approval must be limited to condiiions that address 
specific defects in the a~olication and are rewired for the aoolication to compiv wi tg  
the criteria. The Board's decision shall include findings that specify how t h Z  - 
application has or has not complied with the applicable review criteria. The ~irect*  
shall strive to process the application as quickly as possible to ensure 

-7-T , L= %"r;: 1 *,* ->:*'- *< - 
p "- 
" - -  5 '  i 

-that the initial HPAB decision is made no later than =%-days - 
from the date the application is deemed complete. V 

b 

2.9.90.08 - Notice of Disposition 

a. Director-Level Historic Preservation Permits 

- . *'.7" . 
The Director, or hislher designee, shall provide 1 
- "  

I -9 . =- ,. --".-"T,>"5 > ;*.'- - -  - - * P 
p a  : , . _ ,,,nqM&.Ad& .-r.'s- we11111-. - z - : - L~ s =- - , Notice of Disposition that includes a written 
statement of the decision, a reference to the findings leading to it, any conditions of . . 
approval, and the appeal period deadline to the f o l l o w i n q : ~ ~  o: Ebpshm . . 

. . rl UU 
w *-- 

P' -. 

I, The applicant and fhe prosertv owner(s) (if different from the applicant): i4tta' - - 

2. The Historic preservation Advisory Board; - - 
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3. Anv Derson who resides on or owns ~roperfv within 100 ft. (incfudina street - - 
riqht-of-way) of a  arce el of land for a Director-Levei Historic Preservation 

4. Anv Derson who requested notice on the pro~osai: and - - 

5. Anv Dersons who submitted written comment on the pro~osal. , - - 

b. HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permits 

The Director shall provide the applicant and the Historic Preservation Advisory Board 
with a Notice of Disposition in accordance with Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings, that 
includes a written statement of the Historic Preservation Advisory Board's decision, 
a reference to the findings leading to it, any conditions of approval, and the appeal 
period deadline. The Notice of Disposition also shall be mailed to the property 

, - 7 - - -7. B.---. ----I- 

"any persons who owner(s) (if different from the applicant), . . "Ye*-- -""m3.p; 
presented oral or written testimony -at the public hearing;zaV8fZaav 
Per.s&/, "Gho:E&uksted notfce&f thg~;6f-~$Q"z$/ 7 

X 
I: - 

2.9.90.09 - Appeals C10 =i 
- 

a. The Director-Level Historic Preservation Permit decision, 
ksfflerdesignee may be appealed to the Historic P r e s e z B  
accordance with Chapter 2.19 - Appeals. The HPAB-Level Historic ~ r e s e r v a t i a  
Permit decision p m a y  be appeals 
to the City Council in accordance with Chapter 2.1 9 - Appeals. While there is no f& 
for a Historic Preservation Permit application, there is a fee for an appeal of a 

LG a-Historic Preservation Permit decision. 

b. Undue Hardship Appeals. The decision-maker 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 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 decision-maker, the following types 
of information, as applicable, shall be submitted in order for the appeal decision- 
maker to consider a hardship appeal: 
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I .  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 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. 

5fi 
6. Any past listing of the property for sale or lease, the price asked, and an= - 

offers received on that property. - aJ 
- 

7. Information relating to any nonfinancial hardship resulting from the denial o r  
approval, as conditioned, of the proposed Historic Preservation Permit. ; 

G, 
If i t h e  - - decision-maker determines that the denial din 

-4 
approval, as conditioned, of the Historic Preservation Permit would pose an undua~ 
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 decision-maker. 

2.9.90.10 - Effective Date 

Unless an appeal has been filed, the -Historic Preservation Permit decision 

. . 
-shall become effective 12 days 
after the Notice of Disposition is signed. 

L:\CD\Planning\Development Review\Land Development Code Text Amendments\LDTO5 Cases\Chapter 2.9 
Update\Draft Code Changes\Code for Staff Report\PC Changes\Redline Strike-out Post 3-1 7-06 Chapters\PC Chapter 
2.09.wpd 

2.9 - 21 



2.9.90.1 1 - Effective Period of Approval 

w - + H i s t o r i c  Preservation Permits p s h a l l  be 
effective for a two-year period from the date of approval. In the event that the applicant has 
not begun the development or its identified and approved phases prior to the expiration of 
the established effective period, the approval shall expire. 

2.9.90.12 - Re-application Following Denial, Modification(s) to an Approved Historic 
Preservation Permit, and Partial Approval of a Historic Preservation Permit 

a. Re-application Following Denial - Re-application for a Historic Preservation Permit 
~ ~ w e f - a & h ~ ~ f o l l o w i n g  denial of that Permit is allowed in 
accordance with Section 2.0.50.14. 

b. Modification(s) to An Approved and Unexpired Historic Preservation Permit - 
A Pp-oposals to modify an approved Historic Preservation Permit 7 - - 
&+Ah+shall be processed as a new Historic Preservation Permit 
application, in accordance with the provisions of this Chapter. The new Historic 
Preservation Permit application shall be considered in the context of the exist@ 
Historic Preservation Permit, the subject Designated Historic Resource, and a s  
completed improvements done in accordance with the original Historic ~reservatid! 

4 Permit. Approval of the new Historic Preservation Permit shall replace the existing. 
- 

Permit in whole or in part, whichever is applicable. I 

; 
c. Partial Approval of a Historic Preservation Permit - An application for a Historm m 

Preservation Permit v W W B L e + m a y  be approved in part, wi& 
a condition(s) clearly outlining the part(s) that is denied and the associated rationaR 
(incompleteness and/or lack of compliance with applicable criteria). Re-application 
for a subsequent Historic Preservation Permit feraddressinq the denied part of the 
original Permit is allowed, 1 

. . . .  p consistent with the criteria in Section 2.0.50.14. 
The new Historic Preservation Permit application shall be considered in the context 
of the existing Historic Preservation Permit, the Designated Historic Resource, and 
any completed improvements done in accordance with the original Historic 
Preservation Permit. 
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Section 2.9.100 - ALTERATION OR NEW CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES INVOLVING A 
DESIGNATED HISTORIC RESOURCE 

2.9.100.01 - Definition of Alteration or New Construction Involving a Designated 
Historic Resource 

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 &Moving, as defined 
in Sections 2.9.70, 2.9.1 10, and 2.9.120, respectively; and the activitymeets 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, material, and/or 
fixtures. 

b. The activity involves a new addition to an existing Designated Historic Resource or 
new freestanding construction on a Designated Historic Resource property. 
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esl. The activity involves installation of a Designated Historic Resource at a new site - - 
location, following a Moving, if the new site is within the City limits. If the new site of 
the Designated Historic Resource is outside the City limits, no City evaluation of the 
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resource's installation at that new site will occur because the City has no jurisdiction 
in such locations. 

2.9.100.02 -Historic Preservation Permit Required for Alteration or New Construction 
Involving a Designated Historic Resource 

If an activity meets the definition for an Alteration or New Construction involving a 
Designated Historic Resource, as outlined in Section 2.9.100.01 above, then one of thetwo 
types of Historic Preservation Permits (Director-Level or HPAB-Level) outlined in this 
Section and summarized in Section 2.9.60.b is required. 

2.9.100.03 - Alteration or New Construction Parameters and Review Criteria for a 
Director-Level Historic Preservation Permit 

A Historic Preservation Permit request for any of the Alteration or New Construction 
activities listed in Sections "a" through 'rki;," - below, shall be approved if the Alteration or New 

-"*$,;-*:3 y3 :*- " 
Construction is in compliance with the associated definitions land review criteria imbedded 
- - -.- - 

fhr&t8z)&listed below. Such Alteration or New Construction activities are classified as a 

- 
..I a. Building Foundations - L1i;/zss z ; i m ~  G -  ;* c - - 4 -  

a I I I  U ~ L ~ G Z  2.S. 7C.3, ~ l te ra t i o r  
or New Construction activities to a building foundation that are required to me Q 
present-day Building Code requirements, provided that similar materials are useb) 
and the building elevation is not raised by more than 12 inches 

b. Solar or Hydronic Equipment - Installation of solar or hydronic equipment ph&ll6> 
to the root silrface with no part of the installation protrudinq more than twelve inches 
above the roof surface, provided the subiect roof surface does not directlv fronf a . . * - - - - - . . . . . . - " 

street. .- f - 

~?;.~;~<*q,p~=;+~7,~~g:$:.-:y~~~<y~; <.' 1 ,  ?:>-: .:.: .! < ,  >, ! , ' 

. ' , - ,. "5 L '  

i,,'*f.?3 rn=%%~.~;~~",B,. =.. .<;;...I :i. .: : .. .. i.." . . . *The ,-  , ., equipment shall 
be attached to the Designated Historic Resource in a manner that does not damage 
rtreittsetrre-any significant architectural features of the structure. Additionally, the 
installation shall be reversible. 
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. . . .  . . , , .  - - . .  . . . . .  or 2s w. a Lo: . . or . . . 7lm;1'- . . , . . . 

. . .  .. . . . .  . .. . 

. Reroofing - Replacement of existing wooden shingles or shakes with architectural - - 
composition shingles or other materials documented fo have been used 0%%6 

dur;ncT "":"" ' , ;<w>;*~;;JC?6 -=ifmTsT$77 .u. w,. =a a+- 

-period of siqnifican cea~dcfkami@~3$ 
- - ; b d " -  ' - -> " f i ; = ~ j , "  - --- 8 ,  The 

#mt#enew roof dm~-shal l  not damage or obscure any significant architectural - 

features of the structure. Skvliqhts that are from the sfruct~~re's period 01 sis6ficanc6 
shall be retained. and their repair or replacement shall be consis;i:a'ere'd'thrduqhhi7ie - - -. - - 

same processes used in this code for repair or rep/acem&n~f~windowS' (or dodrs 

- - % 
de. Small Signs or Tablets - Small signs or tablets, not meeting the exemptiqpl: 
-c" - 

, . - 5 - 7  ?p*~*-,."~$&.*--.?. 7. -77- deswpbn in Section 2.9.70.d, provided the sign or tablet is~$@a@sr~tenC%with~t@ 
' ", .. 6' , - - *-.*-. "-e*I i ---- 7- >s bat &$ %f.S*,. &t---. ."*.,*---a- a6d-jica file siqn . a/loca$on:: b~ta$da!-d,$~ auflined-$ in.: W-iiapted ;4.J {%@~-&al/rw~~d 

I 
? - - ,--= -.-"">- - --*<" ", - -.,j ,- - -.- 

Re&/aiions, , is., ten sa., i t : $ ~ ~ g ~ b < V ~  or less m; is non-illuminated; $ 
architecturally compatible with the design or style of the Designated Histor- 
Resource; and if freestandina, is less than four I%=-@@ in h e i g h t d  

- * ' -"a - - - - "'->i ??-' .""* "r- 

dttached siqns shaN not-da6aae 0; Cbsc~ire anv ~ 8 ~ % ~ ~ ~ & 8 $ ~ b i f e ~ C t 0 ~ a ~ f e a f ~ r e ~ i @  
i - - - - -  

the s ti~rcture. ~ddifjonallk the inskallation ~ ~ $ d l  bereversibl'e; P 

. Mechanical Equipment - Installation of mechanical equipment, limited to equipment = 
not visible from the public right-of-way or private street right-of-way, except that fer 

. . 
*the equipment may be visible from alleys. - 

The -equipment shall be attached to the Designated 
Historic Resource in a manner that does not damage mwhwme-any significant 
architectural features of the structure. Additionally, the installation shall be reversible. 

&. - Replacement, Using Dissimilar Materials or a Different Design or Style for 
Select and Limited Site Features - Replacement, using dissimilar materials and/or 
a different design or stvle, of existing driveways (including paving of these existing 
areas); existing paths and sidewalks; existing bicycle parking areas; and/or existing 
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vehicular parking areas that involve four or fewer spaces (including paving of these 
existing areas), provided the extent of -such features is not 
increased in size. 

. Addition of Handicapped Vehicular Parking Spaces - Addition of - - - - J"Z">Z>IC mwr-4 handicapped vehicular parking space~i@it:e&@JEeed$&f@~:~6~i~$e%~O~bfi$~$&~i; i ; i~f i  
-P%vz~~T~;-~;q&w; 5- %+: -"---I . WX-, C-- x s7w~pTe~~~~~ZT,K-~]*~-- "-CI ;%~<:~aa3;53+>"1dW*Y*,~f~~~s- 

~ r n e b c a n ~ ~ 1 ~ ~ ~ 1 s ~ b f i l f 1 e ~ & ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 ; e ~ 9 : a 1 ~ e ' 1 " ~ e m ~ ,  -unless 
exempt per Section 2.9.70.g. 

Certain Alterations or New Construction to NonhistoriclNoncontributing - -. - 
Resources in a National Register of Historic Places Historic District -An exterior 

;"" - 
Alteration or New Construction more than 200 sq. ft. to a property in a 
National Register of Historic Places Historic District that is classified in its entiretv 
(including all structures on the site) as Nonhistoric/Noncontributing, provided the 
Alteration or New Construction is not visible from the public right-of-way and the 
private street right-of-way, except for alfevs, from which it mav be visible, and does 
not exceed 14 =&-*- I?@$&!!!$ in height. 

. Gutters and Downspouts -The addition of gutters and downspouts 
Historic Resource or a portion thereof that previouslv had none, using materials t h a  
match the appearance of those that were tvpicallv used on similar-stvle buildin& 
- .,-- - - - - < . - -> - - - - - 8 - 7  - 7 "  - - - .  7 

dorina thk resource's period 07 siqniiicance, that the newJgutters a n 2  
dowrispouts do not damage or obscure any significant architectural features of th; - - 

structure. 
- 

. Fencing - The extension of existing fencing (other than wood fencing, which 
exempt under Section 2.9.70.m) with in-kind materials, provided that the type M 
fencing material was used during the period of significance for the historic resource 
and the fence is not extended beyond the facade of the resource facing a front or 
exterior side yard. 

Insert Graphic 

f .  -- - Freestanding Trellises - Unless exempt per Section 2.9.70.n, installation of a 
freestanding trellis that is less than 14 & w i n  height and visible from the public or 
private right-of-way. The installation shall not damage emhsme-any significant 
external architectural features of the structure. 
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-- 
l a i r  - - 

I 

Awnings - Installation of canvas awnings, limited to Designated Historic ~ e s o u r c s  - - - 
Y 

and'l$wkxHe 
- - ,  - -  

situatibns where - . awnings are required by this Code. 

- - ..- 9- - -. 
--- -'-"---'.--6. Such canvas awnings s h a  
either- -- - be installed-:where: none previously existed or -may Sb 

- - -- - - - -  
. +  . -may reproduce historic canvas 

- 7 "-r.7' -,,- "-  **- - --- -a 
awnings t ~ ~ ~ ~ f h @ : ~ a @ ~ l i c a ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ & n o ~ ~  of: ~ i g n ~ m a k k ,  as shown in documentation 

,- .--.,- -- A- 
submitted by the applicant. /&Rf-l$. rehair; i~r;@lace~ent ol , existing a wnings is zexg@R&fpg&g~g~$~&.~$~,~@; n- --&rT-p.-r.- w rw 

-Au - .& L I $ . ~ - w  , , r',&-> ,t-*a-. it: 
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" * " "";2 z el - 3 - r -  

doar~~~ontafw?nq~q~~s4~drnav be re~aired or replaced ~isinq enerqv efficienf (double- 
~ a n e )  alazinq, ~rovided fhe re~lacements: 

_lir Are beincr placed on nonhisforic addifions or where not visible from fhe ~ u b l i c  
or private streef riqht-of-wav (excepf for allevs, from which thev may be 
visible i 

2J Ofherwise match the replaced items in rnaferials. desiqn, color, dimensiong 
number of divided liqhfs, and sha~e.  I - 

WI 
111 

--q = * -3 -% - 7- ' --&?-- - - - - - 3  T 3 ~ ~ e ~ " ~ & e ~ ~ ~ v ~ ~ $ T < e ~ v ~ ~ ~ &  -p 4-vx- --z----*-- *&Y--!-r= T-pF-I- -$ I ~ L  

h' - *- -- 7 - -  - -" zTmT-.-- ,-  "-" r , * T  - F - - - a  

necessary to cbbmplv'vi/ifh, ~m&~ican'~~w/~~~is"a~~if i@s"fA'%.t i("A~A~?e~bii-ef i&f i" i .s3 4" 

2.9.100.04 - Alteration or New Construction Parameters and Review Criteria for a 
HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permit 

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. 

a. Parameters - Any Alteration or New Construction activity involving a Designated 
Historic Resource that is not exempt per Section 2.9.70, or eligible for review as a 
Director-Level Alteration or New Construction activity per Section 2.9.100.03, is a 
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HPAB-Level Alteration or New Construction activity. This includes;~6ut~~ndkl~~ited 
6: - - 

, - \ * * -7"~~;*~-~~~,7p>:% .+-v .- 
$2 Nonexempt Exterior Painting - Exterior painting or ii?e~s~~/~~~8fi@@~:~RartWork - - - .,*-,-).> ,-%> Z?-.-W 

g&&&&to buildings, murals, or existing architectural features such as signs, 
stonework, brickwork, and masonry. Other types of exterior painting are 
exempt in accordance with persection 2.9.70.c. 

??3. Sians - Signs S 
=A that are not exempt per Section 

2.9.70.d, or eligible for review as a Director-Level Alteration or New 
Construction activity per Section 2.9.100.03.e, provided, thev-meet ihe 

- r t -  - ,  - - - - . - -  --- -- 
applicable sign allocation standards ouf/ined7n'-~h&& 4. fr ' fo%a/lis Siqn 
R % L I / ~  f i b 6  

. Alterations or New Construction with Dissimilar Materials or Which Impact - - 
Siqnificant Architectural Features - Alteration or New Construction activities 

"" "" "W+ ~ * ~ ~ ' r i % v ~ ~ y a q ~  9°C L Z L W  3t"I;-*<pTXTX involvinq imkmt - *- - a ,- 2 , e s  

changes in material " O $ ~ ~ B ~ @ @ , B & ~ I Q @ & P G ~ - ~ ~ ~ P ~ F B ~ ~  testuca% 
fgaf~res, Y u n l e s s  exempt per Section 2.9.70, or 
allowed to be reviewed as a Director-Level Historic Preservation Permit itt 
-persection 2.9.1 00.03. 
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5. Alterations or New Construction to Later Additions - Unless exempt per - - 
Section 2.9.70, Alteration or New Construction activifies involvina a later 
addition for the followincr: 

a)  A Desicrnafed Historic Resource in a National Reqister of Historic - - 
Places Historic District where the addition was constr~lcted outside 
(after) the resource's period of sicrnificance: and/or 

A Desiqnated Historic -Reso~trce listed in the Con/allis Reqister of 
~isioi- ic Landmarks and Districts (Local Reaisterl and/or an individualli/ 
listedhistoric resource listed in the National Reqister of Historic Places 
where the addition was constr~~cted within the last 50 vears (based on 
documentation ~rovided bv the apnlicant). 

The ~lterat ion or New Construction +shall not dalnaqe anv siqnificanf 
architect~n-d features of the structure. 

6 .  - Alterationsor New Construction to Historic/Noncontributinq Structures that Do 
Not f3mfk&e Replicate Features, on a Site that is Located in a National 
Reqister of Historic Places Historic District. 

i - Alterationsor New Construction to lndividuallv Desiqnated Historic Resources 
that are Not Located Within a National Reqister of Historic Places Historic 
District and that do not-replicate the oriqinal features ofthe structure. 

-82. - Buildins Foundations - Alterations or New Construction to a building 
foundation where dissimilar materials are used and the foundation's exposure 

L:\CD\Planning\Development Review\Land Development Code Text Amendments\LDT05 Cases\Chapter 2.9 
Update\Draft Code Changes\Codefor Staff Report\PC Changes\Redline Strike-out Post 3-1 7-06 Chapters\PC Chapter 
2.09.wpd 

2.9 - 31 



. . 
is greater than 12 inches, and/or where P, hikthe 
building elevation is raised by more than 12 inches. 

e. -- Awninq Installation - Installation of awnings that are no€.ex&n~tgas angin-~ind 
Re~a i r  o ~ ~ e p k c e m e n t  ner Section 2,9:f~-or~&hat"are_ hoEe/iqib/e for review 
as a Director-Level Alteration or New Construction activitv Ber Section 
2.9.100.03. 

4 4 

0 
119. - Solar or Hydronic Equipment - Installation of solar or hydronic equipmeg - L- 

UI - - -n@ 
eligible for Director-Level review per Section 2.9.1 00.03.c. 

. . 
1 2 9 .  - Mechanical Equipment - Installation of mechanical equipment- 

. . 
-not eligible for Director- 
Level review per Section 2.9.1 00.03.f. 

1 3 e .  - Reroofinq - Unless dkwwtel iq ib ie for Director-Level review per Section 
2.9.1 00.0_3ff;a', - replacement of the existing roofing material with a new material 
that is different from the original. 

14e .  - Fencinq - The installation of new fencing or replacement fencing with - 
exempt 
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-=Section 2.9.70.m or eligible for Director-Level review *per 
. . .  . . .  - 

Section 2.9.1 0 0 . 0 3 . k o .  

1 s .  - New Freestandinq Construction - Any new freestanding construction for a 
Designated Historic Resource site that is not exempt per Section 2.9.70 or 
affmwfeliqible for review as a Director-Level Alteration or New Construction 
activity per Section 2.9.1 00.03. 

- ----- &" ---i- ,*X * i l )  

d:6&#. Accessory Development - Unless exempt per Section 2.9.70.h ciri;eI~ejb/@%r f li. - DjF4gfzErqjTkeE- - - , ~ r ~ - ~ p ; w ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ !  -.c d2- q++e-* fr-qz"*r-- -F T"TT--% 

~eiv,e"I;.m~~e~~~~~Se~t~~~~~9&O0~O3, accessory development meeting 
the criteria in Chapter 4.3. 

d-7%. ,: - Other - Any other Alteration or New Construction activity that meets the 
definition for an Alteration or New Construction activity in Section 2.9.1 00.01, 
and is not exempt per Section 2.9.70 or allowed to be reviewed as a Director- 
Level Historic Preservation Permit in accordance with Section 2.9.1 00.03. 

b. Review Criteria 

F 
3 .  General - The Alteration or New Construction Historic Preservation PermDT - 

request shall be evaluated against the review criteria listed belo 
. These criteria are intended to ensure that the design or style o p  
the Alteration or New Construction is compatible with that of the existinr 
Designated Historic Resource, if in existence, and proposed in part to remai 9 
and m a n y  existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic ResourcegC) 
if apzable.  Such activities shall ensure that a Designated Historic ~ e s o u r c g  
remains compatible with other existing surrounding resources and 0th- 
examples of the resource's architectural design or style. 

-* s-* - . 
econsideration - shall be qiven fo:W&%&$$ 

Historic /bteirritv: 

m- mar-.. - 
$zrchitectural design or style@&&$ 

-i-;icw 1," -a . -'"- - *x=*mr*J 
ggondition of td@~ij&e&&z&~esignated Historic ~esources,-%%& 
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f l  - - Whether or not the historic resource is a mime example &or one of 
the few remainina examnies of a once common architectriral desicm. 
st vie. or t v ~ e  of construction. 

gj Whether or not the historic r-esource is of a rare or t rn t~s~~al  architectural - 

desian, 'sfv/e, ot- tvpe of construction. 

< - 
2' In general, the proposed Alteration or New Construction shall either: = 

a) Cause the Designated Historic Resource to more closely approximate 
the original historic design or style, appearance, or material 
composition of the resource; or 

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

2.3; . .= Compatibility Criteria for Structures and Site Elements - ~ o m ~ a t i b i l i g  . . 
considerations shall include- the items listed in "a - nkz 
below, as applicable. Alterations or New Construction shall complemenfi@ 
architectural design or style of the primary resource, if in existence a d  
proposed in part to remain; and any existing surrounding comparabl~ 
Designated Historic Resources. 79 B 

i;, 
a) Facades - Architectural features (e.g. balconies, porches, ba 

windows, dormers, trim details) on main facades shall be retainew 
restored, or designed to complement the primary structure and any 
existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources. 
Particular attention should be paid to those facades facing street rights- 
of-way. Architectural elements inconsistentwith the resource's existing 
wpmpm&building design or style shall be avoided. 

b) Buildinq Materials - Building materials shall be reflective of, and 
complementary to, those found on the existing primary Designated 
Historic Resource, if in existence and proposed in part to remain, and 
any existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources. 

i- - --- .- Xj *r/ "I-. I 

Siding materials of ;Fi,1?,-a-vertical board, plywood, cement 
stucco, aluminum, exposed concrete block, and vinyl shall be avoided, 
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unless documented as being consistent with the original design, style, 
or structure of the resource. 

c) Architectural Details - g%%%3X-g&haracter-defining elements of a 
structure ( e . ~ . ,  fenestration, molding or trim, brackets, columns, 
cladding, ornamentation, and other finishing details) and their design, 
materials, and dimensions, shall be retained or repaired, unless 
deteriorated beyond repair. Re~iacements for deteriorated 
Asrchitectural - elements or proposed new architectural elements shall 
be consistent with the resource's -design or style3- 
resbm%wlf anv previouslv existina architectural elements are 
restored, such features; shall be consistent with the documented; 
pqmxd building design or style. Conjectural architectural details 
shall not be applied. 

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 n e s  
construction shall be smaller than the impacted Designated Historir 
Resource, if in existence and proposed in part to remain. In rarE 
instances where - *additions or new construction is proposed tbl - 

. . -.I be larger than the original resource, 
amshm%mshall be designed such thatno single element is visual1 
larger than the original historic resource, if in existence and propose 
in part to remain, &=any - existing surrounding comparabl&l 
Designated Historic Resources. w 

e) Heisht - To the extent possible, the height of the Alteration or New 
Construction yme-mYphall 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. 

f ) Roof Shape - New roofs shall match the pitch and shape of the original 
Designated Historic Resource, if in existence and proposed in part to 
remain, or any existing surrounding compatible Designated Historic 
Resources. 
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g) Pattern of Window and Door Openinqs - To the extent possible 
Wgindow - and door openings shall be compatible with &original 
whwbws-features of the existing Designated Historic Resource, if in 
existence and proposed in part to remain, in form (size, proportion, 
detailing), materials, type, pattern, and placement of openings- 

h) Buildins Orientation - Building orientation shall be compatible with 
existing development patterns on the Designated Historic Resource 
site, if in existence and proposed in part to remain, and any existing 
surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources. In general, 
Alteration or New Construction shall be sited so that the impact to 
primary facade(s), if in existence and proposed in part to remain, is 
minimized. 

I) Site Development - To the extent practicable, given other applicable 
development standards, such as standards in this Code for buildinq 
coverage, setbacks, sidewalk and street tree iocations, the Alteration 
or New Construction shall maintain existing site development pattern 

, . 
if in existence and proposed in part to remain& as lmkhqg 

!Ei - 
CU 
=i - 

j) Accessorv Develo~ment/Structures - Accessory development aF 
defined in Chapter 4.3 and items such as exterior lighting, wall P fences, awnings, and landscaping that are associated with 
Alteration or New Construction Historic Preservation Permit applicatio@ 

CD 
shall be visually compatible with the architectural design or style of t b  
existing Designated Historic Resource, if in existence and proposed in 
part to remain, and any comparable mmpbmm#mp-Designated 
Historic Resources within the District, as applicable. 

k) Garases - Garages, including doors, shall be compatible &%%!the 
primaw str~icture f 

flf - in existence and proposed in part to remain) based on factors that 
include desiqn, roof pitch and shape, architectural details, location and 
orientation. and buildinq materials. 
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1)  - Chemical or  Phvsical Treatments- Chemical or ohvsical treatments, if 
appropriate. shall be undelfaken usina the aentlest means ~ossible. 
Treatments that cause damaae to llistoric lnaterials will not be used. 

m) Archeoloaical Resources- Activities associated with archeoloaical 
resources shall be carried oilt in accordance with a// State 
requirements perfaininq to the findina of cultural materials, includinq 
ORS 358.905 (which pertains fo the findina ot cuit~~ral materials). ORS 
390.235 (which describes steps for State permits on sites where 
cultural maferihls are found), and OAR 736.051.0080 and OAR 
736.05 1.0090 (which describe recluirements for cult~~ralmaterials found 
on-public verses private land, respectivelvl. 
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4. Additional Review Criteria for &Installation - of - &Designated Historic 
?,"V - + - - ,r 5- - "  a c,;,- 

Resources on a New Site, Following a ~oving~+~~~%~~rn~lete~if.s'~e~~'bf 
- - - - - m\----- -8 : . -":*, qZkx4:. *rs, -- va - - - < - " a - f ~ ~ ~ $ s & f ~ ~ t 5 < f $ / ~ ~ & B ~ e ~ J ~ n 8 ~ & d ? ~ ~ ~ f O ~ i &  & & 3 ; ~ . i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ &  j&-fb-jlO Cii/;zcf3f 

*--%,kF*- - L T 9  z- L L ,  \-;--$ u- *r-"-r-.2-, -------a,?-- s -- a'. -" - * -  - - *#*-a>8w3c-i7 - ."%%* =--- -- - 7; > %, -"- -*- ,.-I- """ 
ibdimq.mdpe@; $he HK&B$fihfii~d&e"i'v"&fr0n;3'$Re$D11iggf@ji:c~~fi~~j~@, fhaf$~ dicafes 

-7:7,,-~- .* *;$-=:kz'*a,$ 3 

the~P6lfoi~tnq~ 

a) The Development District designation for the proposed site is 
appropriate to accept the Designated Historic Resource that was 
moved, in terms of land use(s) and development standards; 

b) Legal vehicular and Fire Department access to, a ~ m k e q m e d  
"n 
I C, few; the proposed new site is available or can be 

provided; and 

c) Required infrastructure improvements for or adjacent t o e  the 
proposed new site have been or will be provided. 

2.9.1 00.05 - Status of Properties for Which an Alteration or New Construction WPAB- 
Level Historic Preservation Permit has been Approved to Install a Moved 
Resource 

.I) 

-4 a. Local Register Historic Resources - If approval has been granted for t h ~  
installation of a Moved resource that was a Local Register-desiqnated ffbistorio 
Resource - at its previous location, a Historic Preservation Overlay may be 
aprolied to the new site Mia which the historic resource is being Moved* througlCi;) 
use of the District Change provisions of Chapter 2.2, following the effective date o g  
the approved Alteration or New Construction Historic Preservation Permit associate@ 

. . 
with the Iklovincpwd ~ ; r " r I ~ a - m i  2.2 61Te?f7ef. 
Once the City's Historic Preservation Overlay has been a ~ p l i e d e ,  future 
modifications feSkeaf7ectinq the historic resource at its new regettreesite shall be 
subject to the provisions of this Chapter. 

b. 

Preservation Office when a Historic Preservation Permit authorizing the installation 
of a moved hisforic resource listed in the National Reqister of Historic Places 
/becomes effective. A proposed listing or 
the maintenance of an existing listing of a National Register of Historic Places 
desgw&dhistoric resource at its new site shall -be ~rocessed through state 
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and federal procedures. Upon receipt of official notification from SHPO that a listing 
has occurred or has been maintained and is in effect and #k+when the affected 
resource is not W l i s t e d  in the Local Register, the affected resource at its new site 
shall be subject to the Historic Preservation Provisions of this Code. 

f?egk&=ln such cases, a Historic Preservation Overlay may be added to the new site 
fkstf-to which the historic resource is being Moved* through use of the District 
Change provisions of Chapter 2.2, following the effective date of the approved 
Alteration or New Construction Historic Preservation Permit- 

.-')- 
I L,L 

Section 2.9.1 I 0  - DEMOLITION INVOLVING A DESIGNATED HISTORIC RESOURCE 

2.9.110.01 - Definition of a Demolition of a Designated Historic Resource 

An activity is considered a Demolition of a Designated Historic Resource when the activity: 

a. Is not an exempt activity as defined in Section 2.9.70; 
ii - 

b. Is not an Alteration or New Construction as defined in Section 2 . 9 . 1 0 0 ; d  a 
=ii 

c. Is not a Movinq as defined in Section 2.9.120:+&3$ 

. - lnvolves destruction of a fmibmHy Designated Historic Resource, and 

CO 
e. lnvolves the removal, of a ~isforically Significant Tree (as defined in Chapter 1 . 9  

unless said .. .tree - is officially deermined to be a hazard tree via the Hazard Tree 
~vaiuafionprocess in ~ e c t i o n ~ 2 . 9 ~ 1 1 0 ~ 0 3 . d . ~  

. ,. 
. -- - - -- - - - - 
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............. -. , 
" " .  -~:.f:;>..,.?:-;'r"*p.:b-J 

. r * .  - .  
L.. ' . . .  ' . . - . . . . .  'it- 
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2.9.110.02 - Historic Preservation Permit Required for Demolition of a Designated 
Historic Resource 

A HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permit is required for all activities meeting the definition 
for Demolition of a Designated Historic Resource, as outlined in Section 2.9.1 10.01 above. 

. . rr - . YY. . - 
-rn x 
2.9.1 10.03 - Review Criteria A HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permit hwkhg- fo r  ts 

IIW Demolition of a Designated Historic Resource shall be evaluated against the criteria in 
through "c" below. Approval may be granted for a Demolition only where a proposal h e  
been demonstrated to have met criterion "a" and either " b  or "c." B 

9 
a. The E3bGc;lntegrity of the Designated Historic Resource has been substantialR 

reduced or diminished due to unavoidable circumstances that were not a result a& 
action or inaction by the property owner. ' ' ~ i s f 8 ~ i i i ~ l n t e ~ ~ i t ~ "  is ~ ~ ; F i f i ; t " d d f d a ~ ~ f i ~ ~ ~ ~ f i ~  

If the proposed Demolition involves one of the structures identified in " I "  - "3" below, 
and is not exempt per Section 2.9.70.1, 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 historic 
resource on the property that is classified as HistoricIContributing or that is called out 
as being significant, based on any of the sources of information listed in Section 
2.9.60.c. To be considered under this criterion, the Demolition shall involve only the 
following: 

1. A Nonhistoric/Noncontributing structure listed in a National Register of Historic 
Places Historic District; 
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2. A nonhistoric structure on an individually Designated Historic Resource listed 
in the Local Register or National Register of Historic Places; or 

3. 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 si/6nf:oni?ff% 
.,- -* 7- *; ; -, & ?-'-. - - --,- - 

rc - - 
 issue:.^ JJ 
A . 6 2 2 .-d --* 

c. if the Demolition involves a 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: 

a) Economically feasible relocation of the Designated Historic Resource 
is not possible; or 

b) If within a National Register of Historic Places Historic District, 
Demolition of the resource will not adversely affect the Historic lntegritR 
of the District. To address this criterion, the applicant shall provide a s  

- - -- -- , 
assessment of the Demolition's effects on the character and ~ist$&E 

-4 Integrity of the subject Designated Historic Resource and Distr ict  - - * v- 7- 

# "fiisZ62c Integrity1' is defined in ~ h a ~ t e f l ! 6  ~:~&6n#his .  " ' 

"131 > 
G) 

2. Alternatives to demolishing the Designated Historic Resource have bee$ 
pursued, including the following, as appropriate: a A 

a) Public or private acquisition of the Designated Historic Resource {wiih 
or without the associafed land) has been explored; 

b) Alternate structure and/or site designs that address the property 
owner's needs, and which would avoid Demolition of the Designated 
Historic Resource, have been explored and documented; 

c) A "For Sale" sign and a public notice have been posted on the 
Designated Historic Resource site. The sign and public notice shall 
read: "HISTORIC RESOURCE TO BE DEMOLISHED -- FOR SALE." 
Lettering on the sign shall be at least 5 inches in height and posted in 
a prominent place on the property for a minimum of 40 days; 
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d) The Designated Historic Resource has been listed for sale in local and 
state newspapers for a minimum of five days over a five-week period; 

e) The Designated Historic Resource has been listed for sale in at least 
two preservation publications for at least 30 days; 

f) A press release has been issued to newspapers of local and state 
circulation describing the significance of the resource, the physical 
dimensions of the property, and the reasons for the proposed 
Demolition; 

g) Notification through other means of advertisement has been 
accomplished (e.g. internet, radio). 

- - -<.- ---* - . 
d. Trees - An Historic Preservation Permit to remove a Historically Significant xree (a3 

defined in Section Chapter 1.6), shall meet at-least one of the criteria - -  "a" - -  h&uc& - - - - - - . 
"e" below. If removal of a Historically significant Tree is approved, a . . reslacemes - - -. - 

" -, - , . - - - 
trGe(s) may be required as mitigation if, in the o$nioh . of-the'decision-maker; - . the# -- .. - --z1-:.+ 
is an opportunity either on the subject site, or within-750 &-&!&of - the site, to'plant - 

P 
a) The Historically Significant Tree, in the opinion of the city'su&@ -. - m 

Forester and City Engineer, negatively impacts existing publ~s 

infrastructure, and both officials recommend removal of the tree. a 
b) The Historically Significant Tree, in-the opinion of the Building Offjcial 

and the City's Urban Forester, negatively impacts existing structures on 
---- - - -  - - 

the development site that are intended to remain, and both( officials 
recommend removal of the tree: 

c) The location of the Historically significant Tree precludesJ- the 
. -- . 

reasonable use of the property because the area-needed 6 ensure 
-. - . - ,  

preservation of the Historically Significant Tree, i n  the opin6n of,-a 
certified arborist and the City's Urban Forester, encompas@santafea 
that does not allow for the property.owner to make improveme&son 
up to 75% of the otherwise buildable portion of the lot (the-area 
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excluding required setback areas, after consideration of (ofcoverage 

+For the-defermGation of buildable area in "c.' above. an automatic 
. - - ? - - 

15% reductio'n - - -- in setbacks and 10%-increase in height limitation shall 
- - .  -- 

mq-be.&&d-used - - -  - to assjst- a psperty-owner in achieving a 
- ,- . - / - - - r -  1 

reasonable:-use .of.: property,: . -a <. . -> . . 

- - - - -  
e l  In the case of -public infrastructur@,- th_e ,location of the Historically - - - &. - - - .- 

, - . -,we 

~ i g n i f i c a n t ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ r e e ' _ ~ r e o l u d e s ~  construction of necessary-.-public 
- - -s - -,*. J7--*-.->--G, -7; -1 - - - 

infrastruc~u~fi!fi!fi!imp~~veemen_ts~an~~tn~7t~e ohinion of the city ~ngineer 
a$.th'e ~ity'sI~rban-Forester, desg-nWal@rnatives to accomplish the 

- -F-,*---7----, - -  - "-- -- - --- ?I( -' .-i 
necessaq?$uljlic A --. - infras<ructure andupreservation of the treeLare not 

- . - < - - - - . "  - > - - -  - -  " -  - - " -  -- - - 

191) A non-eme*rgency - -  & - -  -. - _tree hazard - ,. e x i s t s ~  . -. - s; a 
- - - - - - - where 

fa i lur~6fartr6~&~~~t ic ipat-ed,-6i ; t  - --A --A- - - -  is cot i-rn~inent, and the tree site --- - -  ST-.--T-- - --,- - - - - -- - . 
st~a~lize&-~~ysuc_hLsitua-ti~ns~~aa t~e.isie~njned to be  hazardous^^ 
i-< ~ ~ o ~ ~ ~ d e ~ n ~ ~ ~ r ; , ~ r e a s o n s ~ ~ n c ~ u d ~ ~ g ~  but not i imited to, st&= 

-" - , - x s - . F . - - - - - - 7 .  -- - , - - - - - - -  --I 
dgmag-e, ~ s t r u c t ~ r a l ~ ~ ~ f e c t s , ~  poor past pruning methods, history af 
- -  ,-- ,-"--" i----7P;- " - ---- - 

failure; andZdie8asen -This determHation-must be based on a ~ a z a r d  
~i6;e'~"$;atidfi-thst hascbe&6 @forhed;by an ISA Certified ~ ~ b b r i g  
OCASG& &~s>@$J -- -- ~rbor ist t ra igdin tt&rhethod and the associata 
re$%--w'hidhh - . ficct he filed with- - - - - thk - 6[r&tbr - and the City's ~ r b a E  
Forester:-: -~e-moval may only occur fdlowing the City's Urbag 
Forestey's review and approval-ofthe -Hazard Tree Evaluation 
which recommends -for repoval of the tree. 

to Demolition 
of a Designated Historic Resource 

3; - +Documentation of  a Designated Historic Resource that has been approved for 
Demolition through the issuance of a- Historic Preservation Permit shall 
occur-using one or more of the methods outlined in "a" through "c," 
_j 

below. The method(s) of documentation shall be 
. . 

-'-the +HB&ew+Historic Preservation Permit. 
ffhe required documentation -must have been &approved by 
t i e  Director prior to the issuance of a building permit for demolition. 
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. Documentation *using Historic American Buildings Survey guidelines 
-XI, - 

(includes architectural drawings, photographs, and historical narrative); 

'b. Documentation by cataloging historic and contemporary photographs of the 
--r-- - 

Designated Historic Resource and site; 

8 .  --&' - Documentation by salvaging significant architectural or historic artifacts from 
the Designated Historic Resource and site. 

- - " - -- --. . - .- - 
&- Dispensa(ion bf Documentation f i ter ials: - - 

---..-.m\ -.#- - -.----" - *- - - >- ..-- - -"  - 

-?.I - Orrs ' in docimentafiori'haterials shail'remaih the pro~ertv of the owner of the - - - -  - 7>-r- .--- --- - --- . 
~ ~ $ & ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ f ~ f ~ ~ ~ ~ R $ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ @ b * ~ , n g  demG/jghedi 

2.9.1 10.05 - Status of Properties for Which Demolition Approved 

a. Local Register Designated Historic Resources - If approval has been granted for 
the Demolition of a Local Register Designated Historic Resource, the Historic 
Preservation Overlay may be removed through use of the District Change provisions 
of Chapter 2.2, following the effective date of the approved BemeMbwHistoric 
Preservation Demolition Permit, and provided the applicable provisions of Chapter 
2.2 are met. Once the City's Historic Preservation Overlay has been removed, the 
affected resource shall no longer be subject to the provisions of this Chapter. 
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b. 

Preservation Office when a Historic Preservation Permit authorizing the Demolition 
of a Historic Resources listed in the National Recvister of Hisforic Places fdai%&& 
-becomes effective. A proposed delisting of such a 

,. n~ 
uI I I I  resource shall eetxwbe - 

processed through state and federal procedures. Upon receipt of official notification 
from SHPO that a delisting has occurred and is in effect, and when the affected 
resource is not also listed in the Local Register, the affected resource shall no longer 
be subject to the Historic Preservation Provisions of this Code. Upon receipt of 
official notification from SHPO that a delisting has occurred and is in effect, and when 
the affected resource is still listed in the Local Register, fke-&District - Change 
consistent with the provisions in Chapter 2.2 pertaining to the removal of the related 
Historic Preservation Overlay would need to be me+-amroved for the Designated 
Historic Resource no longer to be subject to the Historic Preservation Provisions of 
this Code (see "a" above). 

2.9.1 10.06 - Temporary Stay of Demolition Building Permit for Publicly-Owned 
Historic Resources Subject to a Pending Nomination for Listing in the Nation& 
Register of Historic Places I: - 

801 

a. 
==i 

- - If the Director has received from the State Historic Preservation Office of f ic ik 
notification that a publicly-owned historic resource is the subject of a nominatiorl 
application to list the resource in the National Register of Historic Places, and th* 
nomination application is currently being reviewed by the State Historic ~reservatioR 
Office and/or the National Park Service, a building permit shall not be issued for the, 
demolition of that publicly-owned historic resource for the period that the nominatiog 
application is under review, provided: 

?. The Director's receipt of official notification of the pending nomination of the * - - 
publicly-owned historic resource for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places occurred prior to the Director's receipt of an application for a building 
permit for demolition of the affected publicly-owned resource; 

h 2, - For a pending National Register of Historic Places Historic District nomination, 
if applicable, the temporary stay of the demolition building permit &-yapplies 
only to any publicly-owned resources classified as "Historic/Contributing" or 
"Historic/Noncontributing" in the nomination application. Any publicly-owned 
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resources classified as "Nonhistoric/Noncontributing" in the nomination 
application are not subject to this Section's stay requirement; 

e; 3, - For a pending nomination for a historic resource proposed to be individually 
listed in the National Register of Historic Places, if applicable, this Section's 
temporary stay does not apply to the issuance of a demolition building permit 
for any publicly-owned resources on the subject site that are "nonhistoric" 
resources less than 50 years old; and 

rJ; 4_ - The affected historic resource is owned by the City of Corvallis, Benton 
County, the Corvallis School District, a publicly-owned special district, the 
State of Oregon, and/or the federal government. 

b. Removal of a Temporaw Sfav - The temporary stay of the demolition permit shafl - - 
ends upon the Director's receipt of official notification from the Keeper of the National 
Register, the National Park Service, and/or the State Historic Preservation Office 
regarding the final outcome of the proposed National Register of Historic Places 
listing. If the historic resource has been approved for listing in the National Register 
of Historic Places, the Demolition provisions of this Chapter apply in addition to a@ 
required building permits. 

Section 2.9.120 - MOVING A DESIGNATED HISTORIC RESOURCE 

2.9.120.01 - Definition of Moving a Designated Historic Resource 
- - 
rn 

An activity is considered to be Moving a Designated Historic Resource when the activity;, 
0 
a, 

a. Is not an exempt activity as defined in Section 2.9.70J; - 

b. Is not an Alteration or New Construction to a Designated Historic Resource as 
defined in Section 2.9.1 00; 

c. we-is not a Demolition as defined in Section 2.9.1 10; and - - 

. - Involves relocating the Designated Historic Resource, in whole or in part, from its 
current site to another location. Review of the The-Moving request shall be limited 
to =evaluation of the removal of the Designated Historic Resource from its current 
location. Evaluation of the installation of the Designated Historic Resource at its new 
location is considered an Alteration or New Construction, and shall occur in 
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accordance with the C i i ~ p r o v i s i o n s  of Section 2.9.100, 
if the new site is within the City limits. If the proposed new site of the Designated 
Historic Resource is outside the City limits, no City evaluation of the resource's 
installation at that new site will occur because the City has no jurisdiction over such 
locations. 

2.9.120.02 - Historic Preservation Permit Required for Moving a Designated Historic 
Resource 

A HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permit is required for all activities meeting the definition 
for Moving a Designated Historic Resource, -persection - 2.9.120.01, above. 

2.9.120.03 - Review Criteria - For a HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permit involving 
Moving of a Designated Historic Resource, the following review criteria shall be used&, 
as applicable: 

a. Evaluation of the current 

- 
b. The review criteria tmthed-in Section 2.9.110.034.b, - but with respect t o  

Moving instead of Demolition. P 
6) 

c. Moving the Designated Historic Resource will save it from demolition. m 
A 

d. Moving the resource has benefits that outweigh the detrimental impact o f -  
removing the resource from its designated site. 
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2.9.120.04 - Documentation Required Prior to Moving for a HPAB-Level Historic 
Preservation Permit Issued for Moving a Designated Historic Resource 

A Designated Historic Resource that has been approved for Moving through the issuance 
of a HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permit shall be documented in accordance with 
Section 2.9.1 10.04, but with respect to Moving instead of Demolition, as applicable. 

2.9.120.05 - Status of Properties for Which Moving Approved 

a. Local Register Historic Resources - If approval has been granted for the Moving 
a Local Register Historic Resource, the Historic Preservation Overlay may be 
removed from the site W f r o m  which the historic resource is being moved-km, 
through use of the District Change provisions of Chapter 2.2, following the effective 
date of the approved fbhwg-Historic Preservation Permit for Movin~- 

, . s. Once the City's Historic 
Preservation Overlay has been removed, the affected resource site shall no longer 
be subject to the provisions of this Chapter. 

b. HistoricWesourcieslistedin9heNafionalWeais9erofHisSoricPlaces 
s- The City shall notify the State HistorE 
Preservation Office when a Historic Preservation Permit authorizing the Moving of 
Historic Resource listed in the National Reaister of Historic Places I 

3 -7 --- a %,3c%v- <"- 

-becomes effective. The ffisfdi-it3status of the oncjfl~l 
site shall be addressed in accordance with Section 2.9.1 10.05.b, except with respe$ 

. % y?4 - -.- 7 , * : .- " * a. i- *-; - 7. ' S?.X*"&Z*S7. **5 * 
to Moving instead of Demolition* - -  , .- * **:- .n --\ rn 

.a 
0 
00 

2.9.1430 - - ADMINISTRATIVE 

2.9.1430.01 - - Enforcement 

The Director shall administer and enforce these regulations and, to ensure compliance with 
these regulations, is authorized to take any action authorized by Chapter I .3 - Enforcement. 

2.9.1430.02 - - Ordered Remedies 

a. Violations of these regulations shall be remedied in accordance with Chapter 1.3 - 
Enforcement. Additionally, if an after-the-fact Historic Preservation Permit is required 
to address a violation of these regulations, the decision-maker for that Historic 

L:\CD\Planning\Development Review\Land Development Code Text Amendments\LDTO5 Cases\Chapter 2.9 
Update\Draft Code Changes\Code for Staff Report\PC ChangedRedline Strike-out Post 3-1 7-06 Chapters\PC Chapter 
2.09.wpd 

2.9 - 50 



Preservation Permit shall have full authority to implement these regulations, 
regardless of what improvements have been made in violation of these regulations. 
This includes requiring the historic resource -to be restored to its 
appearance or setting prior to the violation, unless this requirement is amended by 
the decision-maker. This civil remedy shall be in addition to, and not in lieu of, any 
other criminal or civil remedy set out in this Chapter and/or Chapter 1.3. 

L- r. - , -C b. I I Iru du UI 

si9wetwt.s. Where the Alteration or New Construction, Demolition, or Moving of a 
structure within a National Register of Historic Places Historic District or on any 
individually-listed property is in violation of these regulations, that structure is 
protected by these regulations. Any person who intentionally causes or negligently 
allows the Alteration or New Construction, Demolition, or Moving of any protected 
structure shall be required to restore or reconstruct the protected structure in 
accordance with the pertinent architectural characteristics, guidelines and standards 
adopted by this Chapter. These remedies are in addition to any other civil or criminal 
penalty set out in this Chapter and/or Chapter I .3. 

(NOTE: The table at the end of the existing Chapter 2.9 is not reproduced belo$ 
Following review ofthe draft chapters, the City's decision makers and staNcaE 
consider whether or not a replacement table would be appropriate.) - Otl 

--I 
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Planning Commission Recommendation- March 22, 2006 
Includes Changes to Staff's Proposal following 

the HPAB-directed Changes from October 12,2005 

BOARD CHANGES INDICATED IN EITHER RED-LINE/DOUBLE UNDERLINE 
OR FONTS 

Staff-Proposed Changes indicated in a combination of italics and red-line/double . . 
underline or 

The Planning Commission-Proposed Change is to ensure that all appeals are 
addressed by this chapter (including staff-level, etc.). In implementing this 

change, staff discovered that this chapter is out-of-date and inconsistent with 
Chapter 1.2 in that many parts of it don't address appeals of nondiscretionary 

decisions. The changes to this chapter that were approved as part of Phase I of 
the LDC Update modified this chapter to address most of this issue. The 

highlighted changes shown below implement the changes accomplished as part 
of the Phase I LDC Update and catch any missed by that Update. The changesr: 

-y-*sw= $-.&%7- 

a ed in a combination of -I ShadetFitalics --J*----~~~Z, and red-line/double underline or Z 
. The changes shown without yellow highlight are a 

those forwarded by the HPAB. ==i 
II - 
I 

CHAPTER 2.1 9 
APPEALS 

: 
0 

(Excerpt; Last revised 3-27-06) rn 
a 
a 
a 

Section 2.19.10 - BACKGROUND 

This Code is intended to permit flexibility in ~ ~ a ~ h i e v ~ ~ ~  the goals of the Comprehensive 
Plan. ~ o f ? ~ 6 ~ r o v i s i o n s  of this Code therefore allow considerable discretion in decision 
ma@@j by the City Council and its agencies and officers. 

Criteria and standards have been adopted as part of this Code to ensure consistency in mx&2 . .  r - 3 : -  anc//j&jfed.iafiduS&BB ' " 'decisions. To ensure due process4 it is also necessary to provide 
,*--w-,-m-----mF--&*-F-- " >=,mx" .+7m 

-2- l*? s rT  .rL**jPA% for review of /and;&i and-lirnite%l/ahd$uiir~ decisions that are perceived to be 
alkgedy inconsistent with the comprehensive Plan and/or the requirements of this Code. 
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Section 2.19.20 - PURPOSES 

Procedures and requirements in this chapter are established for the following purposes: 

- - ; qJ- - -7 .* 7- i* --7 
a. Provide an appeal process wherein parties affected by- -&land use decisions may 

request review of such decisions; 

b. Establish the basis for valid appeals; 

-T - .>"-'- -?, -. ,- - - - - , - 7-- - - * - - 
..P 

c. Establish who may appeal a land cjse orlimifed-laEd-use - >- ---- --- - - decision; and 

d. Provide for timely review of appeals. 

Section 2.19.30 - PROCEDURES 

Appeals shall be filed and reviewed in accordance with the following procedures: 

2.19.30.01 - General Provisions 

a. Every decision relating to the provision of this Code substantiated by findings of eve 
board, commission, committee, hearings officer, and official of the City is subject 
review by appeal in accordance with the provisions of this chapter. I - 

m 

-- -*- -- 
"i' %kW$jiling of an appeal to a higher level =city hearings authority, i$ - 

accordance with the provisions of this chapter, sGl l  initiate the appeal procesp 
and stay3 the order or decision appealed. The process shall include adequam 
public notice, a public hearing, and preparation of findings by the E E % ~  
authority that =affirms, amends, or reverses the decision appealed. 

h) 

2. A final decision bv the Citv that is a~pealed-to a $€ate acrencv shatl,be st5,ved - - 
onlv through the relevant State procedure& When State pro&dukes- do not 
reauire the stav of a final decision, applicants ma V, obtain3 development aniJioL 
site-lin~rovement -dermits; c';Howevi?1;, -a~blicants ~~~~~~~eBroceedhq >at theZ 
owh'risk, pendina'fhe-outcome-of the Gbe'al: 

c. All hearinas on atmeals shall be held de novo (as a new ~ u b l i c  hearina). EQ$Z@$ - .--- " ' '. 5 - - - - >  -* -- -s-F .?-,--- - I--. .-e -vt,--= 
ao~eal ,  the record ot the d e c i & i ~ i ~ i d ~ -  b&f;ree the loiQ6l;lekel of Citv'hearinq 
authoriiv shalt be part of. the sfaff reporf on:an?ce'afi 

2.19.30.02 - Hearings Authority 

a. Appeals from decisions of the Director shall be reviewed by the Land Development 
Hearings Board! exce~ t  that appeals of Historic Preservation Permit decisions bv the 
Director shail be reviewed bv the Historic Preservation Advisorv Board, and appeals 
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of Administrative District Chanqe decisions by the Director shall be reviewed bv the 
Citv Council. The definition ot an Administrative Districi Chanqe is contained with% 
Section 2.2.50. b. 

b. Ameals from decisions of the Building Official timi reiate to the enforcement of Land 
7 

Develo~ment Code recruire~nenfs shall be reviewed bv the Land ~evelopmeni 
Hearings Board. 

&Jg, 
La= 

Appeals from decisions of the City Engineer shall be reviewed by the Land 
Development Hearings Board. 

wig?, 

?In 
Appeals from decisions of the Planning Commission, et. the Land Development 
Hearings Board. or the Historic Preservation ~dv isorv  ~ o a r d  shall be reviewed bythe 
City Council. 

Appeals from decisions of the City Council shall conform with applicable 
~lii=' 

ORS provisions. 

2.19.30.03 - Standing 
- - -  

Appeals may only be filed by parties affected by a - -  - ,,land use 
decision. For purposes of this chapter "affected parties" shall include a 

a. The applicant or the applicant's authorized agent. 

b. Any person who testified orally or in writing before the 
- "r'"~-.~>.-l r- I Y *c-,- 1 

-whose A - decision is being appealed. > 
6, 

c. Any neighborhood organization that testified orally or in writing before the 
#-P3-7- - -  - - 7 

autho& 7 s I whose decision is being appealed. A 
w 

d. Any City agency, officer, or department that is responsible for provision of City 
facilities and services to the proposed development. 

e. Ten registered voters who are City residents. 

L - - Anv person who was mailed a cow of the Notice of Dis~osition for a Director-Level 
Historic Preservation Permit. 

. Any person who is entitled to appeal a land use or iirnifed land use2decision pursuant 
to State law. 

2.1 9.30.04 - Appeal Periods 

Appeals i u s f  .-h'ave' ' ~ e & d s & & k - b e  filed within 12 days 
3 - - J % - -.y&E -*. 

"*- -<3- - 7-, 7. _ _ - .>L ' 

dqmmikma'ffer ,. e a ...-*+ m - a decision is signed. In the case of a legislative interpretation of the Code 
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- -.r 7- ---" 
or the Comprehensive Plan, an appeal must Aa,$e Men? be filed within 12 days of a 

-"*-.- .< . -% -*+7~- -" "--- T'i *"'"" 

published notice of such interpretation. ~ap'e~ls-:f6.the~.~lafe~kand.~8e:'~ija~d ofH~8eaT~  
sfi;;;Tffffbb&:hma d& in -a&jrd$ ce kith fh Dko vjsiQ& &!$$f$F& zP$jl$vz 

Appeals must be filed by 5 0 0  p.m. on the final day of the appeal period. Where the final 
day of an appeal period falls on a weekend or holiday, the appeal period shall be extended 
to 5:00 p.m. on the next work day. 

2.19.30.05 - Filing Requirements 

Appeals shall be filed in writing with the City Recorder and shall inc lude3f~@f~i8~nd:  

a. Name and address of the appellant; 

b. Reference to the subject development and case number, if any; 

T-, --_C -/--_ 

c. Statement of the specific grounds for the appeal:%fa'readii7" fe1;6s!%sT$f~m8 
zijf&fj8 ~$~ /$ !b /&37~or  fhGz cas@! 

- * -  , z  -- ,rap.7 , - -  .-- -v%T*- - 
d. Statement of the appkm&-a~~'e/lant'S standing to appeal as an affected partyE, 

e. Appropriate filing fee. 

2.19.30.06 - Notice and Hearing 

a. The -- Director shall schedule aoubli~heari^ri"d:f6i?complete and properly filed appeaG 
<-,&-" "r - %;-,ti. -- ?Y - 

~ I : % Y  
.-- . Such hearing is to be held not later than 60 days after th* - 

receipt of the notice of - - -  appeal. - -  - ~r 
lndbmpl6te or improberlv Tiled apdeals shall be referred to the hearin 
dismissal as noted in " b  below. A 

P 

The hearing authority ,-- iI-j. shall give notice of the time, place, and particular nature -". ,' - - 9 - .>Ti% >Î --. ;CP i x- 7. "F; -*"" \iiF:ri@* -+ --*TtpCr?;"T 

of the - appeal. -.+;: - 7- - , A - - -- 
s ,-: - A  ,- = *-* -\:, A . -+- ,-,"3.A A j-- , -* ,k!!el2 --- ..-3,.~~: *,? L ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~  - .:'At least 20 days prior to the hearing, notice shall be I - - 4  - - > *-, y.-,- { --->*,-; , 

m e l l a n t ( s ) ,  - , - --,---- to A -  the ..J%T-xz applicant r.-.-wv,,,,, %-..A- . ' -j2e .14- 4 -.-+--.hd3-~--.;?. 4F-*4Y ye1.34-4Ft+e ?*a-7*- I* -. ,-ep~4v~cwaRz 

, -" -1 ->-" 
T, fblh&Ek!06kdv d G r i & r r s ) q f . i d ~ ~ e r e e  
fftese persons and neighborhood organizations wor ig ina l l y  received 
notice of the application, and fo anyone who testified or submitted written 

,-,%-*--.-- --"-,"*"- '"- 

information for the record of thecase. -= a -" *%fithe decision being 
- - > J l J ~ s - W 3 % ~ ~  *- appealed was fhe-'Dire&or's &administrative decision-, notice 

shall be provided to residents and owners of properties within I 00  ft. of the 
subject property. 

2. Public Hearings shall be conducted in accordance with Chapter 2.0 - Public 
Hearings. 
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- ?  

b. Appeals that are -incom~iete, filed late, or improperly filed may be 
denied by the hearing authority without further review. 

2.19.30.07 - Effective Date of Decision 
>&-> ' % - r --- --* -a7 *a-7*-ar-3-;"=2 --<= <*----ds.rr ;;: .+a - 

"(?%6~e~s~an~a~~@~~~fias~be~e~~~-fi1e&~:~i$ipprova of any development request shall become 
effective upon expiration of the appeal period. Where the hearing authority is the City 
Council. the effective date for filina an a~rseal with the State Land Use Board of Ameals - - -  - - -- _ - . - L  I-- --. - . - -. , - . -  - ._ I  

J .  . 
(LUBA) shall be in accordance with the-brovisiohsot State ~ a w  - .  . 

. . 
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Planning Commission Recommendation- March 22, 2006 
Includes Changes to Staff's Proposal following 

the HPAB-directed Changes from October 12,2005 

BOARD CHANGES INDICATED IN EITHER RED-LINEIDOUBLE UNDERLINE 
OR FONTS 

Staff-Proposed Changes indicated in a combination of italics and red-line/double . . 
underline or ~ i i 1 7 d + i f b m #  

CHAPTER 3.31 
HPO (HISTORIC PRESERVATION OVERLAY) DISTRICT 

(Last revised 3-27-06) 

The Citv of Cowallis recoqnizes that historic resources located within its boundaries contribute to 
the unique character of the communitv and merit preservation. The Citv's Historic Preservation 
Overlay District ~rovisions assist in implementinq the policies in Comprehensive Plan Article 5.4 - 
Historic and Cultural Resources. The Historic Preservation Overlay (HPO) District desiqnation 

Chapter are located in Article II - Administrative Procedures. These Provisions also conform wi tE 
Statewide Planninq Goals and other state land use requirements. 4 

111 ..I 

A Historic Preservation Overlay District Desi~nation does not aoplv to desianated historic resource4 

desiqnated historic resources. 
-4 

Historic resocrrces are - L Z . ~  si? . I listed in the National Reqister of 'riistoric Places consistent 
with state and federal Drocesses and criteria. Official action at the local level is not required as part 
of the National Reqister of Historic Places desianation orocess. However, if a ~ropertv owner 
wishes to &+list a Nationallv-desiqnated historic resource +in the Local Reqister, a District 
Chanae to add a Historic Preservation Overlav is required. A Nationallv-desiqna.ted historic 
resource also is defined as a desiqnated historic resource and is subiect to the Citv's Historic 
Preservation Provisions in Chapter 2.9, unless as otherwise specified under state and federal law. 
However, a desiqnated historic resource owlisted in the National Reqister of Historic Places mav 
or may not have a Historic Preservation Overlav. If it does, it is fwhisted in the Local Resister. If 
is does not, it is not ml is ted in the Local Reqister. 

Because the Citv strives to encourase historic preservation, no fees are charqed forthe processing 
of District Chanaes that involve addinq a Historic Preservation Overlav District to pro~ertv(iesf. 
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Section 3.31 .I 0 - PURPOSES 

This overlay district is intended to: 

a. Implement, through Chapter 2.9, historic and cultural resource policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan Article 5.4 - Historic and Cultural Resources ;d  

it;. 

Encouraae, effect, and accomplish the protection, enhancement, and perpetuation of such - 
historic resource im~rovements and of historic districts which represent or reflect elements 
of the Citv's cultural, social, economic, political, and architectural historv; 

cf. Complement anv National Reqister of Historic Places Historic Districts in the Citv; - - r: 

Foster civic pride in the beauty and noble accom~fishments of the past; I 

- "13 
b 

. Promote the use of historic districts and landmarks for education, pleasure, enerqv - - 
conservation, housinq, and publi welfare of the Citv; and 

Section 3.31.20 - PERMITTED USES 

Uses permitted in+heHW for properties with an Historic Preservation Overlav District desianation 
shall be the same as uses permitted in the underlying Development District. 
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Section 3.31.30 - IMPLEMENTATION 

Chapters 2.2 and 2.9 contains procedural requirements for the following: 

a. Section 2.2.40 - Quasi-Judicial Chanqe Procedures for District Chanqes Subiect to a Public - - 
Hearinq 

b. Section 2.2.50 - Quasi-Judicial Chanqe Procedures for Administrative District Chanqes - - 

c. Section 2.2.60 - Procedures for Reclassifvinq a Desiqnated Historic Resource in a National - - 
Reqister of Historic Places Historic District 

d. Sections 2.9.9G-azd 2 - - .$.I00 - F+YXY~KSS (j fw Alterationkm or New Construction Activities 
lnvolvinq a Desiqnated Historic Resource 

- f D e r r t o l i ~ t i o n  lnvolvinq a Desiqnatea 
X 

ef. Sections 2.9.1 1 O%zf 2 8 7 23 - - - . . 
111 

Historic Resource CW - 
k~ Sections 2.9.120%-~~73 2 1": 7 39 f .- - ." . . - Wlovinq a Desiqnated Historic ResourcB= 

I 
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Planning Commission Recommendation- March 22, 2006 
lncludes Changes to Staff's Proposal following 

the HPAB-directed Changes from October 12, 2005 

BOARD CHANGES INDICATED IN EITHER RED-LINEIDOUBLE UNDERLINE 
OR FONTS 

Staff-Proposed Changes indicated in a combination of italics and red-line/double . . 
underline or 

Planning Commission-Proposed Changes are indicated in a combination of 
@9?*q-<s@Qr". . 

s ~ i ~ ~ ~ i t a l i c s  and red-line/double underline or &ade&Ms a I M c o u t  
Arffi&-* -2- -- -4; 

CHAPTER 4.0 
[MPROVEMENTS REQUIRED WITH DEVELOPMENT 

(Excerpt; last revised 3-27-06) 

Section 4.0.40 - PEDESTRIAN REQUIREMENTS 

3C 
a. Sidewalks shall be required along both sides of all arterial, collector, and local streets, a& 

follows: 7 - 
1. Sidewalks shall be a minimum of 5 ft wide on local through streets and a minimum 

of 4 ft wide on cul-de-sacs. The sidewalks shall be separated from curbs by a tre 9 planting area that provides at least 6 ft of separation between sidewalk and curb. 6) 
rn 

2. Sidewalks along arterial and collector streets shall be separated from curbs with $j-$ 

planted area. The planted area shall be a minimum of 12 ft wide and landscape& 
with trees and plant materials approved by the City. The sidewalks shall be a 
minimum of 6 ft wide. 

3. The timing of the installation of sidewalks shall be as follows: 

(a) Sidewalks and planted areas along arterial and collector streets shall be 
installed with street improvements. 

(b) Sidewalks along local streets shall be installed in conjunction with 
development of the site, generally with building permits, except as noted in (c) 
below. 

(c) Where sidewalks on local streets abut common areas, drainageways, or other 
publicly owned areas, the sidewalks and planted areas shall be installed with 
street improvements. 

b. Safe and convenient pedestrian facilities that strive to minimize travel distance to the 
greatest extent practicable shall be provided in conjunction with new development within and 

L:\CD\Planning\Development Review\Land Development Code Text Amendments\LDTO5 Cases\Chapter 2.9 
Update\Draft Code Changes\Code for Staff Report\PC Changes\Redline Strike-out Post 3-1 7-06 Chapters\PC Chapter 
4.OO.wpd 1 



between new subdivisions, planned developments, commercial developments, industrial 
areas, residential areas, transit stops, and neighborhood activity centers such as schools 
and parks, as follows: 

1. For the purposes of this section, "safe and convenient" means pedestrian facilities 
that: are reasonably free from hazards which would interfere with or discourage 
pedestrian travel for short trips; provide a direct route of travel between destinations; 
and meet the travel needs of pedestrians considering destination and length of trip. 

2. To meet the intent of "b" above, pedestrian rights-of-way connecting cul-de-sacs or 
passing through unusually long or oddly shaped blocks shall be a minimum of 15 ft 
wide. When these connections are less than 220 ft long (measuring both the on-site 
and the off-site portions of the path) and they directly serve 10 or fewer on-site 
dwellings, the paved improvement shall be no less than 5 ft wide. Connections that 
are either longer than 220 ft or serving more than 10 on-site dwellings shall have 
wider paving widths as specified in Section 4.0.50.c. 

3. Internal pedestrian circulation shall be encouraged in new developments by clustering 
buildings, constructing convenient pedestrian ways, andlor constructing skywalks 
where appropriate. Pedestrian walkways shall be provided in accordance with t 
following standards: % 

X 
-C 

& 
a) The on-site pedestrian circulation system shall connect the sidewalk on ea@ 

abutting street to the main entrance of the primary structure on the site td 
I 

minimize out-of-direction pedestrian travel. I 

I 

Q 
b) Walkways shall be provided to connect the on-site pedestrian circulatiob 

system with existing or planned pedestrian facilities which abut the site but a# 
not adjacent to the streets abutting the site. A 

N 
N 

c) Walkways shall be as direct as possible and avoid unnecessary meandering. 

d) walkwayldriveway crossings shall be minimized, and internal parking lot 
circulation design shall maintain ease of access for pedestrians from abutting 
streets, pedestrian facilities, and transit stops. 

e) With the exception of walkwayldriveway crossings, walkways shall be 
separated from vehicle parking or maneuvering areas by grade, different 
paving material, orlandscaping. They shall be constructed in accordance with 
the sidewalk standards adopted by the City Engineer. (This provision does not 
require a separated walkway system to collect drivers and passengers from 
cars that have parked on site unless an unusual parking lot hazard exists). 

c. Where a development site is traversed by or adjacent to a future trail linkage identified within 
either the Corvallis Transportation Plan or the Trails Master Plan, improvement of the trail 
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linkage shall occur concurrent with development. Dedication of the trail to the City shall be 
provided in accordance with Section 4.0.1 1 O.d. 

d. To provide for orderly development of an effective pedestrian network, pedestrian facilities 
installed concurrent with development of a site shall be extended through the site to the 
edge of adjacent property(ies). 

e. To ensure improved access between a development site and an existing developed facility 
such as a commercial center, school, park, or trail system, the Planning Commission or 
Director may require off-site pedestrian facility improvements concurrent with development. 

f. - - Prior to development, applicants shall ~erform a site -A+v- 4w~ri.-;-~s.e ins~ection 5* $A - and identifv anv contractor 
sidewalk/street stamps in existinq sidewalks that a~&a~~e$s~6@~~Za;"f~&I@@RB~f&~t will be 
imeacted bv the development. If such a contractor sidewalk/street stamp exists, it shall 
either be left in its current state as part of the existins sidewalk; or incorporated into the new 
sidewalk for the develorsment site, as close as ~ossible to the orisinal location and 
orientation. 
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the HPAB-directed Changes from October 12,2005 

Planning Commission-Proposed Changes are indicated in a combination of 
shaded italics and red-line/double underline or shaded i#aks a- 

CHAPTER 4.2 
LANDSCAPING, BUFFERING, SCREENING 

(Excerpt; last revised 3-27-06) 

Section 4.2.10 - PURPOSES 

Corvallis recognizes the aesthetic and economic value of landscaping and encourages its 
use to establish a pleasant community character, unify developments, and buffer or screen 
unsightly features; to soften and buffer large scale structures and parking lots; and to aid 
in energy conservation by providing shade from the sun and shelter from the wind. The 
community desires and intends all properties to be landscaped and maintained. 

This chapter prescribes standards for landscaping, buffering, and screening. While this 
chapter provides standards for frequently encountered development situations, detailed 
planting plans and irrigation system designs, when required, shall be reviewed by the City 
with this purposes clause as the guiding principle. 

Section 4.2.20 - GENERAL PROVISIONS 

a. Where landscaping is required by this Code, detailed planting plans and irrigation 
plans shall be submitted for review with development permit application. 
Development permits shall not be issued until the Director has determined the plans 
comply with the purposes clause and specific standards in this chapter. Required 
landscaping for Planned Developments shall be reviewed and approved by the 
Planning Commission, and in no case shall landscaping be less than that required 
by this chapter. All required landscaping and related improvements shall be 
completed or financially guaranteed prior to the issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy, and shall provide a minimum 90 percent ground coverage within 3 
years. 
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b. Appropriate care and maintenance of landscaping on-site and landscaping in the 
adjacent right-of-way is the right and responsibility of the property owner, unless 
City ordinances specify otherwise for general public and safety reasons. A City 
permit is required to plant, remove, or significantly prune any trees in a public 
right-of-way. Landscaping, buffering, and screening required by the Code shall be 
maintained. If street trees or other plant materials do not survive or are removed, 
materials shall be replaced in kind. 

c. Significant plant and tree specimens should be preserved to the greatest extent 
practicable and integrated into the design of a development. Trees of 8-in. or 
greater diameter measured at a height of 4 ft above grade and shrubs (excluding 
blackberries, poison oak, and similar noxious vegetation) over 3 ft in height are 
considered significant. Plants to be saved and methods of protection shall be 
indicated on the detailed planting plan submitted for approval. Existing trees may 
be considered preserved only if no cutting, filling, or compaction of the soil takes 
place between the trunk of the tree and the area 5 ft outside the tree's dripline. In 
addition, the tree shall be protected from damage during construction by a 
construction fence located 5 ft outside the dripline. 

d .  Planters and boundary areas used for required plantings shall have a minimum 
diameter of 5 ft (2.5 ft radius, inside dimensions). Where the curb or the edge of 
these areas are used as a tire stop for parking, the planter or boundary plantings 
shall be a minimum width of 7.5 ft. 

e. lrrigation systems shall be required in RS-12, RS-12(U), RS-20, PA-0, SA, SA(U) 
CS, LC, RTC, and LI districts unless waived by the Director. Irrigation systems are 
recommended for planting areas in all other districts to assure survival of plant 
materials. Where required, a detailed irrigation system plan shall be submitted with 
building permit application. The plan shall indicate source of water, pipe location 
and size, and specifications of backflow device. The irrigation system shall utilize 
100 percent sprinkler head to head coverage or sufficient coverage to assure 90 
percent coverage of plant materials in 3 years. 

f. In no case shall shrubs, conifer trees, or other screening be permitted within vision 
clearance areas of street, alley, or driveway intersections, or where the City 
Engineer otherwise deems such plantings would endanger pedestrians and 
vehicles. 
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Definitions, procedures, and review criteria for the removal of a ~ 6 i s t o r i c a ~ v  
Ssiqnificant Tiree are located in Chaoter 1.6 - '~efinitioris .and Sections 2.9.80. b, 

- - 
2.9.90.02.a.11, 2.9.110.0?.e,anb'~.9.110.031d-2.3.7u"3 . v"? . 2, ~ , d 2  - .  6 ?v"S .24.5.3 of 
Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation Provisions. 
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CHAPTER 4.7 
CORVALLlS SIGN REGULATIONS 

(Excerpt; last revised 3-27-06) 

Section 4.7.70 - EXEMPTIONS FROM SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS OF REGULATIONS 
A 

The following types of graphic communication are exempted from one or more requirements of t h i 6  
chapter, but shall comply with other applicable provisions. They are not subject to allocation l imitq 
specified in Sections 4.7.80 and 4.7.90 below. Limitations on number and size of these classes 
of signs, if any, are noted below. I 

"19 s 
a. Signs erected in a public right-of-way by the City, Benton County, the State of Oregon, t h a  

U.S. Government, a public utility, or an agent including: m 
Street identification signs; A 

10 
Traffic control, safety, warning, hazard, construction, and related signs. 

b. One official national, state, and local government flag or banner per property when installed 
in a manner that meets City ordinances and when flown and maintained with the respect due 
to these symbols of honor and authority, as specified by the U. S. Flag Code are exempt 
from the provisions of these regulations. As per Section 4 of the Flag Code, the American 
flag should never be used for advertising purposes in any manner. 

The flag structure shall not exceed 20 ft or I 1 0  percent of the maximum height of the 
primary structure on the property, whichever is greater. All structures over 10 ft in height 
supporting flags require a Building Permit and an inspection(s) of the footing and structure, 
as per the Corvallis Building Code, prior to installation of the structure. 

c. Campaign signs shall be exempt from the permit requirements and allocational limitations 
of these regulations; 
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d. Signs required by City ordinance, County ordinance, or State or Federal law are exempt 
from the provisions of these regulations. Examples include address numbers, street names, 
public notices, restaurant health inspection ratings, handicapped access signs, and Civil 
Defense Shelter signs. 

e. For mesiqnated B#istoric ggesources listed m the tlocal &or rtuational- 
11 . - 

Begister - of ~istoricPlaces. ," one p&manentmemdal sign or tablet 
sah?<L<<m- ~ . ~ ; ~ 2 , t + ~ ~ ~ ; + ~ j ~ ~ ~ ; : < ; ~ S Z ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ i ? J ~ ~ ~ A ? ~ 5 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ b ~ ? . ~ X ~ r ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ > ? ~ ~ ~ ~ , ~ 5 ~ ~ X ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ? ~ a ~ X ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ * ~ ~ ~ ~ L ~ . : ~ ~ : ~ ~ ~ ~ 7 ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ & ~  a,. . 

per ....p-?+ . ;C~w. .:-p-.....:,..-F-..-~ ".. ...'.Z~>:+-,,:..;~III~~?? ,~,. p r o p e d y Y 4  :33~3aeatp .,., ., is exempt from the provisions of these regulations. To be exempt, 
the $ f ~ ~ f i @ ~ ~ $ ~ a n d  desiqn of such memorial sians or tablets shall be consistent 

with guidelines established by the Corvallis Historic Preservation Advisory Board* 

f. Permanent signs directing and guiding traffic and parking on private property, not to exceed 
6 sq. ft and limited to I sign per driveway entrance or street frontage are exempt from the 
provisions of these regulations. Other signs that designate reserved parking spaces or are 
related to traffic or parking regulations, if limited to 2 sq. ft, are also exempted. 

g. A non-illuminated blade sign (I per entrance to a building) placed above a walkway and 
under weather-protecting awnings, marquees, and parapets is exempt from the sign ar 
limits of Sections 4.7.80 and 4.7.90 below and limitation of 2 attached signs per occupa 'la 
or business. An approved permit is required prior to installation. (See Section 4.7.80.a 
below for additional blade sign standards.) aJ 

=i 
h. Signs that communicate only to persons inside buildings or building complexes, or privaF 

property shall be exempt from the provisions of these regulations. 

i. Signs, decorations, and displays inside of windows or attached to the inside of a window a 
exempt from these requirements, except signs prohibited by4.7.50 (a,b,c,e, and i) shall no 
be visible from outside of the building. 

I W 

0 

j. Temporary signs conforming with this chapter shall be exempt from the permit requirements. 

4.7.90.06 - Sign Standards for Designated Historic Resources 
j3Mftw 

. . 
A proposed sign 0 for a Jfgjesi nated H~~~~~~~~ ;@esource . . * -' - 
& shall comply with both the provisions of these regulations and 
Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation Provisions. 
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CHAPTER 4.9 
ADDITIONAL PROVlSlONS 

(Excerpt; last revised 3-27-06) 

Section 4.9.60 - WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATION FACILITIES 

4.9.60.01 - Siting Criteria and Review Procedures $ 
G) rn 

Wireless Telecommunication Facilities (as defined in Chapter 3.0) may be approved as a$ 
outright permitted use, or may require Plan Compatibility Review in accordance with C h a p t e  
2.13 or Conditional Development approval in accordance with Chapter 2.3, depending on 
the type of facility (colocated/attached or freestanding) and its proposed location. Uses that 
are permitted outright require building permits only. All facilities located in the Willamette 
River Greenway District Overlay are subject to the provisions of Chapter 3.30 - Willamette 

# .  

River Greenway District Overlay. All facilities located on I 
0vday .mesiqnated Bhistoric bsou rce s  pmpm%&are subject to the provisions of 
Chapter2.9 - Historic Preservation Provisions. All J&&ireless - rfelecommunication - Bacilities - 

and their related appurtenances located in areas with a Planned Development Overlay 
(except residential districts) are exempted from the requirements to have an approved 
Conceptual Development Plan and/or Detailed Development Plan in accordance with 
Chapter 2.5, Sections 2.5.40 and 2.5.50. Facilities proposed to be located in residential 
districts with a Planned Development Overlay shall be treated as a minor modification to the 
approved Conceptual and/or Detailed Development Plan and processed accordingly. 
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Historic Presewation Permit - Decision Matrix 
2000 Permits 

Request 
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Historic Preservation Permit - Decision Matrix 
2000 Permits 

Request 

HPPOO-00012 

parking lot and landscape the yard area. 

The applicant is requesting to remodel the existing home and garage and t 
construct a new shop building. 

HPP Decision Matrix, 2000 Permits 



Historic Preservation Permit - Decision Matrix 
2001 Permits 

Historic Preservation Designation Site Alteration Request to model a histo 

upwards and to remodel the porch floor, railings, and stairway. 

HPP Decision Matrix, 2001 Permits 



Historic Preservation Decision Matrix 
2002 Permits 

Request 

istoric Preservation Designation Site Alteration Request to place a new sign on the building or alt 

Install heater and air conditioner on outside pad and modify parking plan. 
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Historic Preservation Decision Matrix 
2002 Permits 

Request 

Historic Preservation Designation Site Alteration Request to alter the site by constructing new picket 
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Historic Preservation Decision Matrix 
2002 Permits 

Request 

Repair and cap two chimneys 

Replace existing efierior wood door with new wood door. The window on the new door is proposed 
to be smaller than the existing door. 

Historic Preservation Designation New Construction Request to construct a new garage. The 
applicant submitted an application to demolish an existing garage and to construct a new garage on 
June 14, 2002. The Historic Preservation Advisory Board (HPAB) reviewed the June 14 application 
at a meeting on August 12, 2002. At the August 12 meeting, the Board recommended that the 
Demolition request be approved but that the applicant submit more detailed plans for the New 
Construction request. These HPAB recommendations were affirmed in the Notice of Disposition 
issued by the Community Development Director on August 14, 2002. On January 27, 2003, the 
applicant submitted the more detailed construction plans for the new garage. 

Replace existing sign. Upgrade and maintain gutters and downspouts - includes some replacement. 
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Historic Preservation Decision Matrix 
2002 Permits 

Request 

120 square feet). As part of that approval, the City specified that the site development and building 

Historic Preservation Designation Site Alteration request to renovate the church's education hall and 

vel multi-purpose fellowship hall, a new kitchen, and public restrooms. A new west entry to the 

e removal of the sequoia tree in the middle of the gravel parking lot. 
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Historic Preservation Decision Matrix 
2002 Permits 

Request 

have a clear plastic cover and wooden end walls. The greenhouse is proposed to be locatecl to the 
southwest of an existing gymlphysical education building. There will be limited visibility of the 
proposed structure from 31 st Street and Harrison Boulevard. 
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2003 Permits 
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Historic Preservation Permit - Decision Matrix 
2003 Permits 

Request 

isting arbor vitae hedge. Construct an "L"-shaped, gray color, split-faced 
ncrete wall with a black ornamental gate. The wall shall be a maximum of 
" in height, stepped down to 64". The wall length shall be 36 feet along the 

yle of an existing retaining wall. The proposed retaining wall and fencing 
all comply with City of Corvallis setback and height restrictions. At the Jul 
, 2003, Historic Preservation Advisory Board (HPAB) meeting, the 

pplicant withdrew the request for approval of the proposed new concrete 

est amends the plan approved by the director on February 12, 2003 

be installed along the front yard property line. An arbor is proposed for th 
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2003 Permits 
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Historic Presewation Permit - Decision Matrix 
2003 Permits 

Request 

oors; (2) Install a new wrought iron balcony outside the new second floor 

Approval for the installation of three second-story windows on the alley side 
HPP03-00241 

of the building. The windows shall replace existing air conditioners and metal 

Historic preservation new construction request to install a play structure in the 
new Avery-Helm Park. On June 12, 2002, the Parks Department obtained 

stipulation that plans for the play park structure be reviewed by the Historic 
Historic District 

Preservation Advisory Board at a later date. The proposed play structure is 
"goat rock climbing structure made of precast concrete. The structure will 

HPP03-00261 
Historic preservation site alteration request to install a new window on the 
back side of the garage. The new window will match the materials and style 

LeoneJohnson 
of existing windows on the back of the house. 
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Historic Preservation Permit - Decision Matrix 
2003 Permits 

Request 

new aluminum doors of a similar style. (2) Repair of the rear, recessed store 
entry with brick veneer wainscoting and ceramic or stone threshold material. 
Installation of new signs to replace existing Book Bin signs located over the 

the same dimensions and materials as the existing Book Bin signs. The 
applicant is directed to contact Development Services at 766-6929 regarding 
sign permit requirements for these changes. 

Historic preservation request to construct a new one-story, single-car garage - 
following partial demolition of the existing garage. 1 he new garage will be 

existing garage. The new construction shall comply with City of Corvallis 

HPP03-00301 
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2004 Permits 

HPP Decision Matrix, 2004 Permits 19 
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2004 Permits 
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2004 Permits 

ehind a fence with stamped and colored concrete that 

windows are currently covered with permanent aluminum 

HPP Decision Matrix, 2004 Permits 
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2004 Permits 

requirements; the Building Code requires that the balcony 

indow to a second story, 1980 bedroom addition. The ne 
indow shall be located on a northeast wall of the home, 

HPP Decision Matrix, 2004 Permits 49 
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2004 Permits 

Historic preservation site alteration request to do the 
following: Replace basement well windows with metal-clad 
and/or fiberglass double-paned windows. Removal of two 
carports and some asphalt paving. Relocation and/or 
replacement of existing metal shed's). Any replacement 

ooden fencing around the perimeter of the site. The 
roposed fencing shall comply with City of Corvallis height 
strictions. Install solar panels on the south-facing roof. 

Historic preservation site alteration request to replace 
existing wooden shake roofing material with new fiberglass- 

HPP Decision Matrix, 2004 Permits 
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2004 Permits 

Request 

approximately 18 x 50 feet of subject site's existing parking 

HPP Decision Matrix, 2004 Permits 69 
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2004 Permits 
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2004 Permits 

rth of the proposed garage door, and to construct an 
xposed aggregate driveway, if, or when, an improved 
riveway is required by City development standards. 

Site Alteration request to replace roofing material and heati 

Site Alteration request to replace the foundation wall on a 3 
linear foot portion of the house's southern elevation, and 
install two basement windows to meet building code 

windows will be constructed with wood frames. They will be 
4x3 feet in dimension, the sills will be 44 inches above the 
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Historic Preservation Permit - Decision Matrix 2005 Permits (to September) 

Request 

HPP05-000021 

Historic Preservation Site Alteration request to re-roof the dome on the OS 
Memorial Union. The request includes removing and replacing the interior, 
waterproof membrane of the dome, and removing the existing the exterior, 

H PP05-000031 

layout. Also as part of the proposal, existing skylights will be re-glazed and 
waterproofed, and interior roof gutters will be replaced. The application 
narrative indicates that the external visual appearance of the building will b 
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Historic Preservation Permit - Decision Matrix 2005 Permits (to September) 

Request 
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CITY OF CORVALLIS 

PLANNING COMMlSSlON MlNUTES 
JANUARY 25,2006 

AbsentIExcused 
George Grosch, Council Liaison 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 

Staff 
Kelly Schlesener, Planning Division Manager 
Fred Towne, Senior Planner 
Kathy Seeburger, Associate Planner 
Terry Nix, Recorder 

Amendment to Chapter 2.9 - 
Historic Preservation 

CONTENT OF DlSCUSSlON 

The Corvallis Planning Commission was called to order by Chair David Graetz at 7:05 p.m. in the 
Downtown Fire Station Meeting Room, 400 NW Harrison. 
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I. VISITORS' PROPOSITIONS: None. 

II. PUBLIC HEARING: LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE TEXT AMENDMENT TO CHAPTER 2.9 
- HISTORIC PRESERVATION PROVISIONS AND OTHER RELATED CODE CHAPTERS 
lLDT05-00001): 

A. Openinq and Procedures: 

The Chair welcomed citizens and reviewed the public hearing procedures. There will 
be a staff report and public testimony. The Commission may ask questions of staff, 
engage in deliberations and make a final recommendation. Any person interested in 
the agenda may offer relevant oral or written testimony. Please try not to repeat 
testimony offered by an earlier speaker. It is sufficient to say you concur with an earlier 
speaker without repeating their testimony. For those testifying this evening, please 
keep your comments brief and directed to the criteria upon which the decision is based. 

Land use decisions are evaluated against applicable criteria from the Land 
Development Code and Comprehensive Plan. A list of the applicable criteria for this 
case is available as a handout at the back of the room. 

Persons testifying either orally or in writing may request a continuance to address mi - 
additional documents or evidence submitted in favor of the application. If this request is X 

I: made, please identify the new document or evidence during your testimony. Persons - 
testifying may also request that the record remain open seven additional days to submit UJ 

additional written evidence. Requests for allowing the record to remain open should be =i 
included within a person's testimony. 7 

I 

The Chair opened the public hearing. 

B. Declarations by the Commission: 
h) 

1. Conflicts of Interest: None. 

C. Staff Report: 

Planning Division Manager Kelly Schlesener drew attention to a memorandum 
regarding three staff-identified outstanding issues. She said this is new information 
and, therefore, staff suggests that the public hearing be continued to February 8, 2006, 
limited in scope to those three topics, and that the written record be held open to that 
date for any topic. 

Senior Planner Fred Towne summarized information presented at the January 17 work 
session. He reviewed background information and outlined the scope of this process. 
He said the primary goal of the process is to improve upon the clarity and objectivity of 
the criteria and standards that guide land use decisions affecting historic resources. 
Other important objectives are to clarify the appropriate decision-maker or decision- 
making body for different categories of Historic Preservation decisions, and to provide 
appropriate review criteria for each type of decision. The Historic Preservation Advisory 
Board (HPAB) is proposed to assume a quasi-judicial decision-making role for certain 
applications; this is the same level of review as that of the Planning Commission. 
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Towne reviewed the process to date, including City Council initiation of the Land 
Development Code Text Amendment on June 20, 2005; presentation of a staff- 
prepared draft to the HPAB; and eight HPAB work sessions during which the HPAB 
heard many public comments and made many changes to the proposed program. He 
said the HPAB developed a solid, quality document which addresses the City Council's 
original objectiVes in most ways; i.e., it clearly defines different types of development; 
establishes Director-Level reviews as non-discretionary administrative decisions; and 
makes the HPAB a quasi-judicial decision-making body using a public hearing process 
consistent with state requirements. Staff has proposed a limited number of changes to 
streamline and simplify the program. 

Towne said the proposed changes to the Historic Preservation Provisions involve a 
legislative decision. The Planning Commission will make a recommendation to the City 
Council based on criteria in the Land Development Code (LDC), the Comprehensive 
Plan, and Oregon Statewide Planning Goals, which are available at the back of the 
room. Other issues to be considered include the Oregon Revised Statutes, the Oregon 
Administrative Rules, the Oregon State Historic Preservation Program, and the National 
Historic Preservation Act. 

Towne drew attention to items distributed: a corrected map of the historic resources in 
the College Hill West National Register of Historic Places Historic District (Attachment B rll 
to the staff report), Additional Corrections Identified by Staff, a staff memo regarding 
Outstanding Issues, and written testimony submitted to date. - 

00 

D. Public Testimonv: ==-i 

3 
Chair Graetz said the Commission recognizes that people testifying may not I 

necessarily be in favor of or against this proposal; therefore, any person may come 
forward at this time. 9 

6) 
rll 

Dan Brown, 3009 NW Van Buren Avenue, President of the College Hill West 63 
Neighborhood Association, submitted written testimony on behalf of that organization 
(Attachment A). He said he attended many of the meetings on this issue and thanked 
HPAB members and staff for their efforts. He said the draft document, as revised by 
staff, is a very good tool for protecting historic resources in Corvallis because it is clear, 
objective, and reasonably flexible. He said the written testimony outlines ways in which 
the College Hill West Neighborhood Association thinks the draft could be improved, and 
offered to answer any questions. Mr. Brown requested that the written record be held 
open for seven days. 

BA Beierle, PO Box T, submitted written testimony (Attachment B). She read portions 
of her testimony, in which she requested that window replacement decisions rest with 
the expertise of the HPAB, stated that it is imperative that the Secretary of Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation remain as guiding principals for HPAB-level decision- 
making, and offered suggested changesladditions to the HPAB-Level Review Criteria. 

Commissioner Hamby noted that Ms. Beierle provided input to HPAB throughout the 
process and asked whether her suggestions regarding review criteria were made to that 
body. Ms. Beierle stated that she did provide the HPAB with input regarding review 
criteria, but not ail of her suggestions are included in the draft document. 
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Deb Kadas, 3105 NW Jackson Avenue, said she attended and provided input at many 
of the HPAB work shops. She submitted and reviewed written testimony (Attachment 
C). She said she is speaking on behalf of her neighborhood about the impacts of 
Chapter 2.9 provisions on the College Hill West Historic District, rather than speaking 
about historic properties at large. Ms. Kadas expressed support for the staff version of 
Chapter 2.9, because it meets the goals of the City, meets the goals of the College Hill 
West Historic District, streamlines the Historic Preservation Permit process, and honors 
promises made to the College Hill West Neighborhood. She drew attention to 
attachments to her written testimony, including documents presented by the City to the 
neighborhood to promote approval of the Historic District. She asked that the 
Commission consider the history of the College Hill West Historic District, which was 
created by majority vote rather than by individually-listed properties, and pointed out 
that the City made promises at the time of the Historic District's creation. 

Commissioner York noted that ail of the information provided to the neighborhood was 
accurate, based on the LDC at that time. Changes to the LDC are now being 
considered, some of which might affect past assurances. He suggested that Ms. Kadas 
highlight any specific areas of the proposal which she feels should be discussed. In 
response to an inquiry from Commissioner Hamby, Ms. Kadas said staff's version of 
Chapter 2.9 honors promises previously made to the neighborhood. 

Commissioner Howell noted that the College Hill West Historic District has several 
unpaved alleys, and he asked whether Ms. Kadas feels it is appropriate to require 
evaluation on certain development that is visible from alleys. Ms. Kadas said she thinks 
staff did a good job of addressing the issue by size. She stated that old homes were 
not built with backyard living in mind, and it is important to encourage people to 
maintain and take care of their homes while allowing them the flexibility for a modern 
lifestyle. 

Commissioner Howell asked whether there is any interest in increasing flexibility for 
NonhistoricINoncontributing properties. Ms. Kadas said there are not many of those 
properties in her neighborhood, but any changes should be in keeping with the 
character of the neighborhood. 

Tammv Stehr, 3560 NW Tyler, said she attended and participated in many of the HPAB 
workshops and intends to submit written testimony in these proceedings. Tonight she 
will address a few issues related to flexibility. Ms. Stehr believes that: 

alleyways should be excluded from right-of-way visibility definitions in order to allow 
private property owners some flexibility in maintaining the livability of their 
properties; 
owners of NonhistoricINoncontributing properties should have some level of 
flexibility, but there must be oversight, so as not to detract from the integrity of the 
Historic District; and 
there should be flexibility to allow for stricter oversight of public properties, 
especially those on OSU campus. All citizens are stewards of those resources, 
and decisions should not be left solely to the discretion of the University which, she 
said, is operating under conflicting pressures. 

In response to an inquiry from the Commission, Ms. Stehr said she will provide, within 
her written testimony, specific examples of how additional protections for public 
properties might be addressed. 
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Carolvn Ver Linden, 644 SW 5th Street, stated that she lives in the Avery Helm Historic 
District and supports the HPAB version of the document. She said staff and the HPAB 
worked together on the process and she was surprised when staff then revised a 
number of things. She would like to see some standard applied for view from alleys, 
because she does not support having one facade on one side of a building and an 
entirely different one in the back. Ms. Ver Linden said staff proposed a Director-Level 
review for rear decks and accessory developments less than 200 square feet; she 
would prefer the size to be set at either 100 square feet or a percentage of the physical 
structure on the property. She said window replacement is a hot issue, and a flaw of 
this plan is the lack of follow up to ensure compliance. She has several proposed 
individual changes, which she agreed to provide in writing. 

Commissioner Howell noted previous discussion by the HPAB related to foundations 
and documenting original materials in cases where they cannot be used for 
replacement. Ms. Ver Linden said she believes that some original foundation materials 
could be preserved under Land Development Code regulations. 

Commissioner Hamby asked whether there is some basis for the figures proposed for 
accessory structures. Ms. Ver Linden said she would suggest using a percentage of 
the existing structure, such as 10%. She said the 100 square foot calculation may be 
part of the current Land Development Code, although she isn't certain. She noted that 
larger structures would not necessarily be disallowed; this would just be the cutoff point, 
after which HPAB-Level review would be required. 

Gaw Anqelo, 143 NW 28th Street, Vice President of College Hill West Neighborhood 
Association, stated that he supports the document presented by Dan Brown and that it 
represents his personal view as well as that of the Neighborhood Association. He fully 
supports the staff version of the Land Development Code revision, and he has provided 
written testimony. Mr. Angelo was disappointed that none of the input presented by the 
College Hill West Neighborhood Association seemed to be incorporated into the HPAB 
version of the document; however, the testimony is reflected in the staff version. He 
spoke in support of striking the Secretary of Interior's Standards of Rehabilitation from 
the LDC, because those standards could lead to various interpretations, depending 
upon the makeup of the HPAB at the time. He referred to testimony about backyard 
structures and said it is important to be flexible in order to support livability and 
encourage movement of families with children into these neighborhoods. 

Commissioner York asked for any opinion on whether new additions on historic 
structures should try to mimic the historic look or be identifiable as new. Mr. Angelo 
said he personally thinks an addition should have some consistency with the existing 
structure. 

Commissioner Howell asked for input on the issue of accessory development; for 
example, is there more expectation of compatibility when considering a 200 square foot 
garage than when considering a similarly sized tool shed? Mr. Angelo said small 
garages may be appropriate for staff review. 

Chair Graetz opened the floor for a second round of public testimony with a two-minute 
time limit. 

Jim Washburn said he lives in the College Hill West Historic District. He hasn't followed 
all of the proceedings, but it appears to him that the HPAB wants more authority. It 
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seems reasonable and appropriate, then, that they also have more responsibility. Mr. 
Washburn suggested that the HPAB put forth some documentation explaining why 
Corvallis should have a unique set of regulations rather than take advantage of what 
other areas have already done. He asked if anyone has talked with area Realtors to 
see if the proposed Land Development Code would inhibit home sales within the 
Historic District. Commissioner York noted that the City of Pasadena standards are 
much more restrictive than what is proposed here. Chair Graetz advised that staff did a 
good deal of research on what other communities are doing. In response to inquiry, 
staff advised that information from other communities was presented to the HPAB 
earlier in the process, as outlined in the meeting minutes. 

Dan Brown referred to sections 2.2.50.05 and 2.2.50.06, which list the review criteria to 
be used by the Director in staff evaluations. He suggested that this language and the 
review criteria presented by BA Beierle be included in Chapter 2.9 for clarity. 

Deb Kadas agreed with previous comments about the importance of follow up, 
especially related to windows. She said she is aware of several homes on which 
windows were replaced without permits. Ms. Kadas suggested that the Land 
Development Code be written in a way which increases compliance. She referred to 
the issue of new additions to historic buildings and whether the additions should try to 
mimic the old look. She suggested that this issue may be more significant on public 
buildings, but additions to residences in the Historic District should be compatible with m 
the existing structure. In response to an inquiry from Commissioner York, Ms. Kadas X 
agreed to propose ways in which the LDC might be revised to address that 1: - 
differentiation. a =ii 
Tammy Stehr stated that she previously received an award for a sympathetic addition to 7 
her historic home. She said the question of whether an addition should look old or new 
depends on the resource and the addition. She drew attention to the meeting minutes -CI B of August 8, 2005, and to the discussion around conflicting overlays, and suggested C) 
that language be added to the Land Development Code to address which overlay takes m 
precedence. cn 

In response to an inquiry from Commissioner Howell, Ms. Stehr said her goal was that a 
casual observer could not differentiate between her existing structure and the addition. 
She acknowledged that, had her property been listed in the National Register of Historic 
Places, she would not have been allowed to do the addition in the manner it was done, 
although it has since received much praise. Ms. Stehr said the proposed HPAB-Level 
review is probably appropriate, but she would hope the HPAB would be open to 
solutions such as the one she used. 

Leanne Giordono, 128 NW 28" Street, expressed concern about the black box of 
discretion that the HPAB will have under this document. She lives in a historic house 
and will have to go before the HPAB for most changes. She expressed concern that 
the HPAB can impose extremely strict guidelines over her property. Ms. Giordono said 
she had no idea she would be subject to these constraints when she bought her 
property, and she has economic-related concerns. She stated that, in thinking about 
how the HPAB will apply the Code to residential properties, it is important to consider 
flexibility and consistency. 

Carolvn Ver Linden stated that, in order to have flexibility, the Land Development Code 
cannot spell out each detail. There is no way to avoid different interpretations as the 
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makeup of the HPAB changes; that is just the nature of things. Ms. Ver Linden 
expressed concern about Historic Districts being changed incrementally through little 
decisions until they are entirely different. She spoke in support of education so that 
property owners understand what is historically correct. 

Staff advised that written testimony submitted this evening will be distributed to the 
Planning Commission and be made available to the public (Attachments D, letter from 
Vincent Martorello, and Attachment E, letter from Carol Chin). 

Continue the Public Hearing: 

In response to an inquiry from the Chair, Senior Planner Towne said staff recommends 
that the Planning Commission continue the public hearing to February 8, 2006, for oral 
testimony limited to the three outstanding issues addressed in the staff memorandum 
dated January 25, 2006, and that the written record be held open until that date for any 
issue. 

Following brief discussion, the Commission consensus determined that the public 
hearing will be continued, that oral testimony at the continued public hearing will be 
allowed on any issue appropriate to this process, and that a decision on when to close 
the written record will be made during the next meeting. Commissioner Howell spoke in Dl 
support of keeping the written record open until the Commission is ready to begin >g 
deliberations. 

z - 
m 

MOTION: Commissioner York moved to continue the public hearing to February 8, 7 
2006,7:00 p.m. Commissioner Howell seconded the motion and it passed 3 
unanimously. I 

-a 
P 
t) 

Ill. OLD BUSINESS: None. m 

IV. NEW BUSINESS: 

A. Planning Division Manager Schlesener reviewed the upcoming meeting schedule. She 
noted that there is a heavy meeting schedule this spring due to a backlog of complex 
applications. There are three to four meetings per month tentatively scheduled in 
March, April, and May. 

Ms. Schlesener advised that she has requested to be reassigned to a staff Planner 
position due to health considerations. She stated that the City has a very capable staff 
and that there will be an in-house recruitment process to fill the position of Planning 
Division Manager. 

V. ADJOURNMENT: 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:10 p.m. 
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CIW OF CORVALLIS 

PLANNING COMMlSSlON MINUTES 
February 8,2006 

Present 
David Graetz, Chair 
Bill York, Vice Chair 
Karyn Bird 
David Hamby 
Frank Hann 
Tony Howell 
Denise Saunders 
Brandon Trelstad 
Patricia Weber 
George Grosch, Council Liaison 

Staff 
Jim Brewer, Deputy City Attorney 
Kelly Schlesener, Planning Division Manager 
Fred Towne, Senior Planner 
Terry Nix, Recorder 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 

CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 

January 25,2006): Land 
Development Code Text 
Amendments to Chapter 2.9, 
Historic Preservation 
Provisions, and Other Related 
Code Chapters (LDT05-0000'1) 

The Corvallis Planning Commission was called to order by Chair David Graetz at 7:00 p.m. in the 
Downtown Fire Station Meeting Room, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard. 

Ill. 

IV. 

V. 
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Old Business 

New Business 
A. Planning Manager's Update 

Adjournment - 9:00 p.m. 

X 

X 



I. VISITOR'S PROPOSITIONS: 

There were no propositions brought forward. 

II. PUBLIC HEARING (continued from Januarv 25,2006)- Land Development Code Text 
Amendments to Chapter 2.9, Historic Preservation Provisions, and Other Related Code 
Chapters (LDT05-00001): 

A. Openinq and Procedures: 

The Chair welcomed citizens and reviewed the public hearing procedures. This is a 
Continued Public Hearing. The Commission will hear additional public testimony this 
evening. The Commission may ask questions of staff, engage in deliberations, and make 
a final decision. Any person interested in the agenda may offer relevant oral or written 
testimony. Please try not to repeat testimony offered by earlier speakers. It is sufficient to 
say you concur with earlier speakers without repeating their testimony. For those 
testifying this evening, please keep your comments brief and directed to the criteria upon 
which the decision is based. 

Land use decisions are evaluated against applicable criteria from the Land Development 
Code and Comprehensive Plan. A list of the applicable criteria for this case is available as 
a handout at the back of the room. I - 

UJ 
Persons testifying may request that the record remain open seven additional days to 
submit additional written evidence. Requests for allowing the record to remain open 

7 
should be included within a person's testimony. 7 

I 

B. Declarations bv the Commission: Conflicts of Interest. Ex Parte Contacts. Site visits, or 
Obiections on Jurisdictional Grounds C) 

rn 
1. Conflicts of Interest: None. 
2. Ex Parte Contacts: None. 
3. Site Visits: None. 
4. Objections on Jurisdictional Grounds: None. 

C. Staff Overview: 

Planning Division Manager Kelly Schlesener drew attention to handouts at CommissionersJ 
places: 

Pre-February 3d Testimony Sorted by Page Number (Attachment A); - Additional Comments Received on LDT05-00001 (Attachment B); and - 
two pieces of testimony received via email (Attachment C). 

She noted that additional testimony has been submitted and distributed this evening 
(Attachment D). 

D. Public Testimonv: 

BA Beierle, P. 0. Box T, submitted and reviewed written testimony (Attachment E) 
regarding the issue of "economically feasible rehabilitation" as addressed in the January 
25, 2006, memorandum from Senior Planner Fred Towne to the Planning Commission. 
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She summarized that this issue is best addressed under the economic hardship clause 
and that any discussion about costs of rehabilitation should be handled in 2.9.90.09.b., 
rather than with a new, untested definition. Ms. Beierle spoke against using the proposed 
percentage criteria and stated that doing so would, for example, assume any improvement 
to the Poultry Building costing more than 75 cents would create an undue financial burden, 
since the building was purchased for $1.00. 

Commissioner Weber said she is not comfortable using the Poultry Building as an 
example. She noted that the building was put out to bid as an alternative to demolition. 
The only bid received was for $1.00, and the contract required the purchaser to move the 
building at a cost of about $10,000. 

Commissioner Howell drew attention to the option of using a percentage of replacement 
value, as noted in the staff report. Ms. Beierle said using replacement value is preferable 
to using current value, but she feels the economic hardship clause is the best place to deal 
with this issue. 

Commissioner Howell asked whether hardship appeals are more often based on the entire 
cost of a project, and whether relieving some expectations might promote completion of 
some specific parts of a project. Ms. Beierle stated that rehabilitation projects are 
complex; it is preferable to consider the entire project in a comprehensive manner and not 
to piecemeal it out. R Ic. 

A 
Tammv Stehr, 3560 NW Tvler, distributed and reviewed written testimony (Attachment F), 6 
in which she has outlined six specific points of concern. In response to inquiry, she said 
she had originally requested inclusion of the phrase "private street right-of-way" because 
most of the streets on the Oregon State University (OSU) campus are private and would ? 
not fall under the purview of this provision of the Land Development Code if the phrase is 4 
not included. > 

G) 
Dan Brown, 3009, NW Van Buren Avenue, submitted and reviewed written testimony on 
behalf of the College Hill West Neighborhood Association (Attachment G), and voiced 5 
continued support for the testimony he submitted previously. He expressed appreciation 
for the work of the Planning Commission, and said he attempted to address many of the 
questions asked at the last hearing in his written materials. Mr. Brown stated that the 
College Hill West Historic District has different considerations than do individually- 
designated properties and other historic districts, and he encouraged the formation of a 
special section in the Land Development Code for the College Hill West Historic District, or 
for historic districts in general. 

Commissioner York said one objective of this review process is to recognize and address 
historic districts, and he questioned why there would be a need for separate Land 
Development Code provisions for the College Hill West Historic District. Mr. Brown said 
there are many issues that do not apply to the College Hill West Historic District, but which 
do apply elsewhere. He said he would support having a section in the provisions which 
distinguishes between individually-listed properties and historic districts; however, the 
Avery-Helm Historic District may want to define things differently than the College Hill 
West Historic District does. 

Commissioner Weber asked whether Mr. Brown would envision the City adding a new 
Land Development Code section for any new historic district added. Mr. Brown said the 
OSU Historic District will likely be addressed separately within the Land Development 
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Code. He said his preference would be to have one section that addresses all historic 
districts, separate from individually-listed properties, if each district could agree with the 
provisions contained therein. 

Commissioner Hann stated that the more the regulations are directed toward individual 
areas, the more difficult they are to administer. He said a process will be undertaken to 
determine the makeup of the Historic Preservation Advisory Board (HPAB) and asked 
whether having neighborhood representatives on that body would alleviate any concerns. 
Mr. Brown stated that the HPAB review criteria are not clear and objective, and he thinks 
the best solution would be to have one section that deals specifically with historic districts. 

Commissioner Howell noted that the goal of this review is to provide clear and objective 
criteria for Exempt or Director-level decisions; those which require a weighing of values 
are intended to go before the HPAB. He asked if there are missing or unclear guiding 
principles that would help to provide for consistency in HPAB-level reviews. Mr. Brown 
said those suggestions have been provided in the written testimony submitted. 

In response to an inquiry from Commissioner Saunders, Mr. Brown affirmed he is 
proposing that the 24 objective review criteria listed in his testimony be added to the Land 
Development Code under Review Criteria for Alterations. 

Rebecca Landis, 2725 SW Morris Avenue, submitted and read written testimony 
(Attachment H), in which she provided information about the Secretary of Interior's F 

=L: 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties and encouraged the Planning -. 

Commission to include at least the Standards for Rehabilitation as review criteria. 
CR 
==i 

Bruce Sorte, 526 NW 35th Street, said he lives in the College Hill West Historic District and 3 
expressed support for the information submitted by Dan Brown. He said he worked to I 

convince his neighbors to form a historic district based on information that standards 3 
would be advisory. He suggested that the Secretary of Interior Standards not be included t) 
in the Land Development Code and that the regulations be more general and provide for m 
flexibility. Mr. Sorte disagrees with the proposal to make the HPAB a quasi-judicial a 

N 
decision-making body. As a homeowner, he said, if regulations become too restrictive, his 
alternatives would be to argue his case before the HPAB, which he would probably not 
choose to do, or to sell or rent his property. In his work as a community economist, he has 
found it is important to consider the issue of equity and who will be most impacted. 
Consideration should also be given to the impacts on affordable housing, noting that 
regulations could impact those on fixed incomes trying to stay in their homes. Mr. Sorte 
said he supports advisory and advocacy groups, but does not think that they should be 
deciding quasi-judicial issues. 

Commissioner Howell noted previous testimony from members of College Hill West 
Historic District in support of the staff version of the proposed Land Development Code. 
Mr. Sorte said his concern is that some of the testimony being received might alter that 
direction, and his purpose in coming here this evening is to encourage the Commission to 
stay the course and support the staff version. 

Deb Kadas. 31 05 NW Jackson Avenue, expressed support for the written testimony 
submitted by Dan Brown in which, she said, he has taken the Land Development Code 
and reorganized it in order to be more clear and objective all the way through the process. 
She expressed concern with respect to the issue of differentiation. The Standards for 
Rehabilitation specify that additions be differentiated from original construction, but as a 
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homeowner in a historic district, she would want her addition to reflect the character of the 
district and the original construction of her home. Ms. Kadas stated that it may be 
appropriate to have different standards for public properties than for private properties, 
and she believes there needs to be flexibility and leniency for private owners in historic 
districts in order to encourage families to move into these areas. 

Carol Chin, 219 NW 23"l Street, said the reason she is on the HPAB is because of her 
interest in the environment and energy conservation. She believes it is important to 
consider the energy needed to produce materials; replacement materials are often 
significantly more consumptive of energy than the original materials were, and many 
materials found in historic homes are also found in old growth forests. Ms. Chin asked 
that Commissioners consider the big picture when thinking about energy conservation. 
She clarified that she is not representing the HPAB this evening. 

Ms. Chin requested that the written record be held open for seven days. In response to an 
inquiry from the Chair, City Attorney Brewer said the record may be held open at the 
Commission's discretion. In response to further inquiry from the Chair, Ms. Chin said she 
has made her main points. If the record is held open, she said, she may provide some 
statistics regarding energy consumption. 

Commissioner Howell asked if any designation other than nonhistoricl noncontributing 
would address suggestions that there be different standards for individually-listed r: 

=E: 
properties than for those in a historic district. Ms. Chin noted there are several factors to 

@ be weighed in determining importance, i.e. rarity, integrity of the resource, etc., and it is a 
complex balancing act. 7 

z 
Patty Mclntosh. OSU Cam~us Planning, drew attention to written testimony submitted by ' 
Vincent Marlorelio, interim Director of Facilities Services and Associate Director of 
University Planning, on January 25. She pointed out that OSU is working to secure 

9 
6) 

funding for its historic preservation district. Ms. Mclntosh reviewed portions of Mr. m 
Martorello's written testimony and said she is present tonight to reiterate that OSU does 6 
have a real focus on historic preservation on campus because of its scope and importance 
to the community. She commented that each historic district has unique features and 
characteristics, and allowing residents to have more of a voice in provisions that affect 
their properties would encourage the formation of historic districts citywide. 

Commissioner York said the Draft Land Development Code, as he reads it, is about 
process and criteria, and he asked why this language would not work for multiple historic 
districts. Ms. Mclntosh stated that every situation is unique, and people feel compelled to 
have a voice in their individual districts. 

The Chair initiated discussion about the possibility of allowing those who have testified this 
evening to further address the Commission. It was agreed to open the floor for additional 
testimony, limited in scope to the request to keep the written record open for seven 
additional days. 

BA Beierle requested that the record be held open so that she might provide additional 
information regarding the difference between the Land Development Code and Design 
Guidelines, as well as differences between individually-listed historic properties and those 
within a historic district. 
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Tammv Stehr said she would like an opportunity to provide additional testimony regarding 
the OSU District and the concept of having separate Land Development Code 
designations for separate historic districts. 

Rebecca Landis said she thinks someone should provide additional testimony about how 
historic preservation work can be done in concert with energy conservation. 

Carolvn Ver Linden said she may provide additional information about Secretary of Interior 
Standards which are not addressed in the Draft Land Development Code, as well as 
research about energy issues. 

Pattv Mclntosh requested that the record remain open so that OSU may submit additional 
information about its plans for a historic district. 

MOTION: Commissioner York moved hold the written record open for seven additional 
days. Commissioner Bird seconded the motion. 

Commissioner Howell suggested that the record be held open until seven days before final 
deliberations are anticipated. In discussion, it was noted that the Planning Commission 
has the option of holding the record open for an additional time frame at the next meeting, 
if desired. City Attorney Brewer agreed that this would be allowable, although there may 
be noticing considerations. Planning Manager Schlesener reviewed the proposed 
timeline, noting that the Planning Commission needs to try to forward a recommendation 
by March 15 if the City Council is going to meet its goal to complete the process by June. 

Commissioner Howell suggested that the record be held open until March I, with the 
understanding that staff will only summarize material which is submitted within the next 
seven days. Councilor Grosch said he appreciates the desire to allow for public input, but 
he feels it is important to set a date to close the record. He said there is a high desire on 
the part of the City Council to complete this item by June, noted that citizens will have an 
additional opportunity to submit testimony during the the City Council public hearing. 
Commissioners York, Hamby, and Weber spoke in support of the motion as stated. 

The motion passed unanimously. 

M. Close the public hearinq: 

MOTION: Commissioner Hamby moved to close the public hearing. Commissioner Bird 
seconded the motion and it passed unanimously. 

N. Discussion and Action bv the Commission: 

The Commission agreed to begin discussion on Chapters 1 .I, 1.2, 1.3, 2.0, 2.19,4.0,4.2, 
4.7, and 4.9 on February 15, following the scheduled public hearing. Staff will provide a 
whiteboard on which Commissioners may list items for discussion. 

Ill. OLD BUSINESS: None. 
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IV. NEW BUSINESS: 

A. Planning Manager's Update 

Manager Schlesener called attention to the new meeting schedule on the back of the 
agenda. 

V. ADJOURNMENT: The meeting was adjourned at 9:00 p.m. 
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I l l .  DELIBERATIONS - LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE TEXT AMENDMENTS TO CHAPTER 2.9, 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION PROVISIONS. AND OTHER RELATED CODE CHAPTERS 
(LDT05-00001): 

A. Deliberations: 

as follows: 

Chapter I .I : Commissioner Bi e for the Historic 
Preservation Advisory Board ( ner Fred Towne 

Chapter 1.2: In response er Bird, Towne reviewed the 

Commissioner Hann, Towne said staff is 
3.30, allowing a certificate of occupancy upon 
letion of all requirements. The Commission did - 

EA 

aunders stated that proposed changes to 2.3.30.04.k. and 

n 
4 

ng the decision-making process. 

ommissioner Trelstad asked whether it would make sense to eliminate the requirement 
for noticing within 100 feet, and to include changes to Historic Preservation Overlays 
(HPOs) in the 300-foot notice level. Planning Division Manager Kelly Schlesener pointed 
out that notice requirements were recently trimmed by the City Council during a 
prioritization process. Expanding noticing areas would result in increased printing and 
mailing costs. 

Chapter 2.19: Planner Towne drew attention to a public comment regarding potential call- 
ups of Director-level decisions by the HPAB. He stated that the City does not have 
provisions for the HPAB or the Planning Commission to call up, or appeal, a Director's 
decision. Any individual citizen, including a member of the HPAB, based on requirements 
in the Land Development Code, may appeal a decision to the City Council. 

Commissioner Howell requested staff input regarding 2.19.30.03 - Standing. Manager 
Schlesenerstated that a decision can be appealed by any citizen, that this section appears 
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to pertain only to public hearing applications, and that clarifying language may be needed 
here. Staff will check with the City Attorney's office and bring back additional information. 

under Definitions. Staff advised that the term is de xt in Chapter 2.2, on 
uage "as defined in 

Chapter 4.0: Commissioner York as 

. There were no other changes requested for 
X 
=I: 
I 

UJ d that, following discussions with the City Attorney, it 7 

the City Attorney on this issue. 
I 

"Designated Historic Resources are subject to the provision of Chapter 2.9 . . . " 

There were no other changes proposed for Chapter 4.9. 

The Commission will continue Deliberations on February 22, 2006, at 7:00 p.m. It was 
agreed to begin with Chapter 2.9 and then return to Chapter 1.6. There will be a 
whiteboard available, on which Commissioners may note specific items for discussion. 

I l l .  MINUTES: 

Land Development Hearinqs Board Minutes, January 18, 2006: 
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MOTION: Commissioner York moved to approve the minutes as presented. Commissioner 
Graetz seconded the motion and it passed unanimously. 

IV. OLD BUSINESS: None. 4 
&2?! :-- 
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CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 

The Corvallis Planning Commission was called to order by Chair David ~;aetz at 7:00 p.m. in the 
Downtown Fire Station Meeting Room, 400 NW Harrison ~ o u l ~ $ ~ ~ d  Xi'' 

d% 
/--j>: s* 23 -p%:*c* -a* 

2" 7- =;%> -V.&-Y3- r,.~c+=,,,-- - ). 2s $% âi 

I. VISITORS' PROPOSITIONS: , -2'5 2 ,,p, <>&,w.+-,, + l ; ~ ~  Fir&? 
1,7 a b$hS&S-, CCZ =i 

. ,# 
ir-+, &Y :-&&3 - "&2*5L.$? 

There were no propositions brought forward:i$ c& L C ~ Z ~  dyg 2d-*~3, 23ge$83 kz% 

t *-* x*&?x*T <$>a$+ ?#-- 
7- :aG@' 

t"-l-.w 
*-s "*%% <**&& 
~;.*L~:-.&. -++I- pk+!!+ 

II. DELIBERATIONS - Land Development Code~TiS%tpAm,endment to Chapter 2.9 - Historic 
v % -m "&9 H+J . 

Preservation Provisions and Other ~e la@B Co8$Gh"ai3ters, (LDT05-00001): 

ring on this item was held on 
e record was held open for seven 

will take place this evening. 

A. Staff U~date: 

drew attention to two staff memorandums 
Received Between February 8, 2006, and 

I 6 (Attachment A); and 2) Primary Issues , 
ied by staff) (Attachment B). She suggested 
gh the issues identified in the second memo, 7 
for discussion by Commissioners. Senior 

sion has reviewed all of the written testimony I 

to be a full analysis of all issues. The 
0 minutes to review the new written materials. C) 

rn 
h) 
P 

ission reviewed the primary issues addressed by public comments, as outlined 
memorandum, as follows: 

ent of Districts versus Individually-Designated Resources: Planner Towne 
(HPAB) and staff considered this issue, and 

believed that it was not necessary to have different provisions for Historic Districts from 
those for individually-designated resources. The HPAB members believed that the 
different classifications for both types of designations were addressed within the Land 
Development Code. He suggested that, if the Commission does want to have differing 
provisions, those provisions be specified within each level of review rather than in a 
separate section, which would require an entire rewrite of the Historic Preservation 
Provisions Chapter. 

Commissioner York said he doesn't think separate provisions are necessary. The 
provisions may place a small burden on historic/noncontributing properties; however, one 
long-term objective is to upgrade those properties so that some will become 
historic/contributing, and the provisions may help that to occur. 
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He said he would support consideration of separate owntown or OSU at 

OSU could propose a set of regulations 
public hearing process. 

Commissioner Weber referred to her 
recommends stricter standards in ord 

create an undue 

provisions. 

for Downtown and OSU 

~fferent categories of historic preservation 
to say the Commission could iron those details 

x 

ones. The Commission agreed to address this issue as it I 

memo to the Planning Commission, the City would only expect to see approximately 14 or 
15 Director-Level historic permit requests involving windows over the next five years. 

Commissioner York suggested that there might be a place for middle ground, i.e., a 
Director-level review when using new materials. Manager Schlesener noted that this was 
a topic of concern with residents of the historic districts, and staff believed that if the 
outward appearance was the same, this was one area where there could be flexibility to 
encourage compliance. 

Commissioner Howell said he thinks Exemptions are most appropriate when changes are 
reversible. He stated that the original windows cannot be replaced once they are gone. 
Elements that go with windows are frequently primary parts of the design, and he has 
observed historic homes where windows have been replaced which have a clearly different 

Planning Commission, February 22 , 2006 Page.3 of 9 



appearance. Mr. Howell expressed concern that, if there is no review, window replacement 
may change the character of many of these homes. 

Commissioner Bir sessions, and she can 

primary facade, and she isn't sure she 
Exemptions. 

Discussion followed regarding the ap 
suggested that this topic be mo 
Commissioner Y 
HPAB-recommended version. Com 

erties, he would endorse staff's 
Weber said she is in favor of 
22, 2006, memo. She stated 

recommended version 

hat included several elements, but asked that 
d the compromise and bring it back for the X 
on of deliberations. The compromise first Z 

Replacement in Chapter 1.6 such that it 
m the staff report as a base, but modified -4 

d glass for single-paned glass and that repair 7 
nsidered prior to replacement. The second part of the I 

allowance for energy efficient (double-paned) Q 
istoriclNoncontributing resources, provided these windows/doors D 

C) .; on additions outside the applicable Period of m 
provided the windows/doors match the design and so forth of the old 

mise added, under Director-Level review, the a 
d) windows/doors without restriction on the 
doors, provided the windowsldoors matched 
ors. All other window replacements would go 
hat staff would draft text to capture the 

r the Commission to consider at its next 

Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation: Planner Towne reviewed the 
history of discussions on this issue. At its last workshop on the Historic Preservation 
Provisions Update, the HPAB modified its earlier recommendation and added the Secretary 
of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation (Standards) in full to the Land Development Code. 
Staff's recommendation is to follow the direction of SHPO Manager Roger Roper, by 
removing the Standards from the Code; directly evaluating the proposed HPAB-Level 
review criteria to ensure that they adequately protect historic resources; and inserting any 
additional language that may be needed to do so. 

Chair Graetzreferred to the opening statement under 2.9.90.06. Manager Schlesener said 
the original HPAB decision was not to include the Standards into the Chapter and to 
include this statement as a compromise. As Planner Towne mentioned, the HPAB, at its 
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last workshop, added the Standards verbatim. The paragraph is merely a context 
statement, which could be omitted or moved into a background statement. 

Commissioner York said he thinks t etween the old and new 
parts of a resource) is clearly mis He said the Commission 
received testimony asking that di 
as materials which discuss how di 
differentiation seems to meet the i 
address it. 

Commissioner Weber said she would 

proposed list of HPAB- 

2- ,% 
.,a . 9 ~ommissjone"ramby spoke against including the Standards in the Land Development 
- 6  2 - +2*2,i 
+ 3* a+t  

Code, which may infer that the HPAB will use the Standards. Commissioner Saunders 
-%%:kG- 
L-sca .% noted&at the Standards may change over time, and it may be more appropriate to direct 

sb * G?!:;dhz* the rgader to the location of the current version. Commissioner Bird agreed, and stated . =%-?<*%&a 6-L3 e r%s  -2 
~$w~-~~*&~~?listing the Standards in the Code may take away from the more objective criteria that $ggpg&&. .,=- 

~ ~ a @ & ~ ~ @ f h e  -mas HPAB should use in the decision-making process. 

Commissioner Weber said she would like to see Standard 7, regarding chemical or 
physical treatments, addressed in the Land Development Code. 

Commissioner Howell initiated discussion about testimony from BA Beierle, in which Ms. 
Beierle suggested that the review criteria allow for consideration of context, quality, 
quantity and integrity. He said these categories would provide some guidance to the 
HPAB, and would allow a unique resource to receive a different level of review. Manager 
Schlesener said staff did review this issue, and concluded that three of the four items might 
be appropriate to include. On the issue of quantity, she said, the Commission might want 
to discuss whether the intent is to allow criteria to be used to prohibit changes for certain 
resources. Planner Towne added that it would be difficult to evaluate the quantity of any 
particular resource, since there is no inventory of the entire community. He added that the 
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criteria that have been included to date are quite specific, and he is not sure what is gained 
by adding the four items. 

Discussion followed regarding the possibility of adding context, quality, quantity and 

Further discussi g to direct staff to develop draft 
language to add revie rgss differentiation, archeological 
resources, and chemical treat 

The Commissio ecretary of Interior Standards and 
directed staff to: m on page A-52; develop an additional 
purpose statemen e provisions of the chapter adequately 
implement the Sta toric Resources; add a footnote to the 

appropriate web sites for both the 
the Secretary of lnterior Standards X 

I age changes over time and to be I. 

staff report on pages A-53 through A-55. 7 
I 

nitiated additional discussion around the issue of differentiation. 

Visibility from Alleys: Planner Towne reviewed the HPAB recommendation which would 
limit a number of Exemptions and Director-Level permits if the subject of the permit could 
be visible from an alley. He also reviewed the staff proposal that visibility criteria only apply 
to visibility from streets. Towne noted that there was public testimony on both sides of the 
issue. In response to inquiries from Commissioner Bird, Manager Schlesener said it may 
be appropriate to distinguish between alleys in downtown commercial areas as opposed 
to other alleys; the concerns raised on this issue were related to residences. Following 
brief discussion about accessory development and size restrictions, there was consensus 
to follow the staff recommendations shown in the staff report which allow visibility from 
alleys. 

Size of Alteration or New Construction for Accessory Development, Exempt or 
Director-Level Review: Planner Towne reviewed staff's recommendation for a 200- 
square-foot threshold for some improvements, as outlined in the staff memo. He noted 

Planning Commission, February 22 ,2006 Page 6 of 9 



that the HPAB recommendation establishes this threshold at 100 square feet, and that 

Commissioner Graet 
improvement cannot 
more comfortable now that he has 
development provisions. Commission 
Director-Level review, even though th 
development. Discussion followed 
Exemptions, retainin 
the review of larger 
small amenities, such as t 
some review for larger, 

n 
h) 

said the staff report to City Council should clarify that deletion of the 
reservation permits being free is not a recommendation for a policy 

He would like that incentive to stay in place until the City is able to provide other 

notice for Director-Level permits would result in no person having standing to appeal the 
decision. He said one solution would be to provide a Notice of Disposition to all properties 
within 100 feet of the site for which an approval is granted, and allowing all those receiving 
those Notices to have standing for appeals. He added that Director-Level decisions have 
low thresholds, and are intended to be clear and objective. 

Commissioner York said this solution seems reasonable in general; however, when the 
Commission proceeds to deliberations on the list of Director-Level decision items, he will 
want to discuss some of the ones that are currently listed, such as subitems m and n on 
Page A-63. The Commission agreed to follow staffs suggestion by modifying Section 
2.9.90.08.a on page A-55 and also modifying Chapter 2.19 - Appeals accordingly. 

In discussion related to the appeals process, and in response to inquiries from the 
Commission, staff explained that HPAB members will receive a Notice of Disposition for 
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Director-Level permits as stipulated in 2.9.90.09.a.; that there are no provisions in the Land 
Development Code to allow a discretionary body to call up a Dire,ctorls decision; and that 

cement of canvas awnings 
on historic resource e allowed as a Director-Level 
approval. In discussion, Ma t this proposal is intended to 

but are not "In-Kind Repair and 
Replacement." Commis eplacement of a non-canvas awning 
with a canvas awnin reviewed by the HPAB. In response 

ven nonhistoric awnings on 
AB, since it very possible that the original 

Howell questioned whether m 
Pedestrian Core since the X 
the Phase I Code Update 

It was agreed to reword 
-4 

to options proposed by staff in a memo dated January 25,2006, and reviewed a 

results for different citizens. He inquired whether the Commission would prefer to: 1) 
develop a more precise definition for "economic feasibility;" 2) rely on Section 2.9.90.09.b - 
Undue Hardship Appeals; or 3) recognize that these will be reviewed by the HPAB, a 
discretionary body, which will determine economic feasibility in each case. Manager 
Schlesener added that HPAB decisions may be appealed to the City Council. 

Commissioners York and Hamby spoke in support of allowing the HPAB to decide 
economic feasibility on a case-by-case basis. Commissioner Saunders said she would like 
to consider developing additional criteria to guide the HPAB in these decisions. Staff 
suggested that the Commissioners review the testimony on this issue and propose any 
desired additional criteria for consideration. 
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There was general agreement to continue discussion on this issue on March 8,2006. An 
additional meeting will be held on March 15, 2006, after which the Commission will 
hopefully conclude its deliberations and forward a recommendation to the City Council. 

I l l .  MINUTES: 

MOTION: Commissioner York moved 
Hamby seconded the motion and it pa 

Commissioner York asked that e first line, be revised as follows: 

ragraph, the second line, be revised as 
follows: "He asked wh appropriate site to reserve for park use." 

usly with Commissioner Weber abstaining. 
80 
7 
z 
I 

6) 
m 

lesener called attention to the meeting schedule on the back of the 
a 
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Community Development 
Planning Division 

501 SW Madison Avenue 
Cowallis, OR 97333 

Present 
David Graetz, Chair 
Bill York, Vice Chair 
Karyn Bird 
David Hamby 
Frank Hann 
Tony Howell 
Denise Saunders 
Brandon Trelstad 
Patricia Weber 

Continued to March 15, 2006 
(Note: Another item at the 
311 5/06 meeting was lengthy; 

ion Provisions therefore, this item was 
continued to 3/22/06) 

CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 

The Corvallis Planning Commission was called to order by Chair David Graetz at 7:00 p.m. in th 
Downtown Fire Station Meeting Room, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard. 

I. VISITOR'S PROPOSITIONS: 
There were no propositions brought forward. 
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11. DELIBERATIONS, Continued - Land Development Code Text Amendment to Chapter 2.9 - 
Historic Preservation and Other Related Code Cha~ters (LDT05-00001): 
Chair Graetz welcomed citizens and stated that the Public Hearing on this item was held on 
January 25 and continued on February 8, when the hearing was closed- By request, the record 

A. Staff Update: 

submitted to staff. 

- 1/9/06 revision date 

* Historic Preservation A hanges to Date, Through the End 
of Workshop #8, with th a Last ReviewedIRevised Date of 

s of the Land Development Code that 
the Commission discussed five major - 

x mic feasibility. Items remaining to be I 
tanding items from the February 22 

a 
d on Section 2.9, ' 

"I] on other sections she would like to discuss at the 
e, 
rn 
ba 
P 

documents in the 
ources available. 

2. Section 2.9.20.e (A-40) 
Staff does not have a problem with adding the words "and economic." Commissisoners 
agreed to add the words. 

3. Section 2.9.20.f (A-40) 
Staff supports adding the words "Designated Historic Resources, for." There was a 
general consensus among the Commissioners to add those words. 

4. Section 2.9.60.c.8 & Section 2.9.100.04.b.2.k (A43 & A-69) 
General consensus is to replace the words "styleJ'and "designJ'with the phrase "style or 
design," where appropriate. 
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5. Section 2.9.70 (A-43) 
A public comment suggested that there be an exemption for roof replacements that 
cannot be seen from the ground plane. For example, on campus there might be a 

It would not be visible 
from the ground plane because of the oner York voiced his 

uilt-up roof be the 
only option. Commissioner Howell 

that there may be roof type 
on campus. Commissioner 
the Corvallis Neigh 
skylights should be 

I 

white pages. Changes have also been made to address redundancies W 
rate out two review levels for Accessory Development. CJl 

(A-44 & 2.9-6) Historical Interpretive Signs or Tablets 

unconstitutional, so staff has proposed that language be altered to allow owners of 
property to use whatever amount of their sign allocation they wish for historical 
purposes, if they so choose. Commissioner Howell suggested a modification to clarify 
that item d. title refer to signs. The language should require signs to meet the 
parameters or requirements of the particular district, i.e. in a residential district, size 
would be limited to 5 square feet. Additionally, language should be included that the 
sign would not damage or obscure significant architectural features of a structure. 
This regulation would limit the location of a sign, but not the content. 

There was additional discussion about what size sign should be exempted and what 
size and conditions should trigger either a Director-Level or HPAB-Level review. 
Commissioner Weber suggested the trigger for the sign limitations be related to the 
type of district. Commissioner Howell suggested that in a commercial district, which 
has a sign allowance of 200 square feet, some lower limit might need to be set which 
would trigger an HPAB review. Several Commissioner supported a limitation of 50 
square feet in other than residential districts. Commissioner Hann suggested that a 
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sign this size was too large for a Director-Level review, and instead should go to an 
HPAB review, in order to avoid creation of a hodge-podge of signage in the downtown 
area. Commissioner York added that a 50-square-foot sign on a residence in a 

resource. 

Commissioner Trelst 
mmissioner Trelstad stated his 

concern for albmmg t of (Trelstad) 
signs on trees with his d that as long as the addition 
of a new sign did not c ation to be exceeded, having 
more than one sign is 

Commissioner Ho xemption for signs under 2 
staff should amend the language in this 
up to 2 square feet in size. Signs greater 

r the exemption threshold. 
in size is proposed for 

oner York said that this item seemed destructively restrictive, since it dealt 
istoric/noncontributing resources and limits the exemption to non-primary 

desire to be more flexible with the nonhistoric/noncontributing resources, but would 
like to have review for windows of historic resources bumped to HPAB review. Chair 
Graetz suggested that proposed language for item e. might be incorporated, or that 
both items might be folded in together. 

Commissioners further discussed the difference between reviews for 
nonhistoric/noncontributing resources versus later additions to historic resources. Mr. 
Towne directed Commissioners' attention to the newly proposed language in Section 
2.9.100.03, new item r.( page 2.9-27), relating to Director-Level review. 
Commissioner Howell stated the following: 

He would like to have the Director-Level review for the repair and replacement in 
a newer addition to a historic structure, but there are aspects he would like to shift 
to HPAB for review. 
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e Director-Level review should be for what was just discussed, as well as for 
windows on historic structures that are not visible from the street. Other reviews 
should be shifted to the HPAB. 

e Using energy efficient materials means window, which could 

e For Section 2.9.100.03.r, Mr. rase to the title to state 

e He clarified that review of 
would be shifted to the H 

@ In summary, Commissione 
repair or replacement of all 
- Director-Level rev 

a historic contribu the original historic structure 

. - HPAB-Level ructure windows that are visible 

able with this exemption; he believes it 
follow. .He thinks that the review for windows 

ould be reworded to add clarity. She also suggested that the =,.. 
the reference to energy efficient materials, since titles are not < 
Land Development Code requirements. I 

Cr) 
-4 

Towne explained that the concept was to intentionally limit this section to wood 
fencing, in that there were other types of fences, such as stone or wrought iron, which 
should be protected. 

Commissioner Hann asked additional questions relating to existing wood fences that 
might have some historical significance. He could not support something that would 
allow for such a fence to be removed without replacement with something that might 
also be historically accurate. Mr. Towne said that if a fence has not been declared 
historically significant, there would not be any criteria to protect it. Commissioner 
Hann said that in other historical districts, consideration has been given to 
replacement with an appropriate fence. 

Commissioner Saunders said she would like for a property owner to be able to take 
down a chain link fence without having to get permission to do so. Commissioner 
Weber added her support for this concept. 
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Commissioner York suggested, and other Commissioners agreed, that ltem m. should 
be changed as follows: 

Change the title of item m. to "Fencing Installation or Removal." 
Divide item m. into two sections, with the installation partreferring to wood fences 
only, and the removal part allowing for removal of ~hai8~link fences. 

f. ltem q (Page 2.9-9) Gutters and 
Commissioner Bird had a concern 

is already exempt, and would 

ctor-Level review. 
hould apply to repair or replacement of 

side the period of significance and where the llfl 

omething that matches a neighbor's historic house but 

s for nonhistoric1noncontributing resources. 

g. ltem i (Page 2.9-8) Demolition or Moving of Freestanding Temporary or Small 
Accessory Structures. 
Commissioner Howell said he had difficulty following the track of the "and and "or" 
statements. He clarified that this section applied to any size of freestanding temporary 
structure and to small accessory structures limited to less than 200 square feet. His 
main concern was with the language in item 5, and Commissioner York suggested 
that item 5 could be eliminated from the exemption, since it places too much faith in 
the nominations process for information. Commissioner Howell suggested that the 
language in item 5 be changed to reflect that the structure is less than 50 years old 
and that the nomination is silent on its status. Mr. Towne pointed out that those 
assumptions are already built in to the language in the first part of the section. The 
final consensus was to keep item 5, but to change items 3,4, & 5 to subsections a, b, 
& c under item 2. 
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The Commission took a short break. Chair Graetz reconvened by checking in with the rest of the 
Commissioners on how to proceed. He also asked staff if a new version of Chapter 2.9 would 
reflect some of the editorial comments submitted by the Commissioners would be forwarded prior 

d that the rest of 
the meeting focus on sub ior to the next meeting, . 
Commissioners would rece 
making a final decision, staff will a 
its entirety to the Commissioners, 
as comments get incorporated into the doc 
which were made by Commissioners. 

It was then decided to finish up the discussi 

h. ltem D (2-9.9) Building fo 
Mr. Towne stated that the r 
would likely have to b of 12 inches in height, the 

hen City Council does a review. 63 
bD 

ioner Howell asked if staff could insert language requiring foundations that have 
med historically significant because of materials to get bumped up to a higher 

Replacement. 
Commissioner Weber suggested that the words "kept to a minimumJ'be taken out. 
Staff will make this change. 

j. ltem e (page 2.9-6) Certain Alterations or New Construction to nonhistoricl 
noncontributing resources in a National Register of Historic Places Historic 
District. 
Commissioner Webersuggested that the language and the intent of the language was 
not clear. Commissioner Bird suggested that the parenthetical phrase be taken out. 
Staff will remove the phrase in parentheses "including all structures on the site that 
have been classified. " 
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7. Section 2.9.100.03 -Alteration or New Construction Parameters and Review Criteria 
for a Director-Level Historic Preservation Permit (Pages 2.9-23 & A-60) 

onsiderations, the 
to change the word 

"replicating" to "recon 

d remain here, the 
cts of Item n. from Director-Level review 

ecisions about the exterior 
tructure. Commissioners 7 
review would have been , 
ys, "The design shall be < 

m 

Tow& stated that installation of this type of equipment is likely going to obscure 
< 

allow for installation of the equipment anywhere except on the primary frontage, as 
long as the equipment is parallel to and within 12 inches of the roofline. This 
requirement would mean that a cantilevered installation would have to be reviewed by 
HPAB. This type of installation seems to be a less damaging contribution to energy 
efficiency than removing windows. Commissioner Bird would like to keep the word 
"obscure" in the statement if more flexibility is built in, as Commissioner Howell 
outlined. Commissioner York said he supports Commissioner Howell's proposal to 
include more facades with the design parameters in place. Commissioner Howell 
added that corner lots would be considered to have two primary frontages. 
Commissioner Saunders asked why satellite dishes that are not visible are exempt, 
but solar panels that are not visible are not exempt? Mr. Towne replied that satellite 
dishes are smaller in size, are temporary constructions, and are less damaging to 
install. 
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Commissioners discussed whether hydronic equipment should be separated from 
photovoltaic equipment but, after further discussion, agreed to keep them together. 
Both types of equipment are solar; one heats with water and the other produces 

not a part of this section. 

Commissioner Bird suggested th 

Parking Space, but does 
an exemption. After furth 
it was agreed that sta 
section. 

issimilar Materials or a Different 

e of the paving requirements would be a big incentive for ' 

lating to Handicapped Access Ramps a 
ner Hann asked if ramps should have been included somewhere in the 2 

Section 2.9.70 (Exemptions) ltem k. pertains to ramps. Mr. Towne said the 
age relates only to the building of ramps; there is still an outstanding issue 

narrow the sidewalk to 4 feet between the curbs, but HPAB said the width needed to 
be kept at 5 feet. Mr. Towne said that, in a staff memo dated January 25, 2006, 
relating to outstanding issues, staff had requested sidewalk handicap ramps to be 
exempt. Commissioner Howell said his concern was with the standard that Public 
Works applied which, in reality, did not meet the ODOT standard, and made it difficult 
for two people abreast to walk. 

Chair Graetz pointed out that the January 25,2006, staff memo recommendation was 
to add an ltem r. to the exemption section, and to his knowledge this had not been 
discussed. Commissioner Bird pointed out that Commissioners had added a different 
ltem r. relating to "uncovered rear decks." 

Mr. Towne read the staff proposal for the exemption: 
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"Modifications or improvements installed in public or private rights-of-way that are 
mandated by state or federal laws or the Corvallis Municipal Code, e.g. sidewalk, 
handicapped access ramps and associated amenities." 

xemption for basic work, but 

Staff will bring ba andicap access ramps, with 

g. ltem I (Page 2.9 
Commissioner B "should be left in. Mr. Towne explained 

ture obscures something. The general 
rom the language, as proposed by staff. 

" once instead of twice. 
00 

Accessory Development =7 
ggested revising language to take out more than the initial ''thatJ' 3 

I 

. Towne said that a listing allows people to identify more easily what the requirements 
for an HPAB-Level review are, instead of having to run through all of the exemption and 
Director-Level review sections. Commissioner York said that if this approach is taken, it 
would be important to have some sort of statement saying that this is not an all-inclusive 
list. City Attorney Brewer suggested putting in the language "buf is not limited foHafter the 
words "This includes," in Section 2.9.100.04.a. 

Commissioner York recommended that the more significant items the Commission has 
already take action to move to a HPAB-Level review get briefly identified in the listing. Mr. 
Towne agreed that this was appropriate and would be done. 

Mr. Towne said that one concern raised at the last meeting related to the concept of trees 
and whether removal of trees should be moved to the demolition section. Commissioner 
Weber said that had been one of her comments. It was agreed to move both Item a.1 .L 
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(page 2.9-27) and b.4 (page 2.9-34) to the demolition section. Commissioner Bird said 
there were a significant number of situations where the term r'Historically Significant 
Trees" needs to be capitalized. 

tion with Dissimilar 

b. Item b.1 .b (Page A-67 yellow 
Commissioner Saunders asked 
applied. How does someone kn 
a resource, then it would be the , the District would 
also apply. 

ia, Compatibility Criteria for 
Structures and Site 

er the term needed to be defined. 

e appropriate to add back in the language "but TW 

n 2.9.100.04a (starting on pages 2.9-27 and A-64) Parameters. 

a. ltem a.1 (Page 2.9-27) Removal of a Historically Significant Tree 
Mr. Towne said that this item would be moved to Demolition. 

b. ltem a.14 (Page 2.9-29) Accessory Development 
Commissioner Bird suggested that language be inserted to the effect that it does not 
meet the criteria for Director-Level review. 

10. 2.9.1 00.04b (Page 2.9-30) Review Criteria 

a. ltem b.3.c (page 2.9-31) Architectural Details 
Commissioner Saunders cited the second sentence, and asked whether the word 
rcexisting"should be changed to "origina1,"since it seems appropriate to get it back to 
the original design or style. Commissioner Howell brought up the fact that Secretary 
of Interior criteria allows for changes to a property that have acquired historic 
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significance in their own right to be retained, and this language might need to be 
incorporated into this section. There might be more than one design or style of 
significance for a resource. 

There was consensus to cross out the word 

preserved," He also said that 
architectural elements. " He sug 
those elements are within the 
language for Commission consi 

e changed to "compatible withJ' 
instead of "compatible to." 

as restricted to a certain product, and should 
in lieu of T-I 11. Chair Graetz suggested that iTl 

n out as well, since it is a general term which X I - 
00 
=i 

inted out that "and theJ' needs to be moved back between 3 
I 

C) 
owell said that this item seems too narrow. Mr. Towne said that the Ill 

ed adding "or an unusual architectural style for the areaJ' to the phrase in 
cover one-of-a-kind homes. 

g. ltem b.3.n (Page 2.9-33) Differentiation. 
Commissioner Bird suggested that this item might have more detail than necessary, 
especially with setbacks and roof heights, and could be simplified by using bullets. 

h. ltem b.5.a (Page 2.9-35) Additional Review Criteria for the Installation of a 
Designated Historic on a New Site, Following a Moving 
Commissioner Hamby said he had brought this issue up in the workshop, about HPAB 
making decisions about terms of land use in development standards. It was agreed 
that language could be added stating, "A finding from the Directorthayand then listing 
items a, b, and c. This added language would keep the issue as a reference for an 
applicant, even though the items are in reality determined by staff. 

Planning Commission, March 8, 2006 Page 12 of 13 



Seeing that there were no more comments to these sections, Chair Graetz said that the 
discussion would be continued until March 15, 2006, after deliberations on the John and Phil's 
dealership application. 

- -* - z-? 

Ill. MINUTES: 
Planninq Commission Minutes, Februarv 8. 2006:A 
MOTION: Commissioner Bird moved to 

,c~g-Ij+ias;Iii~:$;p:$~t:s 
seconded the motion and it oassed unanimn.@@c'v As. 3!:=mpJp ..xr-,x-"sl &%+a2. S , ~ " C - ~ - ~  -~ . - ,- --- - - -.. --. ...-.-..--.. 

*a,:? J . 

IV. OLD BUSINESS: 
Mr. Towne said the meetings that were 
remaining meetings would remain the ~ a m e , @ ~ - ~ i ~ &  

* ~ ; h  ?-* wx %* - %-*- ae 
-w-&ps 

The two Senior Planner positions will b_~fill&d hv KPI&~S( 
Er~g!ipq&- f - =- - a J 

ner and Kevin Young, and Mr. 
~rna~Di'uis~on Ma osition. These changes will take Towne will be transitioning in 

place March 15, 2006. 

V. NEW BUSINESS: None 
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Community Development 
Planning Division 

SW Madison Avenue 

PLANNING COM 

Present 
David Graetz, Chair 
Bill York, Vice Chair 
Karyn Bird 
David Hamby 
Frank Hann 
Tony Howell 
Denise Saunders 
Brandon Trelstad 
Patricia Weber 
George Grosch, Coun 

Recommend approval to the 
City Council, with language 
as amended during 

CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 

The Corvallis Planning Commission was called to order by Chair David Graetz at 6:00 p.m. in the 
Downtown Fire Station Meeting Room, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard. 

I. VISITOR'S PROPOSITIONS: 

There were no propositions brought forward. 
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II. DELIBERATIONS, Continued - Land Development Code Text Amendment to Chapter 2.9 - 
Historic Preservation and Other Related Code Chapters (LDT05-00001): 

Staff Update: 

as of March 17, 2006 (with 

to a specific design recently 
B) (Attachment B). 

Continued Deliberations 

Chair Graetz suggested t developed matrix handed out at the 
s, starting with item 7 on page 2. 

tachment A) along with the yellow 
. Planning Manager Towne said 
ral of the following items on the 

 vent through all of the Exemptions, Director-level 
are reflected in the clean version 

(A-44, A-6 1 , & A-64) 

idelines should also have this as a criteria. 

Section 2.9.70.d - (CV p. 2.9-6) 
Mr. Towne reminded the Commissioners about the changes they had made to how signs or 
tablets would be regulated. The new language in this section reflects the fact that content of 
signs cannot be regulated, and refers to HPAB design guidelines to determine whethera sign 
is exempt from review. Commissioner Saunders suggested adding the word "published" 
before the phrase "dimensions and design guidelines." 

In response to questions from Commissioners Howell and Bird, Mr. Towne explained that 
Section 4.7.70(e) had been changed to add in the word "dimensions." This is the section that 
allows for certain signs to be exempt from the provisions of the Sign Regulations chapter. 
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Commissioner Trelstad asked why dimensions are not included in the code language. Mr. 
Towne said that dimensions could be added into the text, but the HPAB guidelines have 

are as enforceable as 
the text of the code. 

Section 2.9.70.i. (CV 2.9 - page 6) 

the decision was made to leave it at 200 
structure. 

part on the set of criteria used in Ch 
ces in Chapter 2.9 where this 

needs to be applied. 

into Chapter 1.06 (CV 1.06 - page 5). 
een added previously (CV 1.06 - page 6). 

Staff suggested c redundancies in the definition of "Historically 
e same criteria as in subsection I .b, so that if a 

Ily meets the criteria for I .c. Staff recommended 

ted that in Section 2.9.1 10.e, most of the text could be deleted 
to Historically Significant Tree, as defined in Chapter 

link but have distinct detail worth preserving, and suggested that the words "non-decorative" 
be added to the terminology "chain link fence." Commissioner York opined that if there were 
a really unique chainlink fence, it would likely be identified in the nomination process which 
would eliminate it from meeting the criteria for the exemption. 

Section 2.9.70.~ (CV 2.9 - page 8) 
Mr. Towne said this one had been addressed at the March 8 meeting. Verbiage had been 
added in not to exempt foundation materials that are identified as Historically Significant. 
Commissioner Saunders suggested that in Chapter 1.06, the title for the definition for 
"Historical Significance" should include the term "Historically Significant." It was agreed to do 
this. 
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Section 2.9.80.b 
Staff will make the change to ensure that the certified arborist employed by OSU is making 
an evaluation only for trees on OSU campus. 

documenting the need for emergency actio 
the word "submit." 

After much discussion, it was agreed to 
language to something like: "Photogra 
period of significance." Mr. Towne said 
that allows for an applicant to present ry source material, which might 

moved to the HPAB review level, 

a question from Commissioner Saunders, and clarifications offered by 
Howell, it was agreed to amend Section 2.9.90.02.b by replacing the word 

in the first sentence with "permits as set forth in Section 2.9.100." 

was further discussion about Sections 2.9.100.04 and 2.9.100.05 and to what they 
cifically applied. Mr. Towne said that staff would likely need to help owners of historic 

properties work through the requirements. Commissioner Saunders said that they should 
strive to make the language as clear as possible. 

Commissioner Howell referred to subsection d, on page 2.9-13, and suggested that a 
reference to "c.2" be included which would eliminate the need to spell out what a narrative 
description needed to say. It was agreed that there was not a need to make any changes to 
this subsection. 

Section 2.9.90.06.a (CV 2.9 - page 14) 
Consensus was to make the proposed change, to substitute "rehabilitated resource" for 
"restored building or structure." 
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Section2.9.90.07.b (CV 2.9 - page 15) 
Commissioners noted that the Matrix incorrectly has the Section as 2.9.90.07.a, but the 
change is really to subsection b. The changes were accepted. -++%- 

need to change the subsection designati 

rection for the 

referred to its new location as part 
of the definitions section. cided to make the following change 

ignificant Tree (refer to page CV 
'or is designated as a specifically 

I 

\ilk -- k.. 
-- . Places critehia for evaluation, he cautioned against changing the language. Mr. Towne 2 
:a, :,j 
2 ,  agreed, butsaid that the fundamental issue is whether a tree is automatically considered 

& - "if6372 
~ ~ 4 . .  ' * . ~ is to~ id i&  Significant simply because it is associated with a Historically Significant structure 

r, > -_. :-= 
? >< r* z CL? r i+- --",F-+,; -"I t h a t ~ & i i n  important person living in it. Does that tree then become automatically associated , .;-*-&? Sd, %Y> ' '- 

$ -4 -> .~,,~-~~.~~~tqith"the -=., person? Commissioner York reminded Commissioners that because this falls under 
.*-* #"- ** 

'"""a discretionary review, HPAB can make the determination of when a tree has a close enough 
association with an important person or group of persons to warrant the protection. 

Commissioner Weber asked how a property owner knows whether or not their tree is 
significant enough to not cut it down, without a hearing. Mr. Towne said that the wording of 
the section would require that a tree meet the requirements of subsections 1 .a-c for it to be 
determined Historically Significant. Section I .c is the more discretionary section. 

Commissioner Hamby asked whether the City's Urban Forester was determining the 
significance of a person, as the language infers. Commissioner Saunders asked how anyone 
would know to consult with the Urban Forester. There was discussion relating to the 
appropriateness of this. Mr. Towne said that because of the regulations governing a historic 
resource, it seems appropriate for a property owner to come in and talk with a planner who 
can help the owner determine what activities are exempt and/or through what process it might 
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have to go. He suggested they consider adding language within the Chapter 2.9 provisions, 
in Section 2.9.60, that would require that step. Commissioner Howell said that might be the 
safest way of going, but the idea of having exemptions is to minimize the need for someone 

awareness of the requirements. 

on CV 2.9 - page 6: 

2. Strike subsection I x.2.b 

Section2.9.100.01 .c.l .c.l .d (A-59 

Section2.9.100.01 .c.l (A-59 w 
It was decided that subse planation in the Matrix. 

Section2.9.100.01 .c.3 

e inirociucicjiy pai-agiaph. 

nguage as written. 

" .*4j-*-3 a-- 
Commissiofl~r~dealt with this at their March 8 meeting. The consensus was not to add in the 

*- # - , iF-z 
Y*-~>J 

,.;<i:i: 
word "obscu~e" tcS either of the sections. 

4- >, 
--L-++*-.7 $?s ,**,-r>** 
L:rSdq F * G ~ $ ~ ~  ~ection2.9.1'db:03.d (CV 2.9, page 20) 
3 staff sai$ihat a phrase referring to "approved building code" has already been added in, per 

%?- * A** L&L* $* -,5*fL?-:f2 
-;~~~T,z%~~pvQg,mmesioner direction at their March 8 meeting. 
-, &+$ +yz2%is$g& + -9 
Ygs*~$$*+*~ 

r+:M&%&a%--.- 

The Commissioners went on to discuss the suggested rewording of the first sentence. In 
effect, the proposal is to take out the phrase "used commonly during the structure's period 
of significance" and substitute "used on the structure during its period of significance." 
Commissioner Howell thought that the change was proposed so people would not use 
conjecturally historic material that is not accurate for the structure. He supports the rewording 
to make it clear that the replacement of shingles or shakes can only be with either 
architectural composition shingles or with materials that had been specifically used on the 
particular structure. It was agreed to go with this change. 

Section2.9.100.03.e (CV 2.9, page 20) 
The issue of small signs or tablets was dealt with at the March 8 meeting. The changes were 
agreed to, with the addition of the phrase "provided it does not damage or obscure significant 
historic features of  the resource." 
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Section2.9.100.03.q (CV 2.9, page 20) 
The consensus was to leave this at Director-level review. 

, 

Section2.9.100.03.h (CV 2.9, page 20) 

Section2.9.100.03.i (CV 2.9, page 20) - - -- 

the resource's 

Section2.9.100.03.m (CV 2.9, p 
This text was moved to HP It 

," and make the same change 

Section2.9.100.03.n (C 
nd in Section 2.9.100.04.a.6. 
ocument" as the language is 

II 

eK] 
==I 
z se of the renumbering. Mr. , i&h of awnings has been divided up in accordance with Commission 

meeting. There are two levels of review depending on how an awning p 
rce, as well as an Exemption for "in-kind" replacement of awning. 6) 

r l l  
a unders noted the need to capitalize "In-kind Repair or Replacement," in 

00.04.a.10 (CV 2.9, page 23). 

(CV 2.9, page 23) 
HPAB-level review and is now Section 2.9.100.04.a.l I (CV 2.9 -page 23). 

Section2.9.100.04.a.7 (renumbered to a.9) (CV 2.9, page 23) 
Since this is an HPAB-level review discretion can be used to make sure it is done correctly. 
Consensus was that this change is not needed. 

Section2.9.100.04.a.9 & 10 (renumbered to a.12 & a.131 (CV 2.9, page 23) 
Since this is an HPAB-level review discretion can be used to make sure it is done correctly. 
Consensus was that this change is not needed. 

Section2.9.100.04.b (CV 2.9, page 24-25) 
Mr. Towne said that staff had made changes to this section in accordance with Commission 
direction at its March 8 meeting. Commissioner Weber said it had been her intention to revisit 
it. She referred to subsections (f) and (g) on page 25, and said that these two sections seem 
to run the gamut. After more discussion, she suggested the following language for subsection 
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(g): "Whether or not the historic resource is of a rare or unusual architectural design, styl:, 
or type of construction." 

City Attorney. Staff will 

use it is covered by the terms plywood and 
ccordance with Commissioner direction at the 

E 
I 

.e) (CV 2.9, page 26) I) 

the language will be left as is. 
IX] 
=i 

bered to b.3.i) (CV 2.9, page 27) 2 
ition. Consensus was to go with the language, and not make 

D 
C) 
rn 

ges except to leave the 

) (CV 2.9, page 27) 
rought up this question, and no longer had a need 

changes in the section. 

Section2.9.100.04.b.3.a (CV 2.9, page 27) 
The typographical and sentence structure errors brought up by Commissioner York have 
already been fixed in this text, which has been moved to another part of the code. 

Commissioner Bird pointed out another typographical error on CV 2.9, page 28: change 
section (4) to section (5). 

Section2.9.100.04.b.3.f (CV 2.9, page 27) 
This change was made to the language, which has now been incorporated into Section 
2.9.1 10.03.d.f, as shown on page CV 2.9, page 34. 
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Section 2.9.110.02 (CV 2.9 - page 31) 
Mr. Towne referred to Section 2.9.1 10.06, on CV 2.9, page 36. The consensus was that no 
changes needed to be made. 

Section2.9.110.03.b.3 (CV 2.9, page 32) 
This change was made by staff. 

affected structure" impacts a decision to 
on an individually-designated Historic R 

Section2.9.110.03.c.l (CV 2.9, page 
Mr. Towne said that Commissione tion for Economic Feasibility at 

a definition in Chapter 1.06. 
There were two approaches efinition having to do with a 

economic hardship criteria. Staff's 

answers for diff money, a structure could be completely 
repair it. On the flip side, an owner with no 

eria to minimize what they have to do, even 

- erent consideration. if you use the undue hardship, 

7 

tn 
01 

S5*.5"1. =%%- I 

s*;ggg$\ . zdLg~~::- " ~ e l d v e  to designated Historic Resources, rehabilitation is economically feasible where 
.k*.*36ab'-n--;:,tb"&'50st L ~ ~ % ~ ~ $ ~ T ~ ~ ~ -  required to bring the structure up to minimum building code standards while - L*** *?A&%-." 

z?@&j$shwmaintaining its historic integrity does not exceed 75% of the structure's replacement 
=&>&*d&+ value." 

Commissioner York agreed that the value should be replacement value, which is a "real" 
number and ignores how and at what cost a structure was acquired. 

Commissioner Howell asked for further clarification on why the 75% figure used by the 
Housing Division is parallel with this application. Mr. Towne said that one could not use the 
Housing and Urban Development (CDBG) money on a structure where the cost of 
improvements exceed 75% of replacement value, without doing a complete environmental 
impact statement. That process would include an historic review among many other aspects. 
Staff saw this as a good rationale for applying the 75% in this case. In effect, it implies that 
anything over the 75% of the replacement value would be considered too expensive and in 
need of justification. It could be that lower-income owners of historic resources might want 
to access these funds to make improvements. 
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Mr. Towne elaborated on the definition by saying that the assumption is that any 
improvements needing to be made have to be done in a way that does not damage the 

complex structure with 
a more simple structure. 

Commissioner York said that he suppo 

Commissioner Hann said he is in disa 
towards using the economic hards 
documentation. For commercial pro 
from someone qualified in historic e re-use as to whether it is 
economically feasible to renovate to leave this to HPAB to use 

etermine what is an economic 
t buildings will be lost by applying 

h a claim. Commissioner York said 

er said she agrees with Commissioner York. People who want to tear 
ut are not in an economic hardship position are probably going to figure out 

g titles to put it in a position where it' will meet the economic hardship 
ties with a lot of resources, for example a theater corporation that might own an 
heater, will figure out some way of setting it up so it will be an economic hardship. 

not have a lot of resources at hand might end up getting stuck-with 
that is technically not an economic hardship but is a hardship nonetheless. 

Commissioner Hann opined that he and Commissioners Weber and York were probably all 
coming from the same point of view, in trying not to have buildings slip through the cracks and 
be demolished. He thinks the formula method will lead to that, and the others think that the 
economic hardship approach will lead to that. He offered up the example of a church that as 
strictly a building would have very little adaptive re-use value to a realtor, but it could be a 
historic church where someone of significance like Martin Luther King, Jr. preached. Its value 
to the community would be substantially more. 

Commissioner Weber said that if there was that much value to the community, she thought 
the burden would be on the community to organize and find the funds to do the work. 
Commissioner York said that he believes adaptive re-use is a different situation. Using the 
example of a church, if the owner wants to turn it into an office building that cannot be applied 
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in this situation. The replacement value is the replacement value as a church -what it would 
cost to rebuild the church. A different use would be a different animal. 

Mr. Towne went on with the discuss 

ability to pay, the 
building would likely be torn down. If the ture and cost to bring it up to code 
requirements was used as the criteria, greater likelihood of the building 
being preserved. And it applies the board, no matter what an 

Commissioner Hamby thoug 

oric features of a building might be 
the work to be done would bring a 

structure up to the a 
at either Director- o 

G) 

Commissioner Weber agreed that some clarifying language needed to be put in as to what 
it meant by replacement value. It could speak to similar building materials, similar 
architectural elements, etc. There is a need to ensure that the cheapest possible construction 
methods are not used as the basis for determining whether they meet the formula. She does 
not want to set the bar too high, but wants to set it high enough to get what the community 
deserves. Commissioner Howell added that this clarity will be needed by City Council as well, 
in case a decision gets appealed. 

Mr. Towne offered clarification for replacement value: "relative to designated historic 
resources, rehabilitation is economically feasible where the cost required to bring the structure 
up to minimum building code standards while maintaining its historic integrity does not exceed 
75% of the structure's replacement value at a similar quality of construction." 
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Commissioner York said that this would work for rehabilitation, but adaptive re-use is still a 
different animal. This would not work if, for instance, one wanted to change a church to an 
office building, or turn the Whiteside theater into residential condos. He thought there ought 
to be a separate definition and separate test for adaptive re-use, which might be a higher 

* 
standard. A+&$\a -$ a 

&:$cL*-= * 
-2 - "e4.L *.: 

*-- ..yr:;- % 
Commissioner Weber said that this section iir&but dem$$t,orn:qf buildings, and adaptive re- 
use might need to be a part of some ~ther~section, sucti-as - - altgrations. 

2 s. 

-% y; g4-~ $1 ;7kg$-4 ,*- !+ zri? -a* * !\%% +< . 
Commissioner Hann said that a big concein:a[e *- z L c ~  2- sf6aller -&:+ homes, lf@$3&h'-tbe southern side of 
Western, which might simply be torn d~@$&&?@~use renovation %%ds on a 600- to 700- 
square-foot house would likely exceed 75??? j~~~~~s tS_va lue .  LL I 5L- ew+k+iz;L., Many of those houses have 
deteriorated to the point where wholesale,~enovatio@~ould easily exceed 75% of their value. 

\cS&-w :$iA+ 
He again stated his opposition to tyingtfie proC~,s~?_~?;t,~~~~ormulaic method as opposed to 

bS*?3-. &,t * making it a HPAB discretionary re~k=w&$~,- ~~~~3&&e=g2- dx,5-lv-t. J 
deqF%;d&$j##F- 

&.> F; -*'*~~*.-~-,*k\& 
K$2t, gJ"%-z*$-*+- "F ig 

Commissioner Howell said the-=a"dan~~a^ge~~of$Lfocusi~~'it on replacement value is that it 
q\*rA ,4a%4z;:Lt&7b - ,? g r 

eliminates some of the arguWlln"ts thatan o@ner;.cq:q0ld . -" : = T - r  ;;.$ make. He used as an example a row 
of rental homes within th3$$ery-~els neighborhood .-=-L~U.- some of which have had contact by a 
business owner who w&tS to m$gthem a-parking lot for a new business going in. The +&p*3 
argument that this p~tm,$laI owD& can mabg is that the rent they can get for the structures 
is not enough to co&%fhe cosgqand i33T!w % iti3rnore economically feasible as a business owner 
to make a profit by $?&vidingb&eLk~gg for customers. 
+i* "~r%"~&:& wTs&" ,.Is , Z ~ & ~ ~ E ' E ' ~ ~ ~ .  - ' 
*-:$g!& 3<gizgi35f& 5 5  -3,&3*~::c~~p 

,r '5 4- - - * *$$&:&>$z 
;-,;,llnir(3,~~onse to&guestion from~€orrinissioner Howell, Mr. Towne said that subsections (a) 

.I- +y *=,gw 
-3 CÎ *j(-t$~ ,+ 
- . and?~~~wou ld  dje@-qa kxba-9s ce@@@pd the words Economically Feasible would be capitalized in 

sub&@$~c.l. w s-ss 25== 
18~~&~l8-iti8~~,there would be a definition in Chapter 1.06 for Economically 

.?-&&&g* 
~easlble;~efiabilitat~o%~$fihe &+g5~g** .F~RZ% added language at the end that states 'at a similar quality of 
~ o n s f r w e ~ o ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  \$&+- Yi 

-g3pW' J ~ ~ ~ * & s ~ $ p ~ ,  +Q{G.G@~**~~ 

: ;  Councilor G$oS&@&asked if there was a presumption that historic structures are of higher 
"9** 

57#* ,. -*J.$J' 
% quality constQJctton than other structures. He opined that there were likely contractors then 

&2 
g that cut justias many corners. Mr. Towne said it actually might play either way, depending on 
=,w$ that particular structure. 
--s r- *- &-s. 
L +&%&I s,v4+ 
~:**@4a 

;;geH4By~hs~@~%hissioners voted on supporting staffJs proposal as outlined above, with seven voting 
;;q&;$'$r.;L;"zb:4..E 4-49 ,,Aas~-5"=,-~nr*sapport, --s23-.,i42Ain,. I;r and Commissioner Hann voting in opposition. q~9Fi'sz$+r" 

Section 2.9.110.03.c.l.b (CV 2.9 - Page 32) 
Consensus was to leave the language as shown on CV 2.9, page 32, and not add the word 
"side." 

Section 2.9.110.03.c.I (CV 2.9 - Page 32) 
Mr. Towne said that this was addressed previously. Commissioner Howell said that this is the 
demolition section, and that demolition of structures of less than 200 square feet, less than 
50 years old, is allowed. He did not support adding this language. The consensus was to 
leave the language, as proposed by staff. 

Section 2.9.110.03.c.2 (CV 2.9 - Page 33) 
Mr. Towne said that inclusion of this language was so people can buy and relocate structures. 
Chair Graetz thought the sentence was awkward located at the end of the list and might be 
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better inserted somewhere else. Commissioner Saunders suggested adding language to 
subsection (a) per the following: "public or private acquisition of the Designated Historic 
Resource with or without the propertv on which it is located hqs- been explored." The 
consensus was to make the change per Commissioner ?aunders'$Lggestion. 

shown as a s tates that the 
documentation becomes the property ives the HPAB 

artifacts, architectural features, materials t saved from the building are to be 
stored. Staff believes this is a fairly ope he City to take on. 

Commissioner York said that the requirement for ensuring the 
has no value. Commissioner 
'Documentation materials shall 
d determine where it might be 

ve the rest of the paragraph. 

entation includes artifacts, 
things like I-beams, motors 
mmissioners discussed the 
ntation would be kept, and 
er Weber wondered what 
e told by HPAB they were 

then suggested that the wording could direct the owner to make a 
then approves. He felt that there ought to be some ability for the City 
mentation will be deposited, which would allow the applicant to propose 

ment. He used as an example Corvallis High School, where they proposed to 

documentation like photographs, drawings and paperwork from actual salvage materials 
which could be quite valuable and might get into a "takings" issue. Commissioner Trelstad 
thought that once an item is separated from an historic resource it is no longer under the 
purview of these code provisions. 

Mr. Towne pointed out that documentation of a resource approved for demolition needs to 
meet only one of the methods outlined in a, b, and c and that the Director has some discretion 
in approving a proposal. Commissioner York suggested deletion of the first sentence in the 
paragraph under consideration, and then including language that the HPAB shall approve 
where the documentation is to be deposited and where any artifacts shall be stored or reused. 
Commissioner Weber said she still has a problem with someone getting permission to tear 

down their building and having HPAB in a position to tell them what they have to do with 
potentially valuable salvage materials. Commissioner Saunders then suggested that the 
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statement giving HPAB approval authority apply only to documentation listed in subsections 
(a) and (b). 

Mr. Towne suggested that the requirement be for the applicant to.&ke a presentation to or 

the community. 

ance of the paperwork to be 
opies of documentation listed 

ation." Then people who are 
ials can work with the City to 
d added that it would be a good 

people who have an interest in 

o the language in this section. He said 
similar to how the City already has to 
pplicant shall provide the City copies 

r in either (a) or (b), as a part of the demolition 

pen with significant, salvaged architectural details. 
encourage owners to re-use, donate, or in other 

of the landfill. Commissioner Hann suggested that in another 
language asking the applicant for a plan for their salvage 

r they would make those available to interested community groups. 
iew this is private property and the owner should 

listing structures as Designated Historic Resources 
d themselves up to additional supervision. It seems logical that when they want 

have some influence on what happens to 
house. It was agreed that this should not be a 
ommendation. Commissioner Trelstad suggested 
hrough the process of evaluating their options for 

disbursal of the material and submit a plan. Commissioner Saunders thought it fine to have 
them submit a plan, but did not think that the City could require that they make them live up 
to it. 
Councilor Grosch asked whether an applicant who is demolishing a building and likely 
replacing it with something else could be encouraged to incorporate salvaged architectural 
elements into that new structure. Commissioner Howell thought that staff could develop a 
form that an applicant would fill out that might have some leading questions that would 
influence this decision. 

Mr. Towne suggested that the lead in paragraph in Section 2.9.1 10.04 be given the letter (a), 
then the subsections a,b, and c will become subsections 1-3. A new section (b) will be added 
that has to do with disbursement of documentation resulting from the demolition permit. 
There would be two subsections under this new section. One would deal with the 
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documentation provided as part of (a) and (b) - renumbered to .(I) and (2) - which would 

g of historical materials 
section should require of 

material. Commissioner Hann suggeste 
the applicant to submit a plan for identifi 
they will be salvaged andlor disposed of. 
and supported making a form with lea 
options. Mr. Towne said staff would like 
code. 

y have to be approved, and the 
g is being accomplished other 

ers suggested that it at least 

Consensus was t 

-.. 
-.I 
111 

is typographical error. < 
I 

Section 2.9.120.05.b. (CV 2.9 - page 38) 
Staff recommends making the change, which has not as yet been made. In response to a 
question from Commissioner Saunders as to which site is being referred, Mr. Towne said the 
status of the site to which a Historic Resource is being relocated. There was a consensus to 
change the second sentence and add a third sentence in this section so that it reads: "The 
historic status of the original site shall be addressed in accordance with Section 2.9.1 10.05.b, 
except with respect to Moving instead of Demolition. The transfer of an existing listing of a 
National Register of Historic Places historic resource at its new site shall be processed 
through state and federal procedures." 

Chair Graetz suggested staff review all of these sections for appropriate capitalization. 
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Definition for "Nationallv-Desiqnated" (CV 1.06 - page 2) 
Staff will make this change to clarify that it is not only the property owner who obtains 
approval. 

istoriclNoncontributing 
throughout Chapter 2.9 (CV 1.06 - page 2) 

Mr. Towne said that just by virtue of 

to the documents, the requirem 

what staff recommends. 

concern is that properties might not already be at the highest level. 
suggested that the words "a high" be substituted for "the highest." 

(CV 1.06 - page 1 I )  
staff's proposed alternative. 

tion for Reversible (CV 1.06 - page 1 I )  
Mr. Towne suggested that the word "modification" be used instead of either improvement or 
addition. Consensus was to go with this suggestion, and to apply it throughout the definition. 

Section 2.2.40.b (yellow pages, A-24) 
Commissioner Saunders suggested that the second paragraph be clarified and simplified. 
Staff will undertake this change to clean it up. Commissioner Bird suggested that one change 
that would clarify would be to take out the "as otherwise" after the words "in Chapter 2.9, 
unless. ..." 

Section 2.2.40.05.b.2.b (yellow pages, A-29) 
The consensus was to leave the language as proposed, and not make the change. This is 
consistent with a decision made for the section.relating to Historically Significant Trees. 
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Section 2.2.50.b (yellow pages, A-24) 
Commissioner Bird asked whether the reference to a specific date in subsection b.1 should 
be eliminated. Mr. Towne agreed, since it is the statute that is im~ortant, i .!-- not the date. 

Commissioner York felt the t, because nomination papers 
way to correct omissions or 

vel decision, since it involved a state or 
isting, an applicant could apply for an 

addendum if there this specifically involves state or federal level 
wner with information and the process. 

to be enforced. Mr. Towne said that 
finisher's license. There are specific 
mit would be required for the work. 

rce the standards. Commissioner 
hich states that applicants shall 
existing sidewalks. Mr. Towne 

ced. Commissioner Saunders 
t" be taken out, and Contractor- 

Resolve perceived conflicts between HD- Residential zoninq and Colleqe Hill West 
Historic District 

It was agreed that this needs to be put on the work plan, but is not a part of this work effort. 

Don't spend staff time and monev bv developinq informational pamphlet referenced on 
paqe 107 of staff report 

Commissioner Weber said this had been her comment, and does not have anything to do with 
the code. 

Chair Graetz said that this concluded the items on the Matrix but that there were a few other items 
to discuss. 
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Sidewalk Ramps (Section 2.9.70) 
Mr. Towne referred to the drawing he passed out at the beginning of the meeting. He said 
there had recently been a HPAB meeting where they approved the design indicated with an 

o put the review of such a 
.9.70.u, and move it to the 
t a time, it should not be that 

much work. 

Section 2.9 .I 10.03 
ng in this section. 

Commissioner Hann refe to the Commissioners that date, and said 
e said that was probably in the Appeals 

section. Staff wanted a'ppeals to Historic Preservation requirements are 
'ihat it also stated that Historic District applications x 

been taken out of another section. Z 
missioner Hann that this reference to a fee should be 

=i 
7 

d 22, Section 2.9.1 00.03.0, Repair or , 
re talking about replacement material, 
decorative art glass. Consensus was D 
that contain decorative art glass, or to G) rn 

m 
=b 

(k) as a review criteria in both 
g the impact of visual elements 
. Commissioner York thought 
ique compatibility criteria for 
e limited to a district or apply 

to a historic resource, which would be his preference. In response to a question from 
Commissioner Hamby, Mr. Towne said that the word "adjacent" could also apply to properties 
across the street. Commissioner Hamby suggested that instead of having section (k) there 
should be two bullets under section (b) one of which would then refer to visual element impacts 
on National Register of Historic Places historic district. 

Chair Graetz reviewed the documents to determine if all questions had been raised and addressed. 
No-one had any issues with Chapters 2.2 and 3.31. Staff will change the reference of Historically 
Significant Tree as identified in Chapter 4.2. There were no substantive changes needed for 
Chapters 4.7 or 4.9. 

MOTION: Commissioner York moved that the Planning Commission recommend to the City Council 
that it approve a Legislative Amendment to Land Development Code Chapters 1 .I, 1.2,1.3, 1.6,2.0, 
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2.2, 2.3, 2.5, 2.9, 2.1 9, 3.31, 4.0, 4.2, 4.7, and 4.9, as included in the staff report'and amended by 
our discussions. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Hamby and it passed unanimously. 

I l l .  OLD BUSINESS: 

None J??; 

IV. NEW BUSINESS: 
A. Planning Manager's Update 

hearing has been postponed until 
" f.'2p"rv-.7bYtz--f3=5z* 

There is no meeting on April 5; the 7th StregfSa&gQ;r=iiii-i-ix- # . s , ~ ~  

April 26. .&:*Y' r&...~$;*=,.Y..?;i,:-">ir <p+,e#T=:-:z*4;p#Lp29;, 
+-:&?,+zLy. e.i.:.iQ: 

'.,.E *-*...,, 
,&;$s&?$ 

,# e*sdp 
A packet of minutes will be distrib@ted$ a3z,$:62:tb3,zmi PA-. 

The minutes can then be app~wed at'g r~~Fds~s,,~~.s,~..;.. -,:& 
,@&>e 
',i*T. $9 ?;ggp~;$+q$g$~$.jl* 

.i,*<y- ,%-J % +&&,,. ---:-3..*. 
#>.::.r 

<*rf %>*L.:+,+-.*:>~s?F::-E~+: "-@,~~~j,i%cT;$$-.' This is Mr. Towne's first &&tina in-Ks newy&aii%ag 

&-z.tq+ 
-. .a .. ,:.=. >.c,w "~?;*. .!~..-..-I~., .,;-a 

t*$$$fa .?$$@pd.&$pq& 
&+vg-;*h ..,-; p.%r>$?*' 
3-.e+-.-e% %r,.g&ezgs.~~ t,-.5.m&: +e 
$$!$g$$kformat, -@gdfchanges can be returned to staff. 
a*=*-- *>,T.S'. 3 sL-*v k e ~ A ~ ~ r h I ~ 9  me8ting. 

.c->B q:,, *?? 

-ity as Planning Division Manager; Kelly 
Schlesener is very ha n as Senior Planner. 

Commissioners ext . Schlesener for all of her assistance and work, 
her in her new capacity. 

was adjourned at I I :I 0p.m. , 
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. - . . . . 
From: Fred Towne, Senior Planner 

. . .  . . 

To: Planning Commission 

. . . . . . 

Date: ~ a n u a r ~  . 25,2006. . 
. . . . ,  . . .  

Re: . . . "Outstanding issues" Referenced in Land ~ e v e l o ~ m e n t  ,code. : .  Text Amendment 
Staff, Report for Historic preservation Provisions. . % . .  . . . . 

. . . . .. 

In the staff report dated January I, 2006, for LDT05-00001, staff identified three issues that were 
not fully addressed during the review.'of the proposed Text Amendment. These were: 

A. Implications of the Historic Preservation Provisions to street rights-of-way for minor 
. .  . , .. . .. 

changes; . . 
. . .  . . . . , . .  

B. Lack of definition for the term "economically feasible rehabilitation;" and 
rZ 
z - 

C. Difficulty in regulating "historical interpretive signs" differently from other signs. CJJ 
. .. . .. . . . . 7 

. . 

Each of-these is evaluated below, and alternatives for implementation are presented. 
< 
I 

. . . . . .  . . . .  . i . . .. '"0 

il. - Evaluation  if :sseres 
. .  . . . .  . . 

In the proposed 'draft of Chapter 2.9 Historic Preservation Provisions, Sections 2.9. I O and 
29.60 indicate that the provisions apply to "historic resources~isted in the Corvallis 
Register of Historic Landmarks and Districts (Local Register); historic resources listed in 
the National Register of Historic Places; and public rights-of-way and private street rights- 
of-way located within and adjacent to a National Register of Historic.Piaces Historic 
District." The City Attorney was concerned that these.provisions may be problematic when 
applied to facility improvements like in-street water or sewer line installation'or repairs or 
improvements that are mandated by federal, state, or local law.   he latter would include 
handicap access ramps for sidewalks and associated amenities. 

General street and sidewalk repair and maintenance are adequately covered under Section 
2.9.70.b, which exempts the following from permit requirements: . . .  . .  . 

. . > .  . . . ,  . .. . 

Routine Maintenance and /o r  In-Kind Repair or Replacement - Routine maintenance of any 
exieritjtfei3iiite of a designated historic resource that does not invoive a change in the design, 
siy!e, or material of the rescsrce. The repsir sr rspiacement of' dzferiarated matsrials iii-kind 
is also allowed; however, it is recommended that repair be considered prior to replacement. 

. . 
L\CD\Planning\Developmenk Review\Land Devel~prnent Code ,~&t  Arnendrnents\LD~O5 
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This would allow the repair or replacement of streets, alleys, andlor sidewalks with the 
- same material as exists when the repair or replacement is begun. I his is generally not 

problematic. It would not automatically allow the change in design associated wiih 
handicap access ramps and the rubberized traction devices that are attached to'some of 
these locations. Such ramps are mandated by federal law wh,en sidewalks are repaired, 
and the traction features are mandated in some locations. These are common examples 
of the types of changes to design that might be required of the City. Others may also arise. 
The concern is the requirement for permit review when no alternatives are allowed. To 
respond to this issue, staff proposes that an exemption be drafted for improvements in the 
right-of-way mandated by law. Such an exemption can be craft~dto $ecifically eddrsss 
handicap access facilities or a s  a broader exemption for mandated facilities. 
Consequently, staff proposes adding to Section 2.9.70 the following exemption: .- .  

r. - - Modifications or in~ar~vernenfs installed in auhlic or private riahis-of-wav that arz mandated 
' ' . bv sfate or federal laws .or the Confallis ivlunici~al Code Teia.. sidewalk handicaa access 

.. . .  . . 
, ramas and associated ameniliesl. , : . .. . 

Through this Text Amendment process, the Planning Cdmmission should consider such 
an addition to this LDC Text Amendment proposal. One potential modification to the 
exemption may be to remove Municipal Code mandates from the mix, since the City has 9 
control overthese. Following public comment and Planning Commission deliberation, the --I < 
proposed exemption may be approved, modified, or discarded in the Planning , 
Cornrnissionl.s final recommendation to the City Council. 

. . 

€3. The second issue raised by the City Attorney is the lack of definition for the term 
"econo.rnically feasible rehabilitation" contained in Section 2.9.1 10.03.c.I., regarding h) 

demolitions. Demolitions referenced in this section must all be .reviewed by the Hjstorjc 
Preservation Advisory Board (HPAB), and the .HPAB is proposed to become a quasi- 
judicial decision-making bo.dy. Consequently, some degree of discretion is allowed to be 
exercised in malting a decision on a request to demolish a designated,historic resource. 
However, .economically feasible rehabilitation as a concept couId have widely varying 

. 

interpretations ..over time. Staff believes it may be appropriate .to provide a specific 
. . 

.. . ' . definition io help provide consistency for decisions regarding economically feasible 
rehabilitation. . . 

in di.scussions wiih the Housing Division of the Corvallis Community Development 
Department, staff determined that for housing rehabilitation under state a.nd federal rules, 
a requirement for what is called a categorical exemption from environmental review is that 
the cost of rehabilitation cannot exceed 75% of the replacement value of the structure. 
a. 

i his or a simiiar requirement may be an appropriate definition of econilmicai'ry ieasibie 
- rehabilitation, i.e., rehabilitation is not economr'caliy feasible where the  cost required ta 

.. . 
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bring t h e  structure up  to minimum building code standards while maintaining its historic 
integrity exceeds 75 percent of the structure's re~lacement value. 

Depending on one's perspective, this threshold may set the bar either too high or too low. 
One of the reasons for limiting the loan amount (cost in the above equation) is to ensure 
that the loan is adequately covered by the structure's value. For a large, deteriorated 
resource, the replacement value would be quite high. in that case, the amount allowed to 
be funded by a ,loan might be quite high, bui the actqal ability to get such a loan may not 
exist due to lack of equiiy, failure of the ownerio (either outright or as a low-income 
app!icanl), poor iecation, or other fzctors. . In  such a situation, the structure is.dikzIytu 

. . . .  remain in.poor repair or even deteriorate further. 
. . 

Another way of approaching it might be !hat rehabilitation is not economically feasible 
where the cost required to bring the structure up  to minimum building code standards while 
maintaining its historic integrity exceeds 75 . . .  percent of the &ruc&rg's current value. This 
would allow more structures to .meet this driterion thin would the option based on 
replacement value. I n  both cases, this is only:ohe of several criteria that must be rnetio m . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

qualify f ir a,: demolition permit. The others . are contained in Section 2.9.1 1 0.03, 
subsections "a," "b," and "c.2.": . '. 

4 
This issue could be addressed in Land Development Code Chapter 1.6 Deflnifions with a < 
specific definition, such as: I 

- 

Economicallv Feasible Rehabififatian - Relafive fo desiunated historic resources. rehabilitation is 
9 
G) 
m economicallv feasible where the cost reauired to brina fl7e sfrucfure un to minimum buildina code 

standards while maintaininu its historic infearitv does not exceed 75 oercenf of the structure's 
replacement? or current? value. 

. . . . . . . . 

The Planning Commission also may wish to review this concept with respect to the 
allowance for "undue hardship appeals" contained in Section 2.9.90.09.b. It also may b e  
appropriate lo consider lower or .higher percentages for the definition or differing 
percentages as.a means ofdreating second,ary.structures (such as garages) differently 

. . .  . . .  . . . . . _ . .  from a property's main structure. : : .  . . . . .  . . , .  . . . . . 
. . . . .  . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  ' . . : . .  . .  - 

Through this Text Amendment process, the Planning Commissior! should consider such 
an addition to this LDC; Text Amendment proposal. Foliowing public comment and 
planning ~ornrnissiondeliberation, the proposed definition may be approved, modified,or 
discarded in th&.~lannin~ Commission's final . . . . . . .  recommendation to the City Council. 

. . . .  . . . .  . . .  . . . . . .  
. .  - 

. . 
. . ........... fi 7-L . 2 . - -1  .. ..I.-1 .,-. L. I , ia liila! u u ~ s ~ a i i d i ~  19 izsur laiaad iii the &iff iepori deais with tha exemption contained 

in Section Zv9.7i3.-j, as fuj)ows: 
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Historical Interpretive Signs or Tablets - installation of historical interpretive signs or tablets 
up to ten square fee in area, containing only historical information, that are exemptfrom the 
Ciiy's sign code regulations per Section 4.7.7Gjej. 

. .  . . .  . . . . . - 
I he referenced section reads: . . . . . : 

Existing Code: 
e.  or historic, resources listed on the local or national hi=toric register a s  "historic 

. . ,  
contributing," one permanent memorial sign o i  tablet per property that displays only 

'':.historical information (official historic name of a bl-lilding, date of erection, andlor 
loge) is exempZfrom the provisiorrs ~f these regiilatioiis. To be exempt, the sigii rust 
be designed and placed consistent.with guidelines established by the Corvallis 
Historic Preservation Advisory Board. Sign area may not exceed 10 sq. ft. 

. . . .. . . , . .  . : . .  :. . . . .. , . . 3  

P'roposed Code: . . . . . . . 

. e .  . . F o r  designated historic resources llsted in the . local !. andlor ~a t iona l  Register of 

. . 
Historic Places, one permanent memorial sign of tablet per that displays 

. .  . ; 'only hisforical infdrniation (official historic name of a building, date of erection, andlor 
. . . :  

. . . . . :' . -. . .logo) is'exeinpt from the  provisidns .of thise.regulktions.' To, b.e..exempt, t h e d e ~ j g n  m 
- - of such memorial signs or tablets shall be consistent with guidelines established by. 8 

the Corvallis Historic Preservation Advisory Board. Sign area may not exceed 10 sq. = 
ft. IXI 

7 
. . . .  . < 

Despite the fact that the Land Development Code currently contains section 4.7.70.e, the , 
- ~jvtome~has-determined-thataw ch-standardre-no-enforceab~e-nder-the-e~on- 

D 
and United States Cons'iitutional provisions for.free.speech. Although we. could allov~ for C) 

such signs, the City , would .. have no. authority to..lirnit.ihe . . .. - content'of . . . . . . the . s i g n  to historical 
. . . , P 

information. . .  .. . . . . .  . .  . 

Chapter 2.9 a s  proposed does contain an allowance for a Director-Level sign permit that 
contains the same 10 sq. ft. limit, but does not limit content to historic information. Secuon 

. . . .  . . . . . . . . , . . .. . 
2.9.1 00.03.e, states: . : .  .. . 

. .  . .  . . : .  . . . . .  

. . . . . . . ! . . . .  . 

Small Signs or Tablets - SrnalI signs or tablets, not meeting the exemption in Section 2.9.7O,d, 
provided the sign or tablet is ten square feet -or less in size; Is non-illuminated; is 
architecturally compatible with the design or siyie o i ihe  designated historic resource; and 
if freestanding, is iess tnan:iour feet in height. . . _ _ . . . _  . . . .  . :  . : . . . .  . .  __ 

. . . . .  

. :  . . .  

Currently, the most restrictive Districts far signs are the residential Districts. Signs are 
limited by street frontage . and . may not exceed 16 sq. fi. A 50-hid6 lot can have a 5 sq. 
ft. sign. The exemption would have'allowed a larger sign (1 0 sq. ft.), and no sign permit 
would have been required for that sign in any District. . .  . . 

L\CD\Planning\Development Review\Land Development Code Text Amendrnents\LDTOS 
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Several options are available. First would be to keep the provision and recognize that we 
cannot regulate content. Under this scenario, a 10 sq. ft. sign would be allowed in any 
district with any content the owner desired. No permit would be  required. In essence, this 
would a de-facto replacement of the Director-Level permit option, which could then be 
deleted. 

Second would be to drop the provisions entirely, and rely on the existing sign standards. 
If a property owner wanted to use some of hislher sign allocation for a historic interpretive 
sign or tablet, so be  it. However, a sign permit would be required. Installation of new signs 
or changes to the physical design of existifig signs Z!SO r e q u i r ~  HFP permit review as 
Alterations. 

A third option would be to allow an exemption for a single sign of a limited size (5 sq. ft., 
for example). This could be for all or only in select Districts. 

Through this Text Amendment process, the  Planning Commission should consider such 
an addition to or deletion from this LDC Text Amendment proposal. Following public 
comment and Planning Commission deliberation, the proposed action may be approved, W 

3= modified, or discarded in the Planning Commission's final recommendation to the  City - 
Council. 

W 
=i 
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MEMORANDUM 

From: Fred Towne, Senior Planner 

-,- so: interested Parties 

Date: January 26,2006 

Re: Planning Commission Public Hearing on Historic Preservation Provisions 
(LDT05-00001): Public Testimony and Staff-Distributed Information 

Attached are the information submitted to the Planning Commission by the public at the 
January 25, 2006, public hearing for LDT05-00001 and the information distributed at the 
hearing by staff. 





City of Corvallis Planning Commission 
January 25,2006 

Testimony of BA Beierle 

? " n d c  you for YOW thoug31ifui evaluation of the public process and staEmaterials regarding 
stewardship of Corvallis historic resources. 

Originally, this code re-write was indicated by two factors: 
1. Compliance with changes in state law, and 
3 . Aclnowledgment by the city attorney that the WAB is a de facto decision-making body. 
The workshop process focused on these priorities. Since the release of the current draft, we now 
understand that the primary objectives of this update are to clarify and simplify the processes by 
which Historic Preservation Permits are considered and issued. Our new collective challenge is 
to strike a balance between streamlining processes and respecthl preservation, and to 
acknowledge that these are shared priorities and not mutually exclusive. 

The staff-proposed changes to the HPAB-approved draft include changing window replacement 
to Director level review. In my observation of the WPAB in recent years, changes and 
replacement of windows is a highly debated aspect of applications. Importantly, in the staff 
provided matrix of decision-malring for the past 5 years, 144 applications are included. Of those, Q a: - 
3 9 applications - 27 % - include window replacement. This is not a small matter for the EIPAB W 
nor for Cornallis historic resources, consequently I respectfully request that window change 7 
decision rest wit11 the expertise of the HPAB .. < 

I 

Improving the grammar of the document is imperative. h many instances, elements are 
described in non-sentences, md wiLLhout verbs it is dSEcult in some cases to knowledgeably 

J 
G) 

evaluate the intent of the proposed language. Fn 
CO 

The staff changes to the document approved by the HPAB occasionally change the intent of the 
Board. However, changes proposed in Chapter 1.1: 1.2, 1.3,1.6 -with one notable exceptiog 
2.0,2.2,2.3, and 2.5 reflect the draft document approved by the HPAB. Changes to 2.9 itself are 
more comprehensive and require greater discussion 

Page A-12 (exception to changes in 1.6) 
In-Kind Repair o r  Replacement - repair or replacement of existing materials or features that 
match the old in design, color, texture, materials, dimensions, shape, and other visual qualities. 
This includes: repair' or' replacement of roofing, doors, wii~do~vx, siding, and other structural 
elements, provided the repair or replacements match the old in the manners described herein. 

Since t h i s  a definition, the strikeout is appropriate, however, the intent of the strikeout language 
must be moved to a more appropriate place. 

Page A-3 9 
Pees. Cor!aIlis has one incentive for prese~~ation: no fees are chzrged for the processing of HT 
Permits. In thz future, other incentives may be considered by City Council: e.g., building fee 



waivers or reductions. For now, this one and only incentive needs to remain. 

Page A-43 
Section 2.9.70 
Exemptions 
In the years I have observed the HPAB, one of the most challen,&g aspects of their work is - 
without question - what to do about window replacement. The volume of t ime devoted to these 
discussions alone suggests that it is inappropriate to exempt window replacement fiom their 
deliberations. Since the HPAB was comfortable with the strike-out language from page A-12: 
Irr-kind repair or replacenrent of lviiiu~vs slraN be exe~~rpf only ~uileil deteriorated beyo~rd repair 
nrzd exnct a~nferials ~11d CleSigirs are iised., I recommend moving that language to page A-43, 
2.9.70.b, last line; between replncenzent and Also, or moving discussing of window replacement 
to HPAB-level decisions altogether. 

Page A-44 
d and h 
Add the language: The irrstallrrtiorr slzall [tot dn~tzage nor obscztre nr~y sigttzj7canf extenial 
arcizitectilrnl featzires of file Iristoric resozirce., that appears elsewhere for consistency. !! 

I - 
Page A-45 CA 
1 =i 
Replace 200 with 100 as recommended by the WAB. < 

I 

Page A-46 $ 
m G) 
This is a discussion about fencing, not just wood fencing. Remove Wood fiom the title, and rn 

#.A 
following the word Additionally, and the section is more clear, and reflects the &scussion of the o 

Page A-47 
P 
For clarity and to reflect the discussion of the Hf AB, substitute language following provided 
that: iiz-kind nlaterials are zised, aalrd there is nu cir ntzge itz fo ir~zdafiotz lleigizf 

Page A-53 
a (second line) 
Substitute: file relrnbiIitnted resozirce for the restored building or structure. This code generally 
discusses rehabilitation not restoration; the language suggested throughout is designated historic 
resource, not building or structure. 

c. 1 
Nev lz@agpag$ - submitted previously - is proposed for 2.9.100.04.b.l., page A-66. 



It is imperative that the Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation remain as guiding 
principles for HPAB-level decision-making. In reviewing all t l~e  correspondence ffom Roger 
Roper at the SHPO, he clearly makes the case that the Standards - as the basis for decision- 
making - need to be included, but perhaps in di£€erent language. I suggest re-instating t h ~  
Mite-out language on Page A-53, c.5., by substituting 'che following for a bough  i on pages A- 
54 and A-55: 

n.Aistoric rise. 
A ltistoric resotirce retains the most integrity 17it ronti~z~res to bbe ztsed for its liisforic prwpose. 
If n change iiz zrse iiz izeeded) fhe rzew rise will require mziitii~zuf clta~zge to tJze tiefirring 
cl~aracteristics of the buildiizg aizd its site. 

b.Hisf~ric character. 
This liistoric clraracfer of tit e property (arclr itectzire and spur'ial reZationsJzips) will be retaiired 
nndpreserved Rei~zovnl of historic  sateri rials or alferntion of featzrre atzd spaces flzat 
co~ztribitie to the property's ltistoric sigizzjkance will be avoided. 

c.Becord of its tiif 
TIre Iiisioric resource will remaiiz a pliysical record of its tiiize, place, and iise. Clznnges that 
create a false sense of/tistoric developmzerzt, srccll as addiizg coizjecfzzrrrl featc1res or 
architectzml eleme~tts froi~z otIzer I~istoric resozzrces, lvill be avoided. 

dHistoric c/z artges. 
Masipr~pertii;"~ d i i n f l g ~  0vzr iiif2e. T ! ~ V ^ S ~  chaiigzs r"!;ai !;EVE ~ i t q i i i ~ ~ d  / Z ~ S ~ G T ~ C  ~ " i g f ~ & 4 C E i i ~ &  

be reilrziieed amd preserved 

e. Cfiaracter-rie~Irzi~zg~2afzdres. 
Disti~z ctive featzrre fit2 islz es, aizd corzstrzrction teclz~ziqzies or a-an pies of era ffsnzanslzip tlz at 
rlzaracterize a Iristoric resource will be preserved. 

$Historicfeatz~res. 
Geizerally, deteriorated Iristoric f~utrires will be repaired rather than replaced, Wzere the 
severity oj-deterioratia~z requires replacer~zerrt, tile izetuf2atrire wiiL nlatclt the izoid irt design, 
color, 2'exextz~re, and other viszral qlralities and, ~vlzere possible, in nzaterials. Reglacemeizt of 
nzissiizgfeatzrres mzrsd be siibstuntiafed by doczmze~ztury, pltysicai, or pictorial evide~zce. 

,nHisforic razatbmPs. 
,+l.tv"rk .~::nterIn?s :ui!! vhe p~~"fecfi-od= Cl:e::zicz!: z~m!r,;!sical i~ec,'::e::is, ssc!,': gx sa::db!m$i;:g) 
flzczt cazise damage to or accelerate the deterioratiore of Jiistoric nzaterials will imot be used 

IzP,rc!raeobagicd Y P S ~ : ~ ? * C ~ . F ~  

Sigjztfzcant nrclzneologicnl resoirrces nffected by n proposal will be protected a~zdpreserved to 
tlze extent practical, When szlch resorsrces are disfxzrberi, mr itignfdorz nzecasrires ~viZd be 
rrndertr~lien. 



i.Differentiate new fronz olrl. 
New additioits, exterior alteratians, or related izew constrrrctio~r luill izot destroy historic 
innterinls that charncterize n property. New work wilI be rIiffereirtiatedfront the old. 

j.A~ci~ifeciirr;af coir1pnti6ir'f@. 
New nriditior~s, exterior alterations, or reluted rrerv co~tstrrrction  rill be coitzpatible ~vitl~ the 
resorrrces 's massiitg size, scale, aizd arclritectziralfeatrrres. Wjrreir retroiftiizg brriirIilrgs ar 
sites to ir~~prove accessibilirty for perso~zs rvitii disabilities, design solzrtioirs 1uiZ1 not corizpronrise 
tlre nrchitectrrral integrity of tire ht lristoric resource. 

k.Preserve tlte fonn aird irztegrity of lzistoric resortrces. 
New additions and adjnceizt or related irew co~zst~uction will be urrdertakei~ ill sricii a inan?rer 
that z~reiizoved irr tlre fr~trire, the essential fori~z aitd integrity of tlre lristoric resource aizd its 
eilvironnrerrt ~votild be tnzi~~lpaired 

Z.Hierarclry of coinpatibility. 
Exterior nlterutiuirs and additio~rs rvilf be desigt~eii to be conzpatible prirrzarily ~v i f l r  the original 
reso zirce, secondarily with anjnceizt properties, nrrdj3r ally, if located ~vitlrirr a lr is foric district, 
~vitlr tTie rest of the district. Wjltere pmctical, comzpatibiiity ~vill be prrrszted on all tlzree levels. !z "C 

Page A-55 
2.9.90.07.b. 
Why the change fiorn 90 to 75 days? With the current one meeting per month schedule, is this 
realistic? 

Page A-55 
z.9.90.08.a. 
How can the Director provide anyone but the applicant and the HPAB with a Notice of 
Disposition? Since these applications are unadvertised, there is no way for any concerned 
citizens to know what applications may be considered by the Director, and no way to provide 
written comment. 

Page A-56 
2.9.90.09.a 
In the event the HPAB itself disagrees with a Director level decision, what is the process? 

Page A-61 
a. 
Insert i?~-!c??zd fix si!nilrrr. materials. 

b. 
Reinstate the strikeout language for Nornl~istori~oizcotrtri6riti~rg resources, and lror obsczrre. as 
recommsnded by the HE'AB. 



COLLEGE HILL NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIAT~ON 
Dan Brown, President (754-8420); Gary Angelo, Vice President (753-5789); 

Cl~tistinina Stiiiger, Secretary (753-5Iir8j; ivtikeiviiddieton, Treasurer, (738-0827j 

January 25,2006 

Greetings: 

To start, we would like to express our appreciation for all the work that has gone into the 
revision of the historic preservation sections of t l~e  Land Development Code (LDC), especially 
the completely new Chapter 2.9. The members of the Historic Preservation Advisory Board 
deserve thanks for the many hours they devoted to discussion over the summer and falL The 
P l a d g  Staff deserve thanks for preparing the first draft, for thorough analyses ofpast and 
proposed regulations, and for finalizing the January 9,2006 dr&. We now have a better tool to 
meet our City's historic preservation goals, and the College Hill Neighborhood Association vows 
to help make it work paaicularly in the College Hill West Historic District where many of the 
City's historic homes are located. 

We do have some suggestions for changes that we think will make the code easier and 
mcre efficient for the City to administer and, at the same time, kcreme ~~1untar-y 
compiiance. W-e recognize that the City has already put a iot of time and money into this 
revision. Some of our suggested changes would be reIatively easy to implement, ofhers would 
be more " h e  consuming. WWe *ii&& all wouid result in long term benefits to trhe city, but the 
current revision is workable and we recognize that you'll likely have to  make a decision about 
which suggestions to implement based on current resource constraints. 

The ultimzte purpose of the revisions to Section 2.9 is the protection of historic resources 
in Corvallis. Our stand with regard to fhis objective is based on a belief about good citizenship: 
that is, if property owners can understand clear laws, if they believe they will be objectively 
applied, and ifthey beIieve tbey are reasonable - then they wilI be motivated to comply with the 
laws, to partkipate in furtherkg hist~dc goals, and to Oust City officids to m i k e  good decisions. 

An alternate approach relies on intense regulation and increased enfbrcement. We 
believe that this would actually result in the loss of historic resources t h r o u b  non~articipation, 
~ c a c o q l i m c e ,  &uld de5I:erate neg!ect. TP,T:: dm believe + h t  *&s appriiach wtl consme 
enormous amounts of City resources in applying regulations, appeals, and the machinsltions of 
the '%stork police." 



We believe the City of Cornallis needs "good" standards in the LDC. Three criteria have been 
used extensively in mal&g, revisions and were In Ken Gibb's original charge to the HPAB: 

1. clarity, 
2. ~hjec t idy  
3. reasonable balance between flexi3ility and restriction 

We wholeheartedly agree that making revisions to the code based on these criteria will: 
(1) make the code easier for landowners to understand and follow, (2) make the code easier for 
the City to administer, and (3) provide the best protection for historic resources by creating the 
best environment to encourage compliance wifA the IGstoric permit process and participation in 
historic protection programs. 

Clarity is key because those who read the law should understand what it means. Owners 
should be able to discern what is legal and illegal; then they will know what to do and what to 
avoid, saving them time, money and hstration. The City StafT should be able to quicldy and 
efficiently apply the law in performing their jobs. Judges should be able to interpret the meaning 
of the law in settling disputes. Unclear laws create confusion and waste everyone's time (and 
h c i a l  resources). 

ObJect;~&y is beczcse res& s h ~ ~ l d  be the s m e  reg~dlcss of the $&.es of i&e 
p d c u l a r  decision maker on a particular occasion, or the particular applicant, Issues of rules, 
precesses, scope, md prio-dies s h d d  be s~ecified by legis!zt~rs before the h v  is to be qpfied. 
The outcome should de verifiable by someone checlcing or reviewing a decision, and in tl*s 
context, measurabilitv is useful when it is possible. (Age, height, and conformity to an 
architectural design are example of standards which are objectively verifiable -- within 
reasonable latitudes of error.) 

Of cows:: some historic review decisions must be made on the basis of abstract ideas and 
involve considerable discretion However, m y ,  many decisions can and should be made 
efficiently using prescribed criteria In the case of more abstract principles, at least it should be 
clear which ones are applied and that they reflect the wiIl of the community. 

Balance Between Flexibility and Restriction 

The fhird criterion fcr evaluatizlg t?x code hs been discussed over the past few month 
using such terns as "streamlining, "flexibility," and "customer friendly." We Iabel it "Balance 
Between FlexibWy md Res~ctba."  The idea is WL in hihistoric reviews, res'rrlciiveness of 
standards should match the importance and visibility of the resource and the degree of change 
requested. (In this case means different objective standards clearly specified for 
different kinds of properties and situations; it is not the opposite of "objective.") 



Substitute the following language: Alterntion Replicafiilg Historic Featztres. Alferafions t?rat 
are not tx~einptper Secfioiz 2.9.70 nrzd flrat replicate tlte origiiral aferior featizres of fIie 
desE'g!tnted lzistoric resol~rces as d g t e r ~ ~ z i ~ ~ e d ~ f r r n  a l~hfnric plfoiograP/1, ltistoric buildiitg 
plajis, ihe hfstoi'ic re3aiircEs ~iirvenfo~y, or of!fer et'ide9;ce subnriM hy fh"~ls qplicank The word 
originai may not refer to a resource's period of significance. h y  change using dissimiiar 
materials or a dserent design is essential new consiruction and merits full WPAB expertise for 
decision-making. 

n. 
Substitute de~zzolzstrate for doczmlent in the last h e .  

0. 

Substitute the following language: Cailvas Arvlzi~zgs - I~zstallation of caitvas inuizi~rgs, litltifed to 
riesiglznted Iristoric resorfrces Zocnted iiz tlre D o I M ~ ~ ~ I v ) ~  Pedesfpia~z Core, as defilred in Chapter 
1.6. Srrclr cnlzvas nrvniizgs ~izay replace or reprodirce existi~zg calzvas awiz itrgs, as sJiown iiz 
docrii~zeizfntioit szrbmitred by the applicant. Fiwed calzvns awnirrg will replace f w d  canvas 
a~v~riitgs; operable canvas n~v~ri~zgs will replace or reproduce operable canvas arvniizgs. Not 
all historic downtown awning were canvas. This language change allows the instdation of 
canvas awnings to remain in Director Level review and moves review of other types of awnings 
to HPAB, since non-canvas awnings are sigdicant architectural features. 

l'. 
Strike ?his section under Director Review and move to KPAB review. Any change using 
dissimila materids or a different ciesi,gn is essentiai new construction and merits i3.I WAB 
expertise for decision-malhg. Further the language The design shall be architecturally 
compatible requires discr~tionary decision-making md is neither clear nor objective. 

Page A-64 
1. 
Move tlis to demolition section, and renumber accordingly. 

Former 4. 
Reinstate this section. Any change using dissimilar materials or a different design is essential 
new construction and merits full HPAB expertise for decision-making. 

Page A-65 
Former 6. 
Reinsfate this section. Any change using dissimilar materials or a different design is essential 
new construction and merits full WAE expedse for decision-making. 

Former 9. 
Substihe in-.kind for sin~iln:' and retain the strikeout for consistency. 



b. 

Reinstate 200 for 2000 square feet as recommended by the HPAB. 

d. 
For ~ 1 ~ i @ ,  ~ i b s t h i i ~  f~l l~m-hg Irmguiige: Exf~iiiziig i~o~dg i i  siiiiigles or Jtisan"~~ m q  be 
replaced iuitJz nrcltitectrrral coinposition siziitgles, or otJzer i~tnteriaIs docrinrertted to have beerr 
rrsed otz the strzictrire dirriitg its period of sigizzjica~zce. The new roof slznll rzot damage izor 
ubsczrre a?zy sigizzifia~zt arcJzitectrrral fentirres of tlze strrrctzire. The language conznzonly creates 
an opportunity for inappropriate roofing materials to be installed on a designated historic 
resources. The language change allows reroofing to remain as a Director-Level review. 

e. 
Insert may be iizstitlled following Section 2.9.70.6 and add the language: tJze irrstrrllatioit sltall 
izot dar~znge ilor obscirre airy sigirificniz f exterizal nrcltitectzfrai feutz~res of the historic 
resource., that appears elsewhere for consistency. 

Reinstate Nonl~istoricmTonco~tfribziting resozlrces as recommended by the FIPAB. 

g. 
Strike this section under Director Review and move to HPAB review. Any change using 
dissimilar materials or a different design is essentiaI new construction and merits full EfPAB 
expertise for decision-making. 

Page A-62 
h. 
Correct Section 2.9.70 k. lo 2.9.70 1. which addresses parking spaces, not ramps. 

1. 

Strike this section under Director Review and move to WrlB review. Any change using 
dissimilar materials or a difFerent design is essentid new construction and merits full HPAB 
expertise for decision-making. 

3. 
Add irz-kind before materials and retain as a Director - Level decision. Otherwise, dissimilar 
materials may be used, and any change using dissimilar materials or a different design is essential 
new construction and merits fidl HPAB expertise for decision-making. 

1. 
Retain ilor obscrrre for consistency elsewhere, and as  recommended by the HPAB. 

Page A-63 
m. 



Reinstate this section. Any change using dissimilar materials or a difFerent design is essential 
new construction and merits 1h.U HPAB expertise for decision-making. 

Page A-56 
Former 12. 
Reinstate strikeout visible frotn tlzeprrblic right of way or private street right of way aizd as 
recommended by the HPAB. 

Former 13. 
Reinstate strikeout visible from tlteprrblic right of way orprivnte street right of way alzd as 
recommended by the HPAB. 

b. Review Criteria 

New 1. 

Similar to compatibility review criteria (site design, trafsc, noxious odors, etc.) for co~~ditiondl 
development and planned development, the following new section provides guidance to the 
HPAB in balancing multiple preservation priorities. These criteria establish the necessary 
flexibility needed for discretionary historic preservation decisions. 

aPAB rlecisioiz-]?raking is directed by severalfactors, itzcl~~dirzg: 
)C .- - Context, the resorrrce's swz;tribrrti~n to Cowallis' sbg~zz~caizt Irisforic tlseisres; 
k- - Qrraiify, the craftswtarzsiriv qffire resorrrce; 
k- Qunntity, how nzniry &xat&les mist9 nrzd 
b : Integrity, how changed the resiPurce is-from iis origiizal iizierai. 
Tliese consirlercstioizs Itave rs dylzamic relatiorzs~zip ~vitlr one another that directly impacts 
decision-l~znkiizg. 

Discussion 
Context is the language the National Park Service uses to describe various themes in our national 
history embodied in our historic resources. Some themes are agriculture, archeology, 
architecture, commerce, communication, community development, conservation, culture, cultural 
landscapes, education, engineering, ethnic groups, exploration, fur trade, government, industry, 
mining, native Americans, prehistory, recreation and tourism, religion, social history, technology, 
transportation, and others. In evaluating applications, the I-IPAB must give consideration to 
whether or not the resource contributes to these themes for Corvallis, and how si,@ficant a role 
the resource holds in that theme. 

Quality refers to the craftsmanship of the resource. Was this a well-built resource initially? 
Does it remain a -well-built resource today? The better the quality initially or today, the more 
carefully the application decisions need to be reached. A resource that started out with 
outstanding quality may or may not retain it today. 



Quantity discusses how many representative examples exist today. E a resource is the Iast 
remaining example of a particular style, or design, or showcases a rare feature, material, or 
ter,hTlique, that paucity of examples directly impacts decision-making. Conversely, a substantial 
inventory of a particular class of resources, while abundant locally, may represent a rare national 
coliection and aiso merit thoughthl consideration. An example is Oregon's covered bridges. 
While there are examples throughout the state, few states have any covered bridges, so Oregon's 
jurisdictions are stewards of a vanishing national resource and must evaluate changes to these 
resources especially carefully, even though they may enjoy many in their own communities. 

Integrity tells us how the resource today retains its original intent, A resource with substantial 
integrity is a better examples of its class and merits special and thoughthl consideration. If 
you've watched Arztiqzles Roadsho~v, you appreciate that an artifact that has its original design, 
original materials, original finish, and original hardware has excellent "condition." When we 
evaluate historic resources, integrity is the equivalent of material culture's "condidtion." 

A challenge arises when a resource may be very important in terms of Corvallis' contexts, but 
has lost its integrity over time. How much weight decision-makers give to context or integrity in 
reviewing an application "depends," and therein lies a challenge. If at the same time, the 
resource is one of a few remaining in its class, the decision-making may or may not become 
easier. Ifff~e resource was not well-crafted to begin with, but is now the last remaining of its 
kind, decision-making becomes even more discretionary. 

Consider this example: a garage. A nothlng so special fiee-standing wooden accessory stmcture. 
The other stnictrlres nn the Int may he historicl may be non-Estnrir;, may be con?&bu%g may be 
noncontributing. The garage's initial quality may be questionable. There are many garages like 
t&s one. But 6 s  garage in Silicon Valley is where Hewlett and Packard developed the personal 
computer and it contributes substantially to several historic contexts. There is no way to apply 
clear nor objective criteria to this resource, since it's the dynarnic interplay of context, qu.ality, 
quantity, and integrity that changes decisions about its rehabilitation to discretionary. Also 
consider what happens if the resource is moved to a technology campus, as an interesting exhibit 
The resource instantly loses its neighborhood context as a "domestic laboratory." 

Page A-67 
2. 
Reinstate the strikeout, brit are not lilnited to. This language provides ff exibility in the event 
something has been humanly overlooked. 

Page A-68 
c) strike the ianguage orproposed new arcitifecturni eiet~zents. ?"his language places this section 
in conflict with itself. The last line reads: Conjectural architectural details shall not be applied. 

A-69 
3. Trees. ?he language regarding tree rernovd should be moved to denzo2ifior~s. 



A-72 
New e. 
I?rvolves rer~toval qf a iristorically sigrl<fica?rt tree. 

Rehitate the stdcso-ii; ~4th Attiis p~ocedwal ccrrec"un: . . Ci2y3s i .~cs@i ~JojjTciai iisti;Tcaiion 
fionr the State Historic Preservation Office tItut n rzonzi~t~tiotr bzns beerr received for review. 
Nominations are first reviewed by the State Historic Preservation Office and the State Historic 
Preservation ConsuIting Committee. If approved by the Consulting Committee, a nomination is 
then forwarded to the Keeper of the NationaI Register of Historic Places for review. The process 
begins at the time the SHPO accepts the nomination. 

A-74 
FoLlowing g. 
If a buyer is interested in purchasing the historic resource in place, and an owner is u n e g  to 
sell it, then this new language provides a disincentive to maintain the integrity of the resource 
and the district, if any, where it is located. The new language needs to be struck and alternative 
language crafted to meet the spirit of -tibe change. 

Page A-75 
2.9.1 10.04 3C - 
Following c. 03 
Reinstate the strikeout: Dacz~ i~ze~ t t~ io~r  materials shall be tlte property of the City or its 7 
designee. The E.PAB sltall deterr?ziize ?v?zere the docirmzeizk'ation is to be deposited arrd rvlrere < 
arty artifacts, arcitifectrrraij%atrrres, ntateriaIss or eqri[~?~zent savedfroat dire brsi'cdfrtg are to be 

I 

- 
sfored. I f  there is no depository for the documentation, then there is essentially no 
documentation. Consequently, this strikeout nullifies the documentation language above. If the 

9 
6) 

challenge is salvage storage, than craft new language that addresses disposition of salvaged rn 
a 

materials. CD 

Page A-79 
2.9.120.05.b. 
Add the following language at the end of b: The maintenance of an existing listing of a 
National Register of Historic Places historic resource at its new site shall be processed 
through state and federal procedures. Moving aNational Register listed resource may remove 
the resource from the National Register of Historic Places. To be consistent with other aspects of 
the code, &is section needs to mention that there may be other ramifications of the proposed 
change over which the review body has no jurisdiction. 

Page A-82 
2.19.30.02 a. 
Ethe HPAB feels a decision of the Director fails to adequately safeguard historic resources, how 
do they apped a decision below? 





The US Department of Interior's 5'tandar.h for Rehabilifntio~z are a good starting point for local 
historic review regulations. In land use plsillning terms, these ,guidelines set a pretty high bar in 
terms of restrictions on what property owners can do to their homes. They do allow historic 
properties to be altered, including sensitive additions, to allow owner livability given changing 
needs (safety, energy conse~ztior!, fmAy 12' cycle, etc.) a d  c h g 5 g  lifestyles. They do mt 
require property owners to restore altered properties to the original and they do allow 
damaged materials to be replaced in a cost effective manner with like materials rather than 
"preserved" as a museum would do. They also provide considerable latitude as to how a local 
government can create code to apply the standards. 

To be realistic, we must recognize that change will occur inthe next hundred or two 
hundred years. Properiy owners simply do not have the hancial resources to maintain museum 
quaLity preservation for everything located in a historic district. Thus, we need reasonable 
priorities in the LDC, for example: 

Hieher Priority 

Historic house 
House 
Visible change to facade 
Irreversible change 
Big change 
Landmark pubfic building 
Tie to historic people or events 
1 -- T ~ ? h r e  3- & s i p ;  rr?stg&&, gtc. 

Roof h e  

Lower Prioritv 

Non-historic, noncontributing house 
Garden shed, shrub, fish pond 
Change screened %om passersby 
Reversible change 
Small change 
Small private rental home 
No historic persons or events 
Lgpj q d t y  mterb1sS eic. 
Dryer vent 

Restrictions should be placed on the best of the best resources to optimally protect the historic 
character of the neighborhood. At the same time, some flexibility should be built into the 
system, allowing changes to low-priority historic resources or low-priority elements when the 
change is important to the owner. 

In a sense, historic preservation regulations are unfirnded mandates. Preservation of old 
houses is expensive, and property owners are expected to use their own resources to do the 
preserving. At the present t h e  and into the foreseeable future, there are precious few financid 
incentives at least that apply to owners of private homes. Flexibility wherever possible will heIp 
m~tivate homeowners to be good stewards of their historic resources. 



What are Some Good Aspects of the Januarv 9,2006 Draft? 

E'BTWTIONS AnqD BIKE2TOR DECISIONS: The regulations for exempiions in 
2.9.70 and Director-Level Permits in Section 2.9.100.03 seemvery clear. We trust that 
CorvaIlisY P h m h g  S t .  can use these regulations to make good decisions about protecting 
'historic resources. 

DEFINITION OF IN-KIM): From a property owner point of view, the definition of 
'Tn-Kind Repair or Replacement" in Chapter 1.6 seems very clear. We are certainthat the Staff 
can use this definition to make good decisions. 

REEUBILITATION STANDARDS: The draft no longer includes the text of the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards fir Rehnbilitntion in 2.9.90.06~5-j. These were inserted 
into the previous draft in the closing minutes of the £id KPAB workshop, and this action has 
not received yet public comment. We agree withthe St& interpretation that these are not clear 
and should not be included verbatim as code language. We see most of them interpreted into 
various parts of 2.9 as is the charge fiom the federal government which asks local jrpisdictions to 
apply the standards. The January 9,2006 draft does a good job of this. E 

I - 

NEW DEFINITIONS: Two new definitions in Chapter 1.6 provide objective standards 
< 
I 
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sets a limit on which old houses will be protected by the City, and '33[istoricaUy Significant Tree" 9 
s&s Ms xnEch kees ;AiL1l zzcei~J.re s&~rjic pr.&&iGIi (md -gEch ones F D ~ ~ ~ ) ~  &$cec 

a 
rn 

desi,gmtion requires approval by elected government officials or expert employees of the City of N 
Conallis- h) 

In discussions earlier this year, there was some discussion that the limits should be 
determined by the HPAB; that approach would allow for arbitrary, inconsistent and 
unpredictable decisions. We zgrce t$2t the current revision works better for the City and for 
landovmers. 

Balance Restriction and Flexibility 

VISZBILITY FROM ALLEYS: In historic districts, primary facades and f?ont yards 
are essential to preserving the historic character of the neighborhood. On the other hand, rigid 
prohiibition of change from rhe d e y  point of view is an unreasonable standard because the view 
from the alley is less important than the fkcade. This is a place where flexibility for the owner 
should be a goal. We agree that alleys should be exceptions fiom cLpubilic right of wayy' visibility 
standards. 



Althougll technically a "right of way," alleys have always been used to service properties 
rather than provide a public thoroughfare. Strangers in alleys were viewed with suspicion. 
Historically, back yards harbored clotheslines, privies, chicken coops, trash burners, piles of 
whatever, gsages, bean poles, etc. No one expected the same level of scrutiny fiom the back of 
their Ic~t as fiorn the fioot; when s h ~ r t  of cash previn~s omers didn't e w n  pzbt ths back ~f the 
house or the fence. In today's world, with insufficient on-street parking in the College Hill 
neighborhood, parked cars belong in alleys and modern garages belong in alleys. 

EXEMPTION OF OWS IN-IClBD: In the final minutes of the very last KPAB 
workshop, deletions were made in CHAPTER 1.6 to the de£inition of '%-Kind Repair or 
Replacement" concerning windows, and there was no opporbmify for public input. We prefer 
the present draft, which replaced the deleted language in the previous version, because it 
provides the property owners in historic districts with more options - while still protecting the 
historic character of the neighborhood. Old windows have many disadvantages which be 
overcome with new in-kind replacements as specified in the definition. Also preservation of the 
old window frames and sashes means handling dangerous lead paint. And in the end, no 
passerby will be aware that the painted wooden window is "new," and the historic character of 
the neighborhood will be preserved. 

S: The draft is good In that it provides property owners with two 
incentives. First, it provides incentives for preservation and restoration (That's a good thing!) 
of historic resources because in many cases, choosing these treahnent options allows the 
applicant to shorten the review process through exemption or Director review. Second, the lack 
of a permit fee encourages property owners to go through the review process. 

---- #/hat CouId Stgad H m p ~ o ~ ~ , ~ e ~ t  in the Drafty 

Chnlage for Clarity 

CLEAR HPAB S ARDS: The HPAB could be, and likely already is, using 
prescribed standards when making decisions about lristoric resources in a historic district. For 
e m p l e ,  "The property is a gateway element to historic district . . . " (Max Geier, Appendix P- 
236, last paragraph, second to last sentence). Even people experienced with the LDC have 
trouble understanding this criterion; "gateway" is defined in the Corvallis LDC but that 
definition does not apply to this case. Where did this idea come from? Property owners need to 
h w .  

Some prescribed criteria are included as 2.2.40.05 - Review Criteria ( bl and b2) in the 
current &ar5t and as 2.9.30.04 in the existing code. We propose reinserting them into 2.9, 
perhaps at 2.9.60~ as review criteria for alterations where the HPAB decision is to be more 
restrictive to be more flexible. The same sources of infiormation in 2.9.55~ could be used t~ 
make a case in favor of either greater flexibility for resources with little historic value which just 
happened to be included in a national historic district -- or greater restriction for real historic 
treasures. 



In terms of clarity, at least everyone would know what these standards are ifthey were included 
in 2.9, They may not be the most objective standards, but they are already included in Section 
2.2. Also we suspect that the HPAB is already using them reviewing applications. - - 

CPJTXPJON TE TEE SXP+2FaAE OF C'JPJTZPtM: 2.2.40.05 a md b are 
grammatically incorrect. 

2.9.20fi We propose the addition of the phrase "Desi,mted Historic Resources" to 
make it clear that not all alterations, demolitions and moving in Corvallis are covered 

INACCURACY: In the DEFINITIONS section of the draft, located under the definition 
of 'Wationally Designated Resource" there is an inaccuracy in the phrase ". . . a property owner 
must obtain approval . . . " In k t ,  the property owner may not be the one that obtains approval 
for a listing in the National Register of Historic Places. For example, in the case of the College 
Hill West historic District, the City of Corvallis was the applicant who obtained approval. The 
owners were not involved, and as is sometimes the case, some owners opposed the listing. 

MIMNG APPLES AND ORANGES: In the process which led to this draft, HPAB 
tried to make the document less specific by using general terms such as "structure" instead of 
house or privy and "historic resource" instead of many distinguishing nouns such as: historic 
district, house, tree, sidewalk, site, shrub, accessory development, etc. Clarity of rules is lost in 
the use of general !imamage. h the exmple immediately above, usbg the blmket concept of 
Nationally Designated Resource (which includes both individual resources and districts) led to 
an inaccurate statement. 

For our neighborhood, ,an impoitan~ concern is "he mixing of a national liistoric district 
cozktlng ~Fprivately ~-?rnzd residences ~?,it5 kd.ivkhzlly listed pscgerties, scme of which a e  
publicly-ovmed. We t& it is criiical; thzt the standards applied to noz-historic, lnon- 

'-' ..cmtributing properties in historic districts should be merent  tfian those applied to important 
pfibliely-owned, individually-designated properties. Applying the same standard to all properties 
is likely to discourage compliance at one end of the low-historic-value end of the continuum 
and/or inadequately protect unique public properties at the high-historic-value end 

The objective of a national historic district is diEerent, the application process is 
different, the district includes non-historiclnon-contributk properties (which are still bistoric 
resources!). There are enough dserences for national historic districts that we would like to see 
a special section in the code which deals with them. Then all the confusing language which does 
not apply to individual listings can be put in one place. And the rules can be adjusted to be 
appropriate for the dBerent situation. 

This may seem like a big request. However, we have reason to believe that this approach 
will be taken for the proposed OSU historic district. Last year QSU was designated a special 
district status in the City's approval of the Campus Master P h  and this approach will likely be 
used again. We could simply follow a similar approach. 



r t : > ,  

Change to Balance Restriction and ~ ~ e x i b i l i t v  

HISTORICALLY SIGNIF1 CANT TREE: In the definition of Historically S i m c a n t  
Tree section 1.c and in Section 2.9.100c.l.c.l.c, the text says "The tree is associated with the life 
of a person or group of historic sip3cance. To be Estoricdtlly si,g~~Zcmt, a tree sheulrl be 
meaninefully related to something. The mere &ct that an ordinary Conallis resident, or even 
high-ranking university officiaL had his gardener plant a tree for landscaping purposes more than 

_ 50 years ago in an area which later became a historic district does not make it significant enough 
to warrant specific historic protection, Many suchtrees are shady protected under City 

, regulations. This criterion should be M e r  limited to ensure that the tree had a meaningful 
relationship to the historic person which defined part of his or her life. 

EIYERGY EPFICENT WS: Historic preservation is an important goal, and. 
so is energy conservation.: Sometimes these two will come into conflict, and we believe that 
sometimes flexibility in favor of energy conservation may be the better course. 

Historic homes by definition are old homes, and.a common problem is windows that 
waste energy. It wodd be useful to create a policy ion the-code to deal with it. In the penultimate 
draft of&e revi&n, double pane windows in like-for-1ike.sashes were allowed as exception. 
Thai language was removed at the last HPAB woij&hp without public testimony. We would !? 
like to see this.hguage restored. Ifnot, then wewu1d'Hce to see the energy efficient window Z - 

- prablern dealt With in another way. W 
I : ==i < 
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The follo~ving review criteria are proposed to provide consistency with th Secretary of the 
Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. 

Other approval criteria Requests for historic preservation permits will be approved ifthe review 
body finds fhat the applicant has shown that all of the applicable review criteria have been met. 
The review criteria are: 

- -  - - . - -  - - 

1. Historic use. An historic resource will retain the most integrity if it continues to be used for 
its historic purpose. If a change in use is needed a new use shall require minimal change to the 
defining characteristics of the building and its site and environment. 

2. Historic character. The historic character of the property (architecture and spatial 
relationships) will be retained and preserved. Removal of historic materials or alteration of 
features and spaces that contribute to fhe property's historic significance will be avoided; 

3. Record of its time. The historic resource shall be recognized as and wiU remain a physical 
record of its time, place, and use. Changes that create a false sense of historic development, such - 
as adding conjectural features or architectural elements fiom other historic resources, shall not be 
undertaken; r: 

I: 
4. Historic changes. Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired 
historic si@cance in their own right (e.g., changes that were made during the historic 
resource's period of significance) shall be retained and preserved; 

5. Character-definFng features. Distinctive features, finishes, and construction tecMqiles or 
examples of c ~ a f t s r n m s h i ~  -that -i:ha-ac:ie_rke I propee  shall bs presewed. 

P 
6) 
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h) 

6. H?storic features. Generally, deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than -I 

replaced. Where the severity of deterioration requires replacement, the new feature will match 
the old in design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where possible, in materials. 
Replacement of missing features must be substantiated by documentary, physical, or pictorial 
evidence; 

7. Historic materials. Historic materials will be protected and preserved. Chemical or physical 
treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to or accelerate l_he deterioration of historic 
materials will not be used; 

8. -A\~chaeoiogicai resources. Signiiicani archaeoiogicai resources aEected by a proposal shall 
be protested a d  prese~~~ed.  If S U C ~  ruPso1=ces u e  &str;-bed, digat ion riieasui-es -,i,d..l be 
undertaken; 

9. DiBerentiate new from old. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction 
shdl not destroy hilistoric materials that characterize a property. NEW work shaU be differentiated 
from the old; 



10. Architectural compatibility. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new collstruction 
will be compatible with the resource's massing, size, scale, and architectural features. When 
retrofitting buildings or sites to improve accessibility for persons with disabilities, design 
solutions will so t  compromise the architectural integrity of the historic resource; 

11. Preserve the form and integrity of historic resources. New additions and adjacent or related 
new construction wiU be undertaken in such a manner that if removed in the future, the essential 
form and integrity of the historic resource and its environment would be unimpaired; and 

12. Hierarchy of compatibility. Exterior alterations and additions will be designed to be 
compatible primarily with the original resource, secondarily with adjacent properties (ifthose 
properties are of sirnilar age and historic integrity), and finally, if located within an Historic 
District, with the rest of the district. Where practical, compatibility wiU be pursued on all three 
levels. 



To: Conallis Planning Commission 
From: Deb Kadas, Homeowner 

College Hill West Historic District 
Ee: Comments regadhg th2 City S&s version oELDC Chapter 2.9, dated 1-9-06 
Date: jmua-i 25,2005 

Thank you for this opportuniry to provide pubJic input regarding the updaring of D C  Chapter 
-2.9; and other afEected City codes; Since my neighborhood became a historic dismict, I have 
regularly provided feedback to the HPAB and City staff regarding the Historic Preservation 
Permit process. Iris excihg to see that the process is going to be streamlined and improved 
upon, thus providing more objectivity and clarity for the city s t d ,  affected property owners, 
prospective historic resource owners, and the HPAB. 

A. SUPPORT FOR CITY STAFF VERSION OF 2.9, dated 1-9/06 

Following years of experience, the City staff has created what I believe to be a good revision of 
LDC 2.9. They have rhoughtEully taken into consideration the combined experiences and 
opinions of their own staff, the HPAB, srate and federal governments, affecredpropery owners, 
preservalion advocates, and the public at  large to draft a revised City code that is bdanced and 
reasonable. 

1 s~pport &e C;iy s t d f  vefs io~ cf 2.9 f ~ r  che f~Uowkg reasons: 

L The City staff version meets the  goals of the City. 
T L ~  iiiL piuuoij. -<-=- Ci.jccerjz - of *Ae 2.9 ~ ~ ~ & z ~  pcsess & 22 " d ~ ?  md shPhf7 pPocess hir 
which Historic P4:esemaeion Permi= are considered and issuedn The City st:a£Eversion is 
v e y  spe&s, easy to understand, dezr a d  ~bjece~e .  3ec2xsr. CC the new, d e z  1mpage, 
&e City is able to easily sepxate what it betieves it is capzble of handling 

. administratively horn what it believes will require WAB experrise. This dows  the City 
to be muchmore custorner~criendly, by handling more permits more qui&y. .qart ic~y 
for decisions which will not require detailed HPAB review. 

2. The Citv stdfvasion naeers the goah of rhe College Hill West Historic Districc 
Back in 2001, &e Cicy of CorvalIis encouraged the College Hill neighborhood to become 
a historic district While my neighbors and I wanted to preserve the historic character of 
our neighborhood., we did not agree to create a living museum, fiozenin time, of 300+ 
houses. We did nor fill out any forms or sign any paperwork Rather, we listened to 
presentations made by the Cirj  stafF and SEEQO representateves ar: neighborhood 
m e e ~ g s  and generally agreed llhac ishis souncied Eke a 'good, idea." 

My neighbors and I have trusted the following City promises: 
(See ),dCj-* attab=.;-) 

"TheCity p m i t s  reasonable mod$car;om LO them:erior o f h o m  if-thty are mmpatiblewith 
thc histo% charoctero~the: specific resource and ihe ncighborhood3'- 

Gager, Kathleen, City of Cornallis. "Historic Dismct Proposal" 
(an e-mail), April l 0 , Z O O l  



'Thenav hisroric distric~.DOES NOT~revcnt the: alrcratian or demolition ~Jthestnicnrre, Wc 
. 1 f- - uo nutjr ERE time. WE Rme da ipe i :  api-ogi-iiri thizt cont'irr~i~s ~7biiifgr chai ig~ ihiit izrt jn 
character with thc historic resource." 

'The nav hisroric district. .. DOES NOTprevmt changc" * 

"New College Ilill West Hisroric District: Guidance for Property Owners." 
City of Corvdis, November 20,2002. 

Since the creation oE &e district in 2002, however, some negative experiences and 
subsequent negative "publicity" have resulted in many nei&bors p u ~ o s d y  
circumventing the system and avoiding the Historic Preservation Permit process 
altogerher. I agree with the City s t 8 s  belief char "he  less onerous the review process, 
the greater incentive there is for compliance." Making the code more restrictive than 
origmdly promised will discourage neighborhood participation even fuaher, increase 
non-compliance, and be in direct conElict with our neighborhood's original goal of 
preserving the historic character of the neighborhood 

3- The Citv staff version "siseamlines" tihe Historic Preservation Permit process. m 
X 

a. First, herevised code streRmlines h e  process by reducing &e turnaround time 
2 - 

for a 5Tistcr15c Reservatioa P a r t ,  hcludhg appeals, to 120 days. (This is a a 
OrJ - 
-i 

very long time for the average homeowner. With good contractors booked up far < 
in advance, limited windows of opportunity for good construction wearher, and a 

zsiolrii: IIfiter;& 8 - 2  Weels fGr d& he 
potential 4 additional months lead time to b e  permit process can jeopardize rrhe 
h&i~&d ~r2-fi%~ a-mm7s zb&y c- gec-sGrk dQDe h&&f a d  c~s t -  

9 
J 

0 
rn 

&ective manner.) w 
0 

b. Second, by writing clear and more objective criteria in the revised code, rhe City 
st.aff is now conEident in its ability to make more good decisions "at the counter" 
or by the Director. This wiIl reduce turnaround h e ,  reduce HPAB workload, 
and increase customer satisfactio~~..all ultimately resulting in increased 
compliance. 

Below is my unofficial t d y  of the city-prepared matrices from October 2005. In 
looking a t  past permit applications &om 2000-2005, and comparing them Lo the 
HPAB vs. C i q  st& proposed code revisions, rhe City staff version (which does 
NOT cfnange the rules, just &e review body) increases rhe nwnber or'permits &at 
ca kc, ,.,: -vnr.o-co rLuLLaaLd by &z s t d  cr Direcmr. 

- - 
@ 33 appiications were actually exempt or decided by rhe Director. 
e 37 applications wollld have been exempt or decided by the Director IF . 

the revised KPkB version of rhe code were in place. 
= 88 appkicatioiis worrldha-ie been iljrvnpt or decided by h e  Director E 

the revised City staff version of the code were i~ place. 



4. The Ciry scafT version of 2 9  honors rhe City's original promises made to the Collq~e 
HiU Neighborhood in two areas of primarv concern: (a) the d&tion of %-Kind 
I? md Eed2CeC1mtn- ad 6) -++&$t.y~ ,..L ,-, - 

a. Literamre and fact <beers circulated by the Ciry t o  our neighborhood to promote 
approval sf the Historic Districr, as well as subsequent information distributed to 

- - -  - - 
rhe neighborhood, speciEicdy stated that maintenance, replacement, and even 
alterations involving use of similar materials wodd be allowed and requiie only - 

st& level review. 
(See blue attachments) 

"For items nuh  as ro&inemaintenance: orreplucme7~ts with similar materials, a 
simplc l e ~ m  and a stafrwiaY are all that is necessary. The staffreview is simply to 
a s w e  thar the request bjor routinc maintenance orjor rcrplacements wi th similar 
materials. This is s$erred to as a s i g n ~ o ~ a p p ' ~ a ; 1 ' ~  

"City oE Corvall: Historic Designation of individual Sites Fact Sheetn 
City of Cornallis, circa 2001 

"Reqcsts. ..are reviewed administratively by the Direcror, as are altwations invo'lvutg 
the replacment oJsimilctt- or like matwials on HiscaridContn'buting and individual7.y 
listed properties." 

Tiry of Corvalh: Hisroric Designation Fact Sheetn 
City of CorvaUis, circa 2001 

'Tk H ~ ~ Q ~ C  Dig& DOES ri.~q:i~e F_P/,R rpy$p';; $ ~ [ ~ e $ T O j , " ~  ;,'hr 
replacemt in kind" 
"New College Hill.'i;\est: Historic Distcicr Guidance fm 3r~pe.q L%-~-rs." 

City of Conallis, November 20,2002 

"Exterior alterations involving theuse oJsimilar materials, or changes thar restore 
historic integrity wily are reviewed a t  thestafl7wel Stuftry ro act on thesc requests 
very quickly, rrsually within afav days ofreceiving an application.." 

Newton, Bob, Chair, Historic Preserwation Advisory Board 
(letter .to Historic District properry owners), November 24,2003. 

This was a KEY FACTOR in neighborhood approval of our historic dismict. As an 
officer in the College HilIZ Neighborhood Association ac the time of the district 
nnminntinn I pe r s~cdy  r ~ ~ s ~ ~ d ~ ~ r  ll~p-&bcf,c tb~ & P T ~  -J COidd ~ t a  rep&, 
md evm replace, any portion of their home i f  the replacement was made with a 
"similar material." 

It is completely unreasonable to change the City code now to be MORE 
RESTRICTIVE; therefore, f support the City staff version, which honors the 
City's origlna! promises to my neighborhood 



b. The College Hill neighborhood originally understood that some alterations to the 
primmy faqade of a designated historic home would require review by the HPAB. 
Hswc~zr, nswhere t~ or ighd fiterature &srriI=,ured to cur neighborhod, did 
rhe Ciey communicaee &at views from alleys would be co~lsidered public righ~ of 
ways, with the same level of s m t h y  as those or' primary facades] 

One handout spedically reads: 
- - .  

- (See green attachment) 

"Dependingzlpon the classification oJyou?-propeq, the types oJmaterials you arc 
proposing and haw n'sibIe the c l imes  are &om the stleet, you will have a 
differm level ofreview rangingjorn a simple sigwofjon your buildingparnit to a 
review by theHPAB and City s t a r  

"Frequently Asked Questionsn 
City of Corvallis, circa ZOO1 

It is reasonable to continue to allow homeowners in the  district to make changes 
to their backyards (and to the backs of their homes) to enhance modem lifestyles. 
By connast, it is completely unreasonable to change the City code now to be 
MORE RESTRICTrVE, and consider alleys public righr-of-ways equal in 
importance to facades. Theridore, I support trhe City staff version, which honors 
h e  CiyYs or.@nd promises to my neighhrh~od 

I. The inch~siocm of % ~ ~ O T N S "  i-TL t l le  d a f i n n  of uh-Kbd R-ep&r nr RepbsPrnent 
should remain in the Citv code. Fuahermore, clariffrine: language should mention 
enmm--saving, double-paned windows as acceptable. 
Window replacements are specifically mentioned as acceptable in current City Code. 
Literature o r igd ly  circulated by the City h our neighborhood to promote approval of 
the Historic District specifically srated 

(See purple aaachments) 

Y. A permit also is required for the re~lacment of &do.ctsnnd doors wich ciisswai- 
SWIG or matm-ds.A permit is n o t - ~ ~ u k c d J o ~ -  ordinary n~ainttmance and I-epir 
activities.-.that do not involve a change to thcextema'i appearance ofthepraperty.." 

"New College West Historic District Guidance for Property Owners." 
City oECorvdilis, November 20,7002. 

A letter later born the C i q  of Corv& and the HIDAB states: 



. "Rorrti?~~ "Zike-$or-like7' mai7ztenancewhich does not result in avisual ormaten'nl change to the 
building aiterior, includin~~ uiadow repiacemen t and ruoojng, is exempthorn the need 
r..- - L--:~ > I  

J U I  U pc1 I I L L L .  

Newton, Bob, Ch&, I-Listoric Reservation Adviso~y Board 
(Iecter to Estoric rjistrict properry owners), I\Tovember 24,2003. 

I agree with-the stafE's belief that retaining window replacements in the d&tion of "In- 
Kind Repair or Replacement" represents a reasonable balance between preservation 
objectives and the needs and desires of private properrg owners to make historically- 
sensitive, energy-saving upgrades to their homes in a historic district. 

ScaE has indicated that "like-for-liken parameters would require that an  original wood 
window could be replaced with a new wood window in the same style and dimensions 
as the original. This is a reasonable requirement. 

I would suggest, however, adding to  the code language something about energy- 
saving, double-paned windows as acceptabk, assuming all the other above 
parameters are met. This language WAS includedin h e  city stdversion of 1.6 
Defhidons, dated Seprernber 20,2005, but was later removed by the HPAB. Language 
specifically addressing energy efEiciency should be Fncluded in this ddhition, thereby 
avoiding potentially m a n e  and/or literal hterpretario~ts of "Eke-for-lilce" xo mean ody 
single-paned windows as acceptable. 

2 pse -pTrcy&- "gp$e cr dp,5imn be nsed c~mktentI-; rbcggho~.t 2.0 .I+~E 

r e f h a  to a rescwce's ar&r.eccad smlee'or dlesim. 
The osi& version of2.9 rdaaced  "stylen as pan of &e review criteria, bur &s was 
later changed to "design." While "designn migbtbe an appropriate consideration in some 
simations, "style" might be equally appropriate in others. Sometimes, the original 
"design" may or may not have included some architectural. fearme, but tchat featme would 
stdl fall within the architectural "style" ofthat  resource. 

For example: a 1-1/2 stoT bungalow might not have any dooners upsuirs. A property 
owner, desiring increased upstairs livabiliq (such as installing a bafhroom with 
adequate headroom) mi&ht want to have dormers added to the roof. WhiIe the "design" 
of that particular home might not have originally included dormers, rhe bmgalow "stylen 
clearly included both gabled dormers and shed roof dormers. It would be appropriate for 
the XPAB to approve either "sq~le" of domer, even though the orighal "design" of &at: 
Pp44C.& hame &d 2s: kr!7r;,i: +&=- 

City s t d  agreedwith this rationale and made the suggested changes to most of 2.9, but 
there z e  ~ ~ 7 0  plzc~s where ir =as &SP,O T~c~PSI?SPI, I r eco rnad  &c wgrd udesipn be 
replaced with-the words "style or desipn in the fqlIowing remaining locations: 



1 anderstand that the Ciw staEf, HPAB, and now Pla.n-ning Coromission have already put 
tlernendous time and en& into h e  revisions of 2.9. While I personally appreciate the interest 
to "move on", I am compelled to comment on rhree related matters: 

- . . -  - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
1. ~ h e  One-Size-Fits-AU approach is making 2 9  I o n ~  and complicated. 

BeEore the City staff and HPAB startedworking on 2.9 code revisions, the HPAB began 
(and then rightly tabled) work on "Advisory Guidelines for f'listoric Residential 
Properries." The Guidelines are intended ro be an easier-to-understand version of 2.9 for 
the average owner of a designated historic home Along t5e way, the HPAB (against the 
advice oE City Councilor Stewarr Wershow and Development Director Ken Gibb) 
decided to lump the guidelines for ALL types of histooric p r o p d e s  into one giant 
document. The result? A very lengihy, very complicated document 

I believe llhe same can be said of rhe 2.9 revisions. Whi le  &e cwent operating version of 
2.9 is 16 pages long, the proposed revised version is 42 paged  he lumping rogther of 
pubLic vs. privare, residential vs. commercial, individually listed vs. listed in a district, 
iontdbuGg vs. non-conrributing, alteiations vs. new c&stsuction, erc. etc. etc. aU make: 
h e  code more complicated and ckibersome. 

I would like to VERY STRONGLY SUGGEST that when the HPAB goes back to writing 
Ad~kory Guidelines, d e y  ~vrite SEPPA4-E gt?i&hes f ~ r  W e r a t  end users, hdudbg 
resihces in IHistoric Disnicts. 

There is no ~*&OII why resid2.n~ Eviog io the Coliege FEU F&toric "uisnic~, for m-d~n.ple, 
can't have their own, easy to unders-md, set of guidelines d a t  deal.jirir5 Lhek own 
speciEic issues unique to properties in their historic district. According to d e  Oregon 
Stato Historic Preservation OEce: 

(See pink attachment) 

uktrictians and controk in a historicdistrict are thosesetJ~rth by ~heZocaljurisdiction" 
"Historic DisMct Fact Sheetn 

Oregon Sta te  Histork Preservation Ofice, 2000. 

2. Even with 2.9 revisions, there is plenty of room for HPAB discretion and 
interpretatioa 
The martas that are exempt or decided by die Direcror have dm- and objective criteria. 
The piC P P ~  easiky~mdezstad the outc~mcs of &osc p e d ~   application,^. The 
matters which will go before the HPAB will contbue to be subject ro interoretation and 

U 

personal p i d ~ m c e s .  While 2.9 is improved, rnztters befke the E I P ~  v d  still be 
the subject of debate and disagreement Any fUrrher clariEication of the review criteria for 
preservaticn permits going bdore the HPAB will be helpful 



3. With the HPAB becoming quasi-iudicial, and with well over 5Oo/o of ALL the 
desipated historic resources in CorvaLlis now b&p in Historic Districts, it is tlme 
fir EEst~ric B i s ~ 5 c r s  to hlye p ~ ~ m t e ~ d  represemati~~! 011 rhe W&. 
When the City Council evaluates -3ze future size aiid makeup of the new, quasi-judicial 
HPAB, I would encourage them to mike changes ro CMC i.16.250 kt hdude  
guaranteed proportional representation by Historic District property owners. 

- - - - .  

Iii conizlu~ii~n, I wn,an:r to-emphasize my respect and appreciation for ALL members of the City- 
sraff and HPAB for woI.king so diligendy on the 2.9 revisions. Even when we don't: all agree, 1 
believe ihat everyone is n-ying their best: to do the right: thing. I have fai& in this process and in 
our elected and appointed leaders ro make decisions that are in h e  best interest of our City as a 
whole. 1 am especially grateful for our City st&s talent, tenaciry and sincere desire to serve. 
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Historic District Proposal 

On April 2", the City of Corvallis hosted a "kick-off' meeting to discuss the possibility of a College 
Hill Histeric District. It was estimated thst 73 p e ~ p l a  ware in attendance, and a poll at thz eiid cjf the 
ilieeting indicated a consensus felt that the City should continue toward preparing to create a 
Historic Eistrict on the Nationai Register of Historic Places. The final decision io appiy for historic 
district status will be made as a later time, probably this year, after further assessment of 
neighborhood sentiment. 

_ _ _ _ _ - - _ _ _  __- . -  __ _ _ _  - - -  - - - - - - - -  

Within a Historic District, individual buildings are classified as "Contributing", "Non- 
contributing" (usually due to alterations) and "Non-Historic" (< 50 years old). Overali, 79 percent of 
the 277 properties studied were initially found to be contributing properties. These initial 
assessments are not "cast in concrete". Based upon the support indicated by the meeting to 
proceed, the City has contracted with the consultants to conduct additional research and ranking of 
the properties in the study area. Neighborhood input will be requested for the final determination of 
the District boundaries and the classification of the properties. 

Historic District status has both pros and cons. The ultimate goal is to preserve the qualities of a 
neighborhood that make it historically significant. Experience shows that historic status usually 
increases property values, and in some cases there are tax benefits and grant funds available under 
State and Federal programs: (A positive testimonial was presented by a .resident of the newly- 
formed Avery-Helm's Historic District.) But, a higher level of regulation is involved; "People like the 
regulation when it is applied to their neighbor's house but dislike it when it is applied to their own." 
Approval times for demolition and construction projects are typically longer in historic districts than 
in other parts of the City. There are two options for historic districts. They can either be local or 
national districts. Once created, a National Register District is extremely difficult, to remove. 
However, the consensus of those attending the meeting was that forming a National District has 
many advantages over fo:ming 3 local &st;ict, 

Eeeause Corvallis is a Certified Local Sovernment- nndsr the Federal 2nd Stst2 prqgrams, Eistcric 
Preservation Permit decisions are made with input from the City's Historic Preservation Advisory 
Board,' which is a six member volunteer group founded in 1982 as the result of a citizen-driven 
effort. (Residents .-.-.---=--- of  College Hill are eligible and encouraged to become members-when.-opening_s 

*.+" y.,m-..-.-+,.-.7 ;T;L'--- .C.....,,-*.,. . ..---..-... -- -----.-.-,.----.-. "i"----..--...'.-->."-7;3.--3.-3.-' arjs a ) '~~ez~l~v-R-e_gmIrs  g e  as 8 F! a~!gGmg9~1r:~CCqr!,52ns2t&~~~~&~<~~~~i~~ii;5~fi3~$$.ji~tfi~95.~i&~~~~6;i;i7~~ti 6fG 
: -.. ,?;--7:.-r -,=,;> -,- .-*--,- ,?==- - T Z L = - - -  - ..-.--: :,..!.. - ...: ..A2>:gfid;:ifi.. .. . . .,:. :... .<:. . .... , :. .: 
i .. . ... w~th~tthe:hlsCnd;b ,. . ... . . . h a r a c t e ~ ~ o f i i ~ h e ~ s p ~ e c ~ f ~ ~ ~ ~ e s t , u _ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ g ~ ~ o ~ ~ ~ ~ , ~ ~ ~ l  t i  modificktibns afe 
"not"reviewed'for Historic Preservation Permits (unless they cause a change to ttfe appearance of 
the exterior of the building.) 

Specific boundaries of the potential College Hill District were not identified at the meeting. 
However, a draft proposal was established by a professional consulting firm after a year of research 
- on the basis of measurable, nationally-recognized criteria. Perhaps the clearest criterion is a 
construction date at least 50 years ago. Most of the land within the College Hill Neighborhood 
.A.ssoc;i~!tinr! Ire2 is inc!uded, vilth the excepticn cf thcse residences ir, thg s~uthwest cGrner. In 

c, th addition: the area between s6 Street and 3oth Street and between Harrison and Folk is included. 
The Harding School site is part of the proposed district. Boundaries of the district are "not cast in 
concrete" and'will be refined at future meetings. The City staff will be asking for additional input 
regarding the district boundaries. 

This statement about the meeting was reviewed by Kathleen Gager from the City of Corvallis. For answers to 

.- - specific q~estions invalving your properQ, or to give input rsgarding the f~rmaticn of a district or the district 
: :. boundaries, please contact Kathleen Gager, City of Corvallis, 541.766.6908, kath~.gaqer@ci.corvallis.or.us 
, ..: . 
'5, .- -- 

Next Meeting 



New College Hill Writ l l i i r i r ic  Dis t f i t :  Guidance f o r  properti 0,:rrrr \ (November 20,2002) 
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1 

New College Hi! TFiest Historic District 

m a t  the New District DOESNOTRequire: 

- . * .  .DOES NOT require t h a t - y o u - c o n v e r t n o n - h i s t o ~ p r o p e r t i e s ~  _ _. .- . - . .. -. 

DOES NOT require (or prevent) maintenance on properties. 
* DOES NOT affect interior remodeling or improvements. 

DOES NOT dictate or restrict you &om painting or your choice of paint color. 
* DOES NOT require the purchase or placement of historic property signs. ' 

* DOES NOT affect fax assessments (unless you request a tax fkeeze through a separate application). It does hell 
you to qualify for the tax £reeze program, but it does not guarantee that your property will qualify. 

* DOES NOT require that your home or income property be open to the public. 
.-- 

. . . ' , D - ~ ~ s ~ ~ ~ 2 ~ f e - f ~ ~ ~ ~ ; ~ ~ f ~ ~ g t i ~ ~ ~ ~ 7 & 6 m - ~ l i ~ ~ ~ ~ ; - f h ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ' i - B ~ e 7 d d : r h h i j . P ~ f i ~ ~ e ; = ~ ~ ~ ~ j ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ g ~ ~ ; ~ i  . ..- -. . , . - - .- -, +-- -. . @-5-d a 
r___ .-... ,.,_ .._ -- -..-.r.<-.T,---?.:: :..-- -.- ,, 

- .  k p r o g - ~ t f i ~ t t : c o n ~ n ~ U e e s . i t ~ ; a ~ 1 P ~ ~ 5 ! r : i c _ h ~ @ g e s ~ & ~ t ? a r ~ ~ ~ m ~ ~ ~ a r ~ t e r : : ~ f h ~ f i ~ ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ $ ~ ~ f ~ ~ ~ .  ..---. 
B : DOES NOT require a KPAB review if the project is for "replacement in-kind." 

DOES NOT include minor changes to the landscap- like putting in a new flower bed or changingperie~als. 
DOES NOT change the permitted uses in the zone. =K: 
DOES NOT require a Historic Preservation Permit review to change uses in a building unless there are a m  
physical :changes to the historic resources on the site: 
(--,.-.---R--.-_ 

,* : .<';I;̂ .?-- Lw:CI6'::C --...: .-- 
a D~ES:~_O~Ti~re~ent:<ch_gge. It does impact how those changes occur. 

7 
< 

* DOES NOT crezte a "theme" neighborhood. I 

lei 

DOES include a historic preservation review to keep the historic character of the district and resources. 3 s  
includes items that require building permits and some alterations that do not require building permits. It can als 
include major changes to the landscaping such as removing mature trees and adding fencing, decks and gazebos 
DOES allow fiexibility in some non-safety aspects ofthe building code requirements. 

* DOES require prbdernolition review. The City must notify the State of any proposed demoitions at least 45 da 
prior to the HPAB meeting. 

- - DOES require that new construction is compatible with the historic character of the rieighbdrhood. - 

What the' New District &!A Y Do: 

MAY better rnaintzk or increase property values in the historic disb5ct when compared to otiler neighborhoods. 
Id&. qualify I'or a freeze of assessed value for up to 15 years for re4iatiIitatioii of buildings. 
MAY qualify for tax credits for rehabilitation of income-producing properties such as commercial or rental 
properties. 
MAY encourage reinvestment in the neighborhood. 
MAY require new construction to have similzr designs and scale as t h k  existing historic properties in the disbict 



City of Cowallis 
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, 

What are the benefits of historlc designation? 

One of the prirnaiy tlenefits of designation Is the fostering of 
community aw;mness and a, sense of prlde in one's home 
and neighborhood. Historic status acknowledges the 
Importance of the individual 'resource in the histoly and 
development c)f the community, Many people who own 
historic properties want to be recognized for what they 
contrlbute to the community. Often, these owners have 
worked hard to protect their historlc resources and want to be 
assured that future owners will a l s ~  preserve the properties' 
historic character. I 

I 

I 

EXHIBIT V - ~ A G S ~ %  
orninatians for individual properties may be submitted 

directly to SHPO, tlowever, Sl4PO will riquest Input from 
the City regarding the nornlnatlon. Because placement on 
the Local Register addresses many of the application 
requirements of the National Register anci demonstrates 
local government support, many propoQr owners begin their 
application process for the National Register aftsr they have 
been placed on the Local Register. 

Are alterations allowed on individually desigl-sated 
properties? 

Ye$ but alterations to thepexterior appearance of a 
structure'liske:ed. individually must bei approved; even tliaugh 

.'a.building.perqlt may not be-required. A property owner 
will not be preverited from pehrmlng ordinary 
rnaintenanco or repair, or work requlred for P.LI~IIC safety. 
An appropriate application, and supporttng dncurnentatian, 
must first be submitted to the City, AItc!rations to the 
Interlor aF a historic resource (whlc1-1 do not impact the 
exteri~r appearance) do not requlre'a Hlstorfo Preservation 
Pcrrnlt review. 

For Stdins siloh ds routlhe'mdihtt;;niiicd 6<rkpldchments . 

.~with~slmilar:materlalsi::a simple' letter anda staff'revlew are 
ail 'filat ~is.iie,uessaty. -.The..stafi'revlew. 1s:sirnply to assure 
that the k~qiiest ~sfd'i.;ro~tlne'm&nteriance or. for' 
replacements with slmllar materials:"'Thls 1s referred to as. 
a'slgn-off,appraval; Such am appro~val is completed within 
a few days of submittal.: The Clty of Corvallls does not 
require a revlew 20 change paint collars of historic 
properties, 

I When an'individual-p&@rty listed on either the Local 
Reiglstei or the.~adonal Reglstar.wilI~he altered with 

'dissfmllarmaterlaIs, the appllcatlon will be revfewad. by the 



City of Corvallis 
Historic Designation Fact Sheet 

-. ~ , q u e s i i  affecting Non-Contributing resources within a hisibric district are reviewed administratively _ . . . . . . .  
by ihe , Directbr,. as .re alterations involving t h e  replacement of similar . . .  or '~k@.m6t&n'al&b$ 
~ i ~ t p r i c l ~ o n t r i b u ~ n g  and individtially listed properties. These adm~inisira'atfv~ . . ~ v i e ; v s  -typicai!y tske  . . .  less 
than . . . . . . . . . .  5 working days. -- . . . . 

. . . . . . .  
- - - . . -. - . -...... -- .. 

When a listed individual HistoriclContriBilting resource-or a:HistoriciContributing resource in-a_dj.s@jct - .- . - ............ 

is subject 'to alierations.introducing dissimiia~materials, the application.wili also be reviewed by the. 
Historic Preservation Advisory Board (HPAB). The HPAB will hold a public meeting within 45 days.andl 
forward their recommendation to the Director. Generally, The HPAB meets and the Planning D.irector . 

finalizes the decision . . on a Historjc Preservation permit withjn.21 to 30 . . .  days frqm thedate of submittal; - . 

Is. new construction . . or demolition . . . . .  permitted . . .  within the district . . .  boundary? . . .  : . . . . .  . . 
. . .  . . . . . . . .  . . .  . . .  . . . . . .  . . .  . . .  . ... . . .  . . . .  . % .... . . .  : . .  . . . . . . - . . . . ; . .  . . 

. . :  : . , .  

. . .  New construk$in in a Hi5toric ~istktis reviewed against criteiathat includes maintaking a unifying . . . . .  

. . - pattern of setbacks a ~ d  building davenng, be ing .~ons i s t en t -~ th  the size and scale ,of surrounding ' . .  

contributing resourdes, using complimentary bufiding materiafs; and making fencing andlandscaping 
compatible with sur'qounding contributing resourc&s. Applications for new constrbdion . . in . 3 . historicm ., . 

district a& reviewed by the HPAB and the G o m m u n i f y ~ ~ l q p r n e n t  D i r ~ ~ t d r .  .-. . . . . . . . . - . . ' . . .  ' X' IP . .  
- 
Is( 

~ernalition applications are giso presented tc the HPAB, which considers the. economic, social, 
environmental .and energy consequenc&s of such action;' The HPAB may recommend that, prior to "f 

. . demolitioo, the buildin9 be ddcumented through drawings and photographs andloor that it bG offered < - ' .  . .-. - ...... far saie.. I ne r i i - i i~  fiitiat' afIgw aime for d~cumentation and potential reIoc&iofi. . . .  o i  salvaging 'of, 
. . . . . .  .-. . , 

~igteric/Contribuang .. . . . . . .  ~ e s ~ i i r i ? ~  withir? Natid,nal Register Histbiic Districts; ; : , 
- "B 

. . . . .  .. . . .  . . .  . . . . .  .....:. . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . 
. . . . . . . .  

. - . . : .  _ _ . ,. . 
. . . . . .  

. . 
. . .  . . .  . . . .  

. . 
. . .  

. -  . 
. . . .  . . .  

. . 
. . . .  

. . 
. . . . . .  . . .  

. . 
. . . . .  

.. 
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' .  . 

. . . . .  . . .  
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. . . . . .  
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. . . . ;  , . .  
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, . .  

. . .  . . .  
' 

. . .  
. . 

: . . . . . . . . . 
., . :. 0. 

. . ' . .  . . ' .  . 'm . .  
.. What are the  reasons some property owners do not want their pisperties fts @& listed br tb be sA, 

. . . , . .  . . .  . . in a historic district? . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  
. .co. 

. . .  . . .  . . .  . . .  . . . . 

T h e  most common reason given is that being in a district includes an additional rkvi~w hy a volunteer. . : 
and/or governmental agency regarding exterior aiterations to private property. WRle many propeity ' -  : 

owners consider the additional review to be beneficial.to the appearance and property values gf the 
neighborhood,,sorne individuals do not want additional "design review" to apply totheir property. .There 
is a concern thgt t h e  review will result in delays and cost increases for alterations, demoiitions and new 

. . . . construction on historic resourcesites. 

What are the beneiits of historic designation? 

One of the primary benefds of designation is the fosterjng of community awareness and a sense of 
pride in one's home and neighborhocjd. Historkstatus ar-knowledges the , importance - of the individual 
resource or the  district in t h e  history and development of the community. 

Historic resources in Ccirvallis, whether designated at the focal or federal level, receive extra protection 
in the form of a Historic Preservation Overlay (HPOj zone, which allows the same uses as in t he  
undertying district, and includes a provision for design review. This r~view ensures that alterations to. 

/--- 
an individual building are sympathetic to its histoijc character, and that exterior rnodifications'and new. 
constructiofi within a historic district are compatible in .style and scale to its surroundings; : ' . 

. - 
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, r d  New CoUegE ~ 1 1  w e s t  fliswric Distiict: Guidance for Pro?? erQ o'rncrs ' " 
, (November 20,2002) z .-:: Li .... 

What the New District DOES NOTRequire: 
- -. _ - _ _  - --.. 

-- ___ _, _ _  
a DOES NOT require that you convert non-historic properties to a historic appearance. 

DOES NOT require (or prevent) maintenance on properties. 
DOES NOT affect interior remodeling or improvements. 
DOES NOT dictate or restrict you &urn painting or your choice of paint color. 
DOES NOT require the purchase or placement of historic property signs. 
DOES NOT affect tax assessments (unless you request a tax fieeze though a separate application). It does hell 
you to qualifjr for the tax freeze program, but it does not guarantee that your property will q*. 
DOES NOT require that your home or income proper& be open to the public. 

r. , NOT.m&fiitth edfatiOn.:o r::.& i ~ e ~ $ ~ c ~ k ~ ; i ~ 6 . : d & ; = a i ~ f i ~ < ~ e : t i m &  :,;, We 
.< : ., 

. .< . .. ..:, ..; : . .' "... . i . - . . , ,pr8am:,that:c-~h~~~,;tt~:~al16WW f6.2je&w ,;~f;$~e;~~M~~i;~~-th, ,th'd:,~St6fi-  eSOhces- 
.- .\ 

+ , ,  do^^. mm>i66w2sL&e;pf,6j&tt$ :y6i; ::y@12b:6.&d:,~-ha-2, .?d -. ' 

DOES NOT include minor c ~ g e s  to the lillld~caping like putting in a new hower bed or chmgingperi&;~s - DOES NOT change the permitted uses. in the zone. =C: 
I .  

DOES MOT require a ~ ~ u n i c  Rcst=r~ziSUon P d t  r::i.6ei? tc chmg l-?ses &I a building unless &ere are 
physical changes to f ie  historic resources on the site. . =i 

:e~.::~..Bf~E§~.N~T.p&.iefit~bge.~. 15. does impact how those changes accui. < 
* DOES NQT meate a "theme':" n & ~ ~ a r & a o d  I 

%%%at the New District DOES Require: 0 .. 
m 
P DOES include a historic preservation review to keg, t h e h i ~ ~ ~ ~ c ~ ~ & c i ~ : o f  the district and resources. W , 

iilcludes items that require b d i h s  p m i t s  and some alfm;;io~~s that do not requix-e building p d t s .  Lt car?. ah 
include major changes fo the lm3scapirng mch a. rremovirmg mature trees a d  adding fmcing, decks and gazebb: 
DOES allow flexibilityin somenon-safety aspects of the building code requirements. 
DOES require pre-demolition review. The City must notify the Stateof any proposed demoitions at least 45 d 
prior to the EPA9 meeting. 

. I require ihat new ,cohstruC~anis compab iiGi&-.L&e b i s t b ~ $ ~ k ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ &  >&6di&06d 
": 1. 

e m  .................. .... . . _- . :. . 

VYhat the New District MAY Do: 

* I Y ~ A ~ '  bettar r 3 ~ i b . t ~  =r ~CEEEP ~ropcrty vdum in the historic district when compared to other ~eighba&~ods 
= MAY qualify for a fieeze of assessed value for up to 15 years for rehabilitation ofbuildlizgs. 
= MAY quaiify fix tzx cre&-is kr re'na'oZtz"uciz of hzoma-pro&zckg px~perties ssch m commercial or rental 

prope-rties. - MAY encourage reinvestment in the ~~ei&borhaod. 
= TvlATZ require new ccnstxtctioo to have s i d a r  designs md scale as the existing h.istoric properties ir, the &sf - 



lf you would like additional information about these requirements, please contad Kathy 
Seeburger in t h e  City's Planning D'~sion ofice at (541) 766-6908 or I 
kathv.s~sbur?er@cl.c~~afIi8.~r.u~. Also, the Historic Preservation Advisory Board is 6 
happy to offer informal guidance to individuals considering making changes to their 
preperties. At the beginning of each of its meetings, the Board allows some time for < 

.-'*-A:--- * n- P--- m--+ --**-,* =-r\nnrl f if i~nrJl\~ .?f the mnnfh nf 4.4 5 'v~s~%X C D i 7 S ~ l ~ i i u 1  IS. J J u d ~ d  i i i s ~ ~ S  ~ - < = i y  WGW-. ,q :sjk. ,--, -. M a  -: e L  I 

PM In the lower lwei conference room in Ci Hail. s! 
0 
rn 

We also are interested in any other c~mments you have regarding the Histork Districts. A 
For example, if there are specific Code o i  procedural changes that you think the City 
should consider, please let us knowl You cah do this by contacting Kathy Seeburger or - 
by attending a HPAE meeting. - 

Fiilally, ws understand that the  State Historic Preservation Office (SXPO) soon will be 
accepting applications for historic preservation rehabilitation grants. Grant infomation 
is expected. to be avaiiable by t h e  second week af December at the istest and 
interested individuals will have approximately one month to submit applications. 

- . information about these grants will b e  posted on SHPOJs web site, -. . -. . .  . .  . .  - . . . . .-*.-_ . - ~,~~~.w.shpo.staie~~r.iis. . - 

Sincerely, 

t-fistaric Preserv-dticn Advisory Board 



Frequently Asked Questions 

- 1. What is Le purpose of these amendments? Why is the H i ~ i o r i ~  preservation Advisoq Board mIP?B) 
recommending these amendmenk? 

ne s$irinL Cb2@rr 2.9 - Mistoric Fresenation o i ib r  Land Ilevelapsent rpl 

Code needs updating. The original 

wL. -aen before Corva]lis had ijirmric i)istriil i rie iunrili  aidinriiir does nnf difkreiizts 

r n o Y C  the differea wei of historic properties and non-historic properties i. a district. The proposed 
aliou.. for more diffmnt  types of reviews to reduce che steps needed for those exterior changes to 

- -- - - - - fiiit+C pr~p-&eS fiat h"i leis of an impait upon the characta oEthe sunoundi~eighborhood At the same 
timc LDe &hancr rontinucito provide measures to protect those histoic propeni'i thatprovide the greatest 
educational, cultural and economic value to the community 

2. nre people making these deeisioos? 

The Hiitonc 
prese~rtion Advisory Board and the Land Development Hearings Board members are cammuniQ' 

- -- - m ~ u n ~ e a r i - w ~ o  ar appOi"ed di a~ C~~nc i l . - -Th~se  a~ people-who.donate their timeto help thceiy- - 

develop their land use p r o p  md make decisions consistent with the Land Development code. 'he ~istorlc 
pEsefldion Advisoo B a r d  members also promote histo" prese~ation through educational and cultural 
progami. They sponsor tours and educationai seminars The City Council is your elected officials. i h e  ~ i q  
plmningDirisiOn "aftare r i v  employees with Vie responsibility for implementing the Land Development 
Code the guidance of the elected oficials and volunteer boards- 

rn 
X 

--r.r will be the rules for historic properties? 

=I: 
Zi - 

- * --. That --I 
< 
1 I have a property in a historic district. How will these changes irrpect me? 
3 
D -<- i i l ~  -- oposed ordinance is desieed to provide different levels of review based opon how much of a h G) rn 

coxifxibution the propem m&es towards ths ch~ac le r  o f f i e  Historic DisMct The reviev, jwels gen * 
PG .-A 

simp!e ior  minor mainrenmce projects on nowhistoric, oon-conlributing propertjes. This review may be ac 
simple as a check box on your building permit application. The level of review inc~ases for items wch BS 

alterations to a historic buiiding that uses new materials or creates e different lack ihan Uie original building. 
The most intensive reviews are for the demolition of contributing h i s to~c  buildings or the remowl of the ' 

Historic Prcsmation Overlzy designation. The latter is a f o m  of a mning disbict change and =quires a 
review by the Historic Presemation Advisory Board and the Land Development Hearings Board. The 
ordinance is designed to allow people to continue to use, enjoy and modify their propedies but to also protect 
the most valuable historic aspects of individual properties and the His ta~c Districts. 

8. YJiWjg I have to get a Historie~Presewation Permit to change the interior of my house? 

Generally, no- f3istark I'raservation kq-mit is only ra~u(:& ifyoui interior remodel someho,v in, 
I aacts &r: exterior appearailce of yiiii buiiding and accessoy struchues (fences, gasges, stomp buildingS p i ,  h i o r  

remodeling such as putting in no3,r. kitchen cabinets are not zffected. Bu& ifyour kitchen 
ienl~ir~J .. you to put in a new window, a Historic Preservation review may be r ~ ~ i i ~ d -  Depending upon fhe 

c~assification ofyour pope-q,  L!: types ~irnalerials you are pmposhg andhbw+iSjbl;&& 

ars fibm 
the street, you \vill have a different level of review ranging from a simple sign-oftoa your buildino p;mji;o I 

review by the HPAB and the City staff 

Q A. Will I have b get a h'isto~ie $'i2serunlion Permit to paint the outside of my house? 

No, not unless you are making +Iterations. The Historic Preservation system does not generally review 
unless another alteration is also proposed and color choice might make rhat item mare appq"ab  jn keeping 
with the historic characteristics of your property. 

10. If I have a vacant property in 2 Hietn;,. n z - A  
A J . 2 - - -  - 



' New Co11ege H-PiII W e s ~  fiistoric District: Guidance *or  Property 0 rvners 
@hernbe r  20,2002) 

: lsltxict in EEect: 

Che College Elill West National Register Historic District was approved by the federal government on August 1, 
2002. Now that the Historic District is in effect, the City's historic presentation regulations may apply to changes 
jou wish tc rcalce to ycm propee. Dcpendi~g na &e we ofproposed ~hange and the Histosic Disln'ct classification 
,f yom property, it may be necessary to apply for a ' ~ s t o r i c  Preservation Permita' (THPP) from the City. The City's 
historic preservation regulations are located in Chapter 2.9 of the Land Development Code. Copies of this chapter 
ire-available-f2om the City-upon-request and-afso are available-on the web at:------- -- -- - -- -- - . 

,~~~~~~.ci.corvallis.or.uslcdlldc/Idc2-9.pdf. 

;toric District Classifications: 

Structures in a National Register Historic District fall into the following three categories: 
Non-Historic Non-Contributing are structures that are less tban SO years old. 
Historic Nan-Contributing are structures that are over 50 years old but have been remodeled to a degree tF ' 

they have lost their historic integrity. 
Historic Contributing are structures that are over 50 years old and retain their historic integrity. 

h some cases, there may be two classifications that apply to your property; for example, your house may be x 
considered "Hislbric Coatnibnting," and a newer detached garage could be classified as 'Won-Historic Non- 
Contributing." If you have any questions about the status of your property, please contact the City's P lming  

'vision at 766-6908. 7 
< 

' i ~ + r r r i r  P r ~ c ~ r v ~ f i n n  79 eGew crif.teria: I 
l i C . F L  a s  - P +L.*- ----- - - A .  - A . .  

9 
Cfizpter 2.9 identiies ihe review procedures 'hat apply to proposed site dtciaiions, n m  cumtinction, and 0 
demo3ilions, A table summarizing the review procedures that apply to properties in historic districts is enclos~ rn 

& 
similar table also is provided at the md of Chapter 2.9). h cases, historic preservation decisions are made ; w 
stafTIeve1, by the Communig Development Director. However, in some instances, the proposal must be reviewed 
by the Historic Preservation Advisory Board (HPAB), a City of Corvaas volunteer advisory board, prior to the staE 
decision. The intent of these reviews is to assure that proposed changes do not diminish the historic character of the 
property and the district. 

Proposed Alterations (Section 2.9.40 of Chapter 2.9): 
Are you considering a change that will 'dter the exterior appearance of your property? Alterations to a building 
facade, texture, design, materials, and fixtures trigger Ihe; need to apply for aHistoric Preservation Permit. A 
permit also is'required for the rep1acement;of wii2dows apd doors with dissimilar styles or materials and 
significant landscaping changes, such as the proposed 17:moval of a landmark tree. A permit is not required for 
o r k y  naintenpce and repair activities, including painting, that do not Involve a changt: to the externai 
appearance ~f the prdperiy. Io most cases, decisions are made at the siafflevel, without HPAB review. 

Non-Historic Non-Contributing: Staff evaluate whether t5e proposed alterations jnvolve the use of similar 
or dissimil* rnzprials and whether or not the changes are visible from public rights-of-w;ry. No HPPlB 
review is required, Some changes that are not visible &om public rights-of-way are exempt from review. 

* Historic Won-Contributing: Staff evaluate whether the proposed alterations involve the use of similar or 
dissimilar materials. No E A B  review is required. - Historic Contributing: Stfievaluate whether the proposed alterations involve the use of similar or 
dissimilar materials- KPAB review is required for proposed alterations that involve the use of dissimilar 
materials. 



Coznmunity Developmen+ 
P l ~ i i g  X3iwisj.o~ 

501 SW Madison Avenu 
P.O. Box 1083 

November 24,2003 
-- - 

- - - - - - - D E ~ ~  calleg  ill w g ~ t  HiQoEcD igt,tiia - P r o p e r t V - O w ~ e T ~ ~ - ~ 5 a 5 ~ . t ; - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ f ~  ~,e -1 
The City of Corvaliis is fortunate to have two recognized Historic Districts on the 
National Register of Historic Places - the  Avery-Helm and College Hill West Districts. 
Each District represents the culmination of hard work by many dedicated volunteers 
and property owners who were motivated to preserve the special character of these 
neighborhoods. We can alt be proud to have these citizens in our community. 

The Historic District distinction canies vrjith it some responsibilities for property owners 
to comply with the City's historic preservation regulations, spec'rficalIy Chapter 2.9 af t h e  
Land Development Code. Now that t h e  two Districts have been in effect for some time, 
we felt that this might be a good opportunity to provide an update about these - 
requirements. 

If you are planning to make any changes to your property, whether ta the building itself 
or the site, please check to see if a historic preservation permit is needed. ahere are, . 
$$jQ kir;ds =f pmit  rejisy& erodest ch-swgw are eyaiiiaied at the ievej, Mare 
significant changes are reviewed by fie City's Histodc Presanration Advisory Board 
(i-IPAD,) at one ~f its rrronthlji meetings. There is no pem-iii fee. in general, if yere! are 
plznning a construction piojed, it is a good idea to check with Crfy staff ahead of time to 
see if a permit may be needed. I f  HPAB review is needed, we need to allow'enough 
time for a two-week public notice period. 

Here are some general pointers to keep in mind: 

- The City's historic preservation regulations only apply to changes impacting 
t h e  building exterior or site.. You can proceed with changes that: only impact 
the building inferiorwithout a historic presenration permit - though, of course, 
please check with the City to see if a building may be nekied! 
Fcr ~,xample, if yz:: are iernodeliing a kitcheii interior and this project does no? 
affect the building extgri~r, ~ Q L !  do nat need a historic pieser:ati=;j.pe;mi:. 
However, if you are expanding the kitchen and need to move an exterior wall, 
y.q.9 .y.il! ng-sd+a.,his&iic pieeeivaiionjnrmit - -% y 

'Routine "like-for-like+mainte~ance which does not result in a visual or 
material change tci the building exterior, including window replacement and 
reroofing, is exempt from the  need for a permit. Palnting also is exempi from 
review. 

>', J -.. -_- ---.-I_---_.___ __.- - --- (OVER? . - - - -  _- -__..__ _ _  - .- ---. ,, -_.. 1--- 



Historic District Fact Sheet 
OREGON STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

What is the National Register of Historic Places and what is a historic 
district? 

r The National Register of Historic Places is the nation's official list of districts, 
sites, buildings, structures, and objects significant in American history, 
architecture, archaeology, and culture. it is maintained by the National Park 
Service in Washington DC. Oregon's designated State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO) administers the program with the aid of a professional staff and 

. a Governor-appointed advisory body known as the State Advisory Committee 
on Historic Preservation (Committee). 

A historic district is an area or neighborhood that has a concentration of 
buildings and associated landscape and streetscape features (50 years or 
older) that retains a high proportion or' historic character and integrity, aiid 
represents an important aspect of t h e  city's history. 

@ Survey documentation is required for proposed districts. This involves 
photographing and mapping ail buildings and related features in the district, 
recording their basic characteristics, and assessing whether or not they 
contribute to the historic character of the district. Contributing properties retain 
and exhibit sufr'icient integrity (materials, design, and setting) to convey a 
sense  of history. 

e Historical research on the buildings and the  peopse associated with each of the 
"'contributing" features in the district. 

i j l  P. hlstnrica! overview of the entire distn'ct based on the survey of fhe district, 
the lndZvldual property histories, and other local history information. The 
ovewievr provides a basic background history of the area and justifies Yne 
significance of the district. 

@ A map showinq the boundaries of the district and each building and structure 
- in the district, with the contribiltii-ig prctperties disthguished from a e  non- 

contributing propefies. 



- 
What are the implications of historic district designation? 

Q One of the primary benefits of National Register designation is the fostering of b \ , bG*  commurrii.,. aviarsness lad  pride in one's beitage and the neighbdrhorsd. @a 
Designation tends to help stabilize a neighborhood, stimulate increased / 
owner-occupancy by making it a more distinct and desirable place to live--and 

3k 

- - - - - - - - - -- - - - work,-and g e n e r a k  increased _p~ope&-~~iue~as~~uiIdings-are reh@ilMed. - - - - -- - - - .- 
Alsb 

The results of National Register listing allow for a community to experience -DO k5- - 
pn'de as a group and to work together to protect and interpret its heritage. 

o Restn'ctions and controls in a historic district a r e  those s e t  forth by the local 
jurisdiction. Properties listed in the National Register are subject to protective 
zoning pursuant to Statewide Planning Goal 5, Oregon Laws 1995 ch. 693, s 
21 and Oregon Administrative Rules 660-23-200. Contact the local planning 
office to  find out the details of the ordinance. There are  no restrictions at the 
federal level: placed on private property owners if they own a property listed in 
the National Register provided the property is not benefiting from federal 
dollars through federally-funded projects or tax incentive programs. 

e There may be financial benefits. Under provisions of the Economic Recovery 
Tax Act, owners of listed properties may qualify for a 20% investment tax 

52 
=r 

credit for the certified rehabilitafion of incorne-producing property sucl-~ as 6 
commercial, industrial, or rental residential buildings. In Oregon, under SSaie 7 

,--. law, owners of listed properties may apply for a property tax benefit-a "freezen < 
cf tale assessp,d value of the property for a 35-year period provided the I 

property is in need of rehabiliiiaiicrii. @ W  1 
b 

.j'y 0 
e Btiildiiigs desig~zted =n the Ragister mn be given more ieniencies hn , 

complying with building code requirements in order to protect the qualities of 
the historic resource. They can often quaiify more easily for conditional use % 
permits or other code exemptions'or variances. Contact the local planning 
office io find out the details of the ordinance. 

For more information on historic districts, contact 

Nancy Niedernhoier, National Register Coordinator 
Bregc:: State Histcric PreseTatbr! Office 

7 "i 5 Commercial St. NE Suite 2 . 
Salem OR 97301-1012 
503-3184? 68, elrt. 256 

Or ch%r=k the SHPO website at: 
h.tip~Iw,prddshteeor.tas 



om: 
*en t:  
To: 
Subject: 

Importance: 

Rebecca Landis [landisr@peak.org] 
Wednesday, January 25,2006 6:12 PM 
Planning 
eweb>correction to testimony. 

Low 

- -'&.is--is--an -enqui--T-e-mai X--via--%% -from :--Rebecca- Lanai-s-(landisr@peak . org - 

I sent i n  wr i t ten  testimony ea r l i e r  today. O n  fur ther  examiaation of the 
materials I realized t h a t  it does indeed include the provision I sought 
t o  create a temporary stay of demolition f o r  structures nominated t o  the 
National Register of Historic Places. 

I s t i l l  would prefer the broader version tha t  would place such 
properties under a l l  applicable 2 .9  provisions. Perhaps i t ' s  in  the re .  I 
can ' t  get  the Adobe search function t o  work in the document, so I can't 
be sure- 

Sorry f o r  t h e  confusion. 

Thanks ! 





FaclliUes Services: 100 Adams Hall; Corvallis, Oregon 97331-2001 
T 541-737-2969 j F 541-737-4242 1 httpflfawebl .baf.ontedultowowl 

Oregon State 
UHIVSRSITU 

-- - - - - - - Robert-Richardson--- -- -- -- - -- ----- .- 

City of Corvallis 
501 SW Madison Avenue 
Conallis, Oregon 9733 1 

Re: Chapter 2.9 Update review 

Dear Bob; 

Please accept this letter as W e n  testimony on behalf of Oregon State Unive~sity (OSU). 

OSU would like to request the City Council strongly consider allowing OSU to prepare . 

its own Historic Preservation Zoning District. The language within this zoning district g x 
would be in accordance with OSU's pending Historic Preservation Plan (HPP). - 

88 

City staE and members of the Historic Preservation Advisory Board Q3PAB) support 
==I 

OSU's intention of creating a HlPP and OSU historic preservation-zoning district. The 
.< 
I 

EPP wouid govern the historic preservation efforts on campus and h c i i o n  in a manner 
similar to the Campus Master P1tm md the OSU Zoning D ~ G ~  (i.e., If a project proposal 9 
were consistent with fhe iiifF, ffien it wouid not require a review by the Director of 

C) 
rn 

mm) - =b CD 

OSU is in the process of completing a nomination application to have a portion of its 
campus fisted on the National Register ofHCistoric Places. The Historic Distdct wiU be a 
critical component of the HPP and serve as the catalyst for many design standards and 
zoning regulations. OSU is moving forward with its own historic preservation-zoning 
district so specific and unique features of the OSU campus are addressed more precisely. 
OSU finds that somz of the language within the Chshptes 2.9 update does not xlequatebj 
address the unique needs of OSU. 

OSU would suggest that zoning code language is prepared for each Historic District 
w i t h  the City of Corvailis (i-e., each Historic District Ezave its own historic preservation 
zoning district). Each Historic District has unique features, character, and components, 
By establishing a series of individual Historic Preservation Zoning Distripts within the 
Land Development Code (LDC), the City would ensure &at property owners within those 
distdcts have cm address the specific needs of the Historic District Chapter 2.9 provides 
a general approach to presemation. However, a general approach might not be adeqmte 
for ihi: needs of each Historic District. By allowing residents to have a more specific 
voice into fhe creation of zoning code language, the City may reach its goal of 



encouragbg historic preservation. It would semi home o-mers may be more Inched to 
become part of a Historic District if it were known that tbe property owners have a high 

- - - - - - - level cif influence-in how-fh~Hist~ric District woda be mmged1-- - 
-- -- 

Please consider the following comme11ts and suggestions. 

Private Street Right of Way: Chapter 2.9 requires either review by the Director or 
HPAB for those alterations visible -from a private street right of way. OSU street 
network is primarily a grid pattern composed of private street right of ways. By 
establishing such a threshold, the City unfairly encumbers OSU with a potentially 
disproportionately higher level of review than other Historic Districts. Such a 
trigger will also potentially increase the number of quasi-judicial reviews by the 
City, which would negate the accomplishments of the Campus Master Plan. 
OSU would request specisc language within Chapter 2.9 be inserted that exempts 
OSU eom the private street right of way threshold. A more appropriate and !? 
equitable threshold may be one already in place within the OSU zoning district, 

I: - 
which is "he main entrance of adjacent builhgs. CR 

7 
Specsc sections referrirzg to private slreet right-of way include Section 2.9.60, 

< 
I 

2.9.70(e), (hj, ij') 9 
As written, 2.9.70 je) is not an exemption for BSU given the likely potentid &at a 0 

rn 
building wi31 b~ -visible %om one of om- iiiariy private h&ieet riglit-of-ways. TGis does VI 
not provide a fair and equitable level of review for OSU as a property owner. 0 

Non-Historic/Non-Con-tsibuhg Resources: Tfie dehition of Non-Historic is oot 
yet 50 years old. The definition of Non-Contributing is a resource in a national 
register of historic places historic disbict, which at the time of designation, lacks 
integrity relevant to the period of historic significance, and/or which is not 
historic. If a resome were idsntltied as nsn-historic and not relevant tr> the 
historic district, then why would the City need to regulate such a resource? This 
approach impacts potential alteration projects and demolition projects that have 
no relevance to the historic district (as defined by the City), and which are not 
historic. Why add a layer of regulation and process for these types of structures? 

OSU would request that the City Council revisit this issue and delete any regulation 
or required review for those structures identified as non-historic and non-contributing 
since by virtue crf their definition they do not merit review. 

Specific sections r e f e A g  to non-hktorii;/ non-coni5blihg TESG~~TC~S i~clude 
Sections2.8.70 (e), 2.9.100.3(i),2.9.110.03@). 



3. Historically Significant Tree: Please clarify Section 2.9.100.01 (c), OSU is not 
- - - - - - - - -- - - certain how the code would-be applied; -it appears the code-language nulli5es- -- 

itselr when applied. 

As written, a historicdly significant bee is a tree that meets 1,2,3 of Section 
2.9.100.01 (c). Number (1) lists thee sub-criterions (a-c), with (c) having a sub tier of 
additional criteria. Each of these sub criterions would need to be met for a -tree to be 
determined historically sigificant. 

Number (la) describes a historically significant tree as a tree at least 50 years of age if it 
is located on a designated historic resource property or it is designated as a specifically 
listed resource. Number (I b) states a historically significant -tree is a tree that meets the 
definition of Significant Tree in Chapter 1.6 (which requires it to be eight inches or r: 
greater in diameter). However, species that do not typically grow to ei&t inches or - I 
greater zt 50 years w~711d be historic basasad on age since the reqnkement of eight inches CR 

would not apply, thereby n u l w g  the exemption of an eight-inch diameter at breast 7 
height (dbh) measurement Therefore, (la) would nuUify (Ib). < 

I1 

PJ-i3ei ( lc)  has !mpage 5 it " i t  shtes a bee  wodd be tiistoric Xthe tree is zonsiste~t 
with at Ie- ens ef a series of ~'~~b-rriteria ODE: of the s ~ b  criterion. [(c)(l/b(dj!)!, stAes 

J 
6) 
rn 

that the tree age, size, or species sigxtificanse that contributes to its historic status, Iffhe VI 
tree were 50 years or older, thenthzt would contribute to its historic s t a b .  Therefore, A 

the 50-year age would trigger review. In essence, (la) would override (lc). As such, the 
50-year age criteria requirement met in (la) would render (lb) and (lc) non-applicable to 
the decision making process. Is that the City's intent? E i t  is then the code should be 
simpliiied and Section 2.9.100.01(c)(l) should just refer to a 50-year age requirement and 
delete the rest of the language. 

In addition, Number (la) ndltfies Number (2) since by virtue of the tree reaching age 50 
it would be considered a historic bee, thereby meeting the requirements of Number 2. 
The field review by the Urban Forester would rely on age to shape iecoi3lmendations. 

12-7---.,-, C'RT,-I, l u c ;  ,mguagc; GL I Y I - U ~ ~  3 is sciiiiewhat eodiilsijig becmse liGw w ~ d d  atree be 
determined historic if it were not by age? It would appear that once the -tree is 
determined to be 56-years oici, &a? it wouid be considered historic, Phereby it meeting the 
requirement of Number 3. 

It does not appex a ifthe cede language provides for an objective way of determining 
how a tree would be considered historicidly significant since the 50-year age requirement 



nullifies the sub-criterion of 1 (i.e., I c and lb), and by virtue of it being 50 years old it 
would appear to automatidaLIy meet the other requirements. Is this the City's intention? 

OSU would request that the City does not use age as the primary determining factor. The 
contribution to the Iandscape, its association to a historic event or person is a more 
practical approach. A tree is on a determined life cycle, unlike a human built sbxcture, 
and as such its management requirements and removal requirements become 
unpredictable as a tree ages. By mandating age as the primary requirement, the City 
unnecessarily includes trees that may not need regulation. OSU would request the City 
Council revise this section and all sections that relate to historic trees with language that 
will assist the City to implement clear and objective code language. 

4. Re-roofing. OSU has some 212 buildings on campus (20 of which currently 
leak). Re-rookg should not be regulated if fie roof cannot be visible from the 
main entrances of adjacent buildings. OSU would request that the Chapter 2.9 
update exempts OSU from the requirements for a director approval or HPAB 
approval if a reprookg project cannot be visible from -the main entrance of 
adjacent buildings (or other such trigger based on visibility). Ofherwise,OSU 
vmdd need a Historic Presenatioo PsI-Hnt for many of its buildings within the 
pending Historic District, Ethe roofis not vislibie, then why the need for a 
review? 

Signs: OSU currenrly has an exempt area on iis campus for signage. Section 
2.9.100.03 would potentially require a review of every monument sign placed on 
OSU campus. OSU has aplm to install fi-eestmding monument signs at each of 
its buildings (i-e., 212). Such an implementation plm would require an 
extnordinary level of review. The City has provided OSU with an exempt area 
since it jrecognizes that such a high level of review would not be practical or cost 
efficient. OSU would like the exempt are to stand and not be negated by the 
presence of the Historic District or by the fact that we would be installing a sign 
near a historic building. OSU intends to address fhis issue in the I-aPP and historic 
preservation-zo&g district. 



OSU would request an oppcrhsnity to respond to the City Comcll's responses. 
Therefore, OSU would request the written comment period remain open for a period of 

. - - - - - -- ten-buslness-days-in-the-eventthepubLic hearing-should close-&er tonight' s-hearing.------- 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Vincent Martorello, AICP 
Interim Director, Facilities Services 
Associate Director, University Planning 





Primary Staff-Proposed Changes to the HPAB Proposal 

Chapter 1.6 Definitions 

In-kind Repair or Replacement (page A-12)- HPAB wanted to significantly limit window 
replaeement-in-this-definition~Staff-proposes-aIlowing-greater--flexibility. 

. . . . 
Chapter 2.9 Historic Preservat ion Provisions and  3.31 HPO . - 

Purposes: 
. . . . 

2.9.20 P u r p o s e s  (page A-40) and 3.31.10 Purposes  (page A-84)- HPAB proposed 
inclusion of several purpose statements, some of which were redundant, some referenced 
propertyvalues, and one referenced implementing Goal 5. Staff proposes removal based 
on the City Attorney's input. Redundancy is problematic in court; property value criteria not 

rn supported by the Comprehensive Plan; reference to Goal 5 could raise issue of needing 
a Goal analysis for each permit. " . . 

. . 

Exemptions: 

).._.. ... 2.9.70.e. Certain Alteration or New Construction to ~onhistoricl~onccntrfkuting 
Resources in a Naiiona! Register o? Historic Piaces HistbrDc DistrSc% and 2.9.?B.h. G) 

rn Accessorj Eeve!opment (page A-44)- HPAB proposed allowing these as exemptions 
::only if they were not visible from right-of-way. ~ t a f f ~ r o ~ o s e s  allowhg visibility from 

... ...................................... -. ... ..... ................................. .................................................... 
alleys. . - 

2.9.70.i. Demolition or Moving of Freestanding Temporary or Small Aci=essory 
Structures (page A-45)- Mostly just reworded for c1arity;but staff proposes expanding the 
allowed exemption for such  structures up from 100 to 200 sq. ft. Two hundred sq. ft. size 

. . . . .  . - .  . . .  . . . . .  ; . . . . . . .  is the building permit threshoid. 

Review Criteria: 
. . 

2.3.90.06.c. HPAE-Level Historic Preservation Fermits (page A-53)- HPAB includedihe 
Secretary. af Interior's Stzrrdaids f ~ i  Rehabilitation ss ieview criteria forthe HFAB in use 
in review of HPAB-Level permit requests. Staff proposes their removal based on direction 
from Oregon State Historic Preservation Ofice that the standards were not intended for 
that purpose and are iocj vague. Preferable to reiy on the more detailed review criteria 
proposed. 

L:\CD\Plannlng\Developmefli Review\Land Development Code Text Amendments\LPTOS Casestchapter 2.9 Update\Staff . , . . . .  ... . .: I ...... \'.. Reports\skff changffi.wpd . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ... . . . . . . . .  . . : . .  . . 



2.9.100.03.6. Solar or Hydronic Equipment (page A-61)- HPAB limited visibility from . 
I 

alleys to Nor,-Historiciblon-Contrib~rting structures. Staff propmes al!o?n~ing \~isibi!it\,/ from - 

alleys for all resources. . . 

2.9.100.03.c. Uncovered Rear Deck or Patio Additions 200 Square Feet or Less in 
- . - - - - -- - - Size (page-A-6?-)-HP-AB-lirnited-si?e-t~-1 00-sq,flTand disallowed visibility-from-any right-of----- 

way. Staff proposes expanding size to 200 sq. ft. and allowing visibility from alleys (in 
Code text but not identified in Staff Report). Two hundred sq. ff. size is the building permit 
threshold. 

2.9.1 00.03.d. Reroofing (page A-61)- HPAB limited roofing replacement to architectural 
shingles. Staff proposes allowing other types of roofing materials that can be documented 
as having been used in the Period of Significance. - 

2.9.1 00.03.i. Certain Alteration or New Construction to NonhistoriclNoncontributing 
Resources in a National Register of Historic Places Historic District (page A-62)- m 

X 
HPAB recommended not allowing visibility from alleys for AlterationiNew Construction I 
activities >ZOO sq. it. on Non-HistoriclNon-Contributing resources. Staff proposes allowing 
said visibility. Probability of visibility from street ROW for larger AlterationINew 
~onstr-uction activities limits these activities. c 

' 1  

. . . . . . .  ul 
, . : 2.9.1b0.03.m. . . Alteration or New Construction Replicating Original Features(pageA- 

. . . . . . .  6 3 ) -  HPAB proposed ihisas.4 HPAB-Level review. Staff proposes changing "duplicating" . , . . 

to "replicating" and moving it to Director-Level review based on documentation from the 
. . owner. . . . . .  .:: .: . . . .  . . . . . .  :; .;.. :: . . . . . .  . . . . :. 

. . . . . .  . . . .  . . . :. - : .  . . . . . . . .  _ . i  

. . 2.9.1 00.03.n. ~l terat ions or New Construction to Later Additions (page A-63)- HPAB . . .  

proposed this as a HPAB-Level review. Staff proposes moving it to:Director-Level review. 

2.9.100.03.0. Awnings (page A-63)-. HPAB proposed this as a HFAB-Level review. Staff 
proposes allowing canvas awnings in the Downtown Pedestrian Core as a Director-Level 
review. . . Avoids . . an extra process for this required . . pedestrian . . .  amenity. . . 

. . . .  . . .  . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. 2.9.100.03. p. Exterior Steps andlor stairways (page A-63)- HPAB pr.oposed this as a 
HPAE-Level r e ~ i ~ i v .  Staff p~oposss allowing as a Director-Level raviey. 

L\CD\ptanning\Development Review\Land Development Code Text Amendments\LDTOS Cases\Ghapter 2.9 Update\Siaff 
Reportsbtaff changes.wpd 



"CHAPTER 2.9 UPDATE'' 
LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE TEXT AMENDMENT 

hDT05~0000~ 

- - - - I DEN BZF I E i X J - B T S T A - F F  

I .  Chapter 2.2 - Development ,District Changes. . : 
. . 

2.2.40.07 - Notice of Disposition . . . . .  

The Director shall provide the applicant with a notice of disposition in accordance with 
Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings that includes a written statement of the hearing authority's 
decision, a reference to findings leading to it, and appeal period deadline. A notice of  ' 

disposition shall also be mailed to persons who presented testimony orally or in writing . . at the public hearing. j~ Lasz; rt.---d:-,G & ~ m - - - . , ~ t C - - -  A t -  1 l:-L--: 17, , ,, 
Udl U i 1  U I S I U I ~ S W V ~  L I ~ G  I llr3LU1 ib 1 G 3 K l  YQ:;uI? m 

A 4. .:---. n---.J :- --z A L -  I----:-- -. , z L - - : L . ,  z-- - -I--:-:-- 
n U Y l a u I  UVUIU 1 3  I ICJL L& 1 b  I ) G a t  l l  14 ~ U ~ I W I  I C Y  1 ~ 1  u U u U 1 3 1 W I  ). For all Develo~menf Disiricf . X 

3i: - Chanaes associated wifh historic areservafion. the notice of disoosition shall also be - 
mailed to the Historic Preservaiion Advisow Board. CR = . . .  : . . : . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . . _ .  . . . . . . .  . :::. . ' . . . .  . . . . . .  

. . -  . I 
' 8 '  . . -  . , ' .  ' 

. ". . . <' . 

~ecorramendlatirs~: ' ~ 0 t h ~  that ihe notice : shall b e  mailed to the "Historic. - .  

Preservation Advisory Board" rather than just "Board" fo 
provide for greater clarity. G) 

rn 
UI 

2. Chapter 2.2 - Development District Changes w 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Section 2.2.51) - QBBASI-JUDBGIAL CHANGE PROCEDURES FOR ADMINISTPATIVE' 
DlSTRlGT CHANGES 

6. Adrninistsative District Chanae Defined - 

A District Chanae is considered an Administrative District Chanae if the Chanae a ~ ~ l i e s  
to ~ r o ~ e r t v  subiect to a Historic Preservation Overlav and all of the followina are irue: 

1. The Historic Preservation Overiav was ~ i a c e d  on the desianated historic resource - - 
L-.Z--- ~,,.S--L,, n 4 . n n r ~  
-iLIG, d, , iri-J ~ h r w a h  3 Isaisiativs action initiated bv the Citv under 
circumstances outlined in ORS 197.7720): and 

L:\CD\Plannlng\Development Reviewkand Development Code Text Amendrnents\LDTOJ Cases\Chapter 29 Update\Plannlng Commission 
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. . . .  
2.2.50.06 - Review Criteria 

. . 

TL- llc ,,I f,-.~l~~.~-- ,,jtllr criteria shall bs ~tilized to zvaliiate an Adminlstratlve District Chanaz 
application. . . 

a. Evidence demonstrates that the Historic Preservation Overlav was  laced on 'Lhe - - 
historic resource b a ; i s r =  L I l l  .... throuah .............. a leqislative action initiated 

.... ........ - ..... -. - .- - - ... .- .- - - - .-. - . ..... - -- - -. -. - -. - -- - - - - . .- -. --- . ...-. . 

the Gitv. under circumstances outlined in ORS 197.772f3): and 

Recommendation: Delete reference to date of enactment of ORS provision, per 
recommendation of City Attorney. The recommended 
change to Section'.2.2.50.06(a), but not Section Section 
2.2.5O(b)(l), was shown in the staff report. A discussion of 

. . .  
. . .  ..:-. : . . .  this issue is provided on page 49 of the staff report. 

. . . .  . . :  . . . .  : - .  . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  . . _  . . :  . . . . . . . . 

L:\CD\P1annlng\Developrnent Revlew\Land Development Code Text Amendrnents\LDTD5 Cases\Chapier 2.9 Update\Plannin~ CornmissIan 
Review\addltional corrections id~ntified by staff.wpd 2 



""CHAPTER 2.9 UPDATE" 
LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE TEXT AMEgDMENl 

LDT05-0000~ 

a January, 2005: City Council Identified Code Update 
as High Priority Work Task for 
Calendar Year 

@ January - June, 2005: S ta f f  Background  R e s e a r c h ;  
Preparation of ' Initial Draft of 
Proposed Text Amendment 

e May 16,2005: Council Approved Schedule for Text 
Amendment F! 

, z 
CW 

a June 20,2065:. . : Council Initiated Text Amendment 7 
- ,  . . . - . . - < 

I 
I A I n A ,,,.A, ' 

9 June 22, 2005: npfifj - vvui i;; ~~~~i~~ i 
. .  , . . .. . : '. 

. . . . .  
. . . . -  . . .  . . .  

9 
. . 

G) 
' . july 20;2005: : : "I: . : :-. @ . .  . . . Staf f .  . . :~eetind with SiateHistoric . 

VI 
. . .. . Presewaiior! Office Representatives a 

. . . .. . .. . . . 
. . . . ,  . . .. 

. , . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . . .  : . "  . . . - .  . . 

. . , . 

~ u l y  7 - ~ctober  1 2,2005:  HPAB ~ o r k s h o p s  #I - #8 

GS November 16,2005: Jo in t  HPAB-Council-Planning 
Commission Work Session 

m - January??, 2006: . Planning Commission Work Session 

Januar)/25,2006: Planning Commission Public Hearing 

L . \ C D \ ~ l ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ n ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ n l R ~ v i & n d  Development Cod~TextAnendrnents\LDTOS Cass\Chapt~r2.9 Updale\Planning Cornrnlssion Revi~w\prnces-. to dale.wpd 





"CHAPTER 2.9 UPDATE7' 
LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE TEXT APdLJIENDMENT 

LDT05-00001 

- REVIEW CRllTERlA - . 

Land Development Code: Chapter 1.2 Provisions for Text 
Amendments 

Corvaliis Comprehensive Plan . . 
. . . .  . . 

. . . . 
. . . . . . .  . . . . I . . .  . . . . 

Oregon Statewide Planning Goals & Guidelines 

i;, 
rn 

Oregon -Administrative Ru!es, principally O A  660-023-0200 
2 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  

Oregon State Historic Preservation Office Certified Local 
Government Program: Annotated Performance Standards 
(2001 ) and Local Government Paliicipati~n Procedures 
(amended 2001) 

@ hlational f?istoric Preservation ,,,, np+ as qCL A,,~ , A .-.-A !u 

A --i:--Li- - r 9 - m r  17--. .TIP:- 
mlJpl!LdUlG P ~ U G I  dl n a y  U ~ ~ L I U ~ S *  

"Note: Federal requirements affecting local governments are implemented in State 
Statutes, Rules, and Certified Local Government standards and procedures. 

L\CD\Plannlng\Developmant Revlew\Land Developrnsnl Code Text Arn~ndrnents\LDTOS Cases\Chapler 29 UpdalePlannIng Cornrnisslon R~view\llsl of general 
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APPLICABLE REVIEW CRITERIA FROM THE 
I A h i n  nL\ICI 6aDnfiCAlh r A n E  
h 1 7 1 1 Y  U L  X L . - L W I  I Y I L 1 . L  L LrVU 

The f~llowing Lsnd De\ielopmsct Code review criteria have tieen deteiinined by staff ta 
be applicable to the evaluation of Land Development Code Text Amendment LDT05- 
0000 1 : . . 

. . . . .  

CHAPTER 'f.2 - LEGAL FRAMEWORK 

Section 1.2.80.01 - Background 
. . ' .  

This Code may be amended whenever the public necessity, convenience, and 
general welfare requires such amendment and where it conforms with the 
Corvallis Comprehensive Plan.and any other applicable Policies. 

. . 
. . 

. . . . 
. . . , . . . .  . I : . section 1.2.80.02. - lniiiation . . " '. 

. . . . . .  . . . . :. . . . 
. . 

. . . . .  . . . . . . . .  ... . . . . . . I . . . .  . . .  . . . . . . . . .  
Initiation of an amendment.rnay be accomplished by one of the following 

. ., . ..I. , . :  methodS: i - ' : : .  . .  1. . . . .  . . 
. . .  1 :: ':'.:: .:.- ::. . . . . .. . .  . :..:,. . . . .  ..._. ..' . :  m ' .  

. . . . .  . . .  . ' .  
. . . . .  . . .  . . 

. . .  . . X 
. . . . .  , : ,  1 :::. . :. _ .  . ( . . .: .. , . . . .  . . x .  

I 

. . 
. . . . a .  Majority vote of t h e  City Council; or a 

. . b. Majority vote : of . . . . .  the Planning Commission. 7 
. . .  . . . . < . . . . .  . . . . .  

Section 1.2.80.03 - Review of Text Amendments I 

. . . - .  . . 9 
The Planning Comrnissiqn and City Council shall review proposed &-nehdrnents 0 
i n  accordance with thelegislative provisions of Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings. i!=i'l 

. . .  . . .  . . . .  . . .  
. . 

: .  . . . 
. . Q) 

. . . . . . .  . . 
. . 

W 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ............................... ..................................................................................... . . . . .- - : 

. . . . . . . . .  . . . .  . . 

. . . .  . _ . .  

L:\CD\Piai?ning\Deveiopz~nLL Revie'qiLand Development Code Text Amendmenis\LDqU5 Cases\Chapter 
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ATTACHMENT G 
s .  

APPLICABLE REVIEW CRITERlA FROM THE 
CQR'dALhlS CQ[tfIQREEtEWSt\Y'E PLAN. . .  

The following Comprehensive Plan review criteria have been determined by staff to be 
applicable to the evaluation of Land Development Code Text Arnend,ment LDTOS- . 

00001 : 
. . 

Article I = Introduction and Genera1 Policies 

I .2.1 The City of Corvallis shall develop a.nd adopt appropriate 
implementation mechanisms to carry out the policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan. . . . . . .  . .  ' . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .:.: . ' . , . . 

1.2.8 Procedures for public notification, including &nihg,shall be contained - - . . -  . . . .  . . . . . . . .  
, in the Land ~ e v e l o ~ m e n t  Code.. ' . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . .  

. . , . .  . . . . . . .  ' . .  ... . _.:. _ . _  . _  . . . ,.:. . ' . : .  . 
. .. . . .  ._-:. : . _  . _ _  ..:, :,.-... : ,m . . .. . - ...... . 9 . . . . . . . .  .::: .,:. '.'.:-. ;; - -  ' ., . . ... :.-...::;<:: .: - . .  .:: * ,: : .,x...:;.:.* . . . .  . .  .... . . . . . . . .  . . . .  

. . . .  
. . 1.2.9 ~ h 6  applicable criteria in all land use decisions shall'be derived from 'Z ' 

: I 

the Comprehensive Plan and other regulatory tools that implement the  
-'_ _ . . .  , . . Plan. . . .  

. . . .  . . .  . . .  : ==i 
. . 

. . . , '. ",< 
.. . .  Article'2 - Citizen involvemen,t . . . .  I 

-u 
2.2.5 ~he'Cjty shall'~sirive io ensure that all public information on land use 

D 
........ '!. . 
. , . .  

a 
. . . .planning . issues is available in an understandable form, is accurate and 

complete, and is made available to all citizens as soon as possible Q) P 
. . .  . . . .  . . . . . .  aftei.receipt of .a.napptication. The.City shall continue to take 

advantage of the best available technology for dissemination of this 
information. 

2.2.6 City staff shalf provide information to citizens and other interested 
parties: concerning all aspects of the City's land use planning program. 

Article 5 - Urban Amenities (Section 5.4 - Historic and Cultural Resources) 

5.4.1 The City shall continue to use the Corvallis Register of Historic 
Lafidii-iarks and Dlsiricis as the Cii.j1s oficial historic site listing. The 
intent of this inventory is to increase community awareness of historic 
structures and to ensure that these structures are given due 
consideration prior to alterations that may affect tbe historic integrity of 
the structure. 

L:\CD\Planning\Developrnent RevievdLand Development Code Text Arnendments\LDTO5 cases\.dhapter 
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The City shall encourage property owners to preserve historic . . .  
.s~ructure-s in a state as -c!ose tc~ their original construction as possibfe 
while allowing the structure to be used in an economically viable 
manner. . . .  . . . . 

. . . . . . .  _ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , . .  

The City shall maintain a local ~istoric Preservation Advisory Board. 
. . . .  . . .  5 .  

The public's safety and general welfare shall be carefully evaluated 
when. a conflict.surfaces between. the renovation of an historic 
structure and the City's building'and fire codes. 

5.4.5 Special architectural review criteria for historic structures shall be 
maintained in the Land Development Code. 

. . . -  5.4.9 The City shall identify his.torically significant sites and.struciures on 
. . 

. . . . . .  . City-owned property with appropriate plaques and markers, and shall, ' . ' . ' .  . . . .  . . . . .  . . .. :. . . 
. . . . . . .  : .. . . . encourage 0wnei-s bf private profie'kty to do the same. . . . . . .  . . . :.. . . . . . . : . .  . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . . .  . . . . .  . . . .  . . :  . . :  . . , . . . . . .  . . . .  . . . .  . . . . :  '. , . . . . .  . - . . ' .  . . . . . .  . > .  : .. ... ),: 

. . . .  . .  . . ; ;  ;..:;<::.5,.4:13  he city shall develop a definition, criteria, and a fiiocess to i~rrn$lly . : . . .  X.  .: : .  . . . . . . .  . . . . .  . :, . . . . 
identify historic residential neighborhoods. . '  : ' . . . . . . .  . . 

. . .  . . . .  . . . . .  5 .I 
. . 

. . [W 
' 5.4.14 New dwellings and additionsin f~rmaliykeio~nized'hisiori~ r&idential 7 

. . .  
. . .  : .. , . , . . - 

. . . . . . -  .,.. . . neighborhoods must contain exterior architectural features that relate < 
to the historic period of surrounding dwellings. Examples of this are: I 

street-facing porch, comparable roof slope, horizontal wood siding, 
and overall design- features including trim, windows, and structure. 

9 
0 
rn 

5.4.15 Removal of significant public trees in historic residential areas or Q) 
VI 

historically designated properties should only occur.when these trees . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

endanger life or property. 

Article 9 - Housing 

9.4.2 The Ciiy shall continue to periodically review the immediate and long- 
term effects of fees, charges, regulations, and standards on dwelling 
costs and on community livability as defined in the Corvallis 2020 
Vision Statement. 

9A.3 The City ssha!I investigate mechanisms tc assure the vitality aiid 
preservation of Corvallis' residential areas. 

9.4.5 The City shall maintain appropriate standards to assure the repair and 
rehabilitation of housing units that may be hazardous to the health, 
safety, and welfsre of t h e  inhabitants. 

L:\CD\Planning\Development ~ e v i e w \ ~ a n d  Development Code Text Arnendrnents\LDT05 Cases\Chaptkr 
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9.6.2 - The City shall encourage the preservation of historically significant 
homes and buiidings within She Gowntown Residential i\ieighbornood. 

9.6.3 T L -  - -&. -L  1 .---- J &L- 
I r t t :  L i t y  31 ,all a~ I IGI tu LI la Land Development Code io encourage the 
following in the Downtown Residential Neighborhood: 

A. Building to the higher end of t h e  allowed density range through 
intensive site utilization; 

B. Reduction of on-site parking requirements; and 
C. Maintenance of historic character. 

9.7.1 The City shall encourage the rehabilitation of old fraternity, sorority, 
and other group buiidings near OSU-for continued residential uses. 

. . .  . . .  . . Article12-Energy . . : . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  ._- . . .  . . .  . . . .  < .  . . . . .  . . . .  . . . . . . - . . .  . .  . - -- . . . : .  . . ' . .  . . . .  . . .  . . .  . . . . . .  . . .  . . .  . . 
i2.2.1 ~ h ~ ~ i t y ' s h a i l  encoukagi the in"est&atiqn,.develbpment, and use of 

renewable energy resources by both thepublic and private sectors in 
: .  m, . 

. . , ord.er to reduceihe~co~.munity's.immed,ia~e~a.nd . . .  ... . . . . . . . . . . .  long-range, needto.. -: ., . . . . . .  . . .  . . . . .  . .  . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . .  _ -  ..- 
. . . .  . . .  

. . -. 
, . .  . .  

. . . . . : . . . . .  import energy: : . .  . . . . . =C . .  
. . - 

12.2.2 . . The City shall coordinate its activitieswith the State to establish energy ; 7 
.', '. efficiency 'goals and create incentive or rebate programs to expedite . 

. . . . .  e. 
.implementation ofnew programs. . . . . . . .  '.::.: . . . : . .  . 

1 . . .  
. . .  . . .  . . . . .  . . .  . . . .  . . . , .. 
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:GOAL. 1.: CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT, ; . . . . .  
. . .  . . .  . .  . . . .  . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . .:_. . . . . 

f o develop a citizen involvement 
program that insures the opportunity 
for citizens to be involved in all 

' ' 

phases of t h e  plan'ning prdcess. 
. . .  . .  : .  T h e  governing body charged with 
preparing and  adopting a . . . 

comprehensive plan shall adopt and . . 
publicize a program for citizen . . , 

involvemen't'that clearly defines the . ' . 

procedures  6y which t h e  general public.,l:...'.. 
will be involved i n  t h e  on-going land-use' '"' 

. . .  planning process. . ' 

The  citizen involvement program 
shall be  appropriate to  ihe.scale of the 

. . 
planning effort., T h e  p h g r a m  :shall 

' , 

provide for continuity oi' cltizen 
participation and of information that . . .' 

enables  citizens to identi@ . . . .  and. . 
" 

. . 
comprehend the issues.  '.I' ,. . . .  ' 

. . .  
' --Federal, stata'an'd regional : .  . 

agenc ie s ,  and  speciali.p.urpos& districts . . . . . .  

shatl coordinate their planning efforts 
with the affected governing bodies and 
make  use  of existing local citizen 
involvement programs established by , . . . . . .  . . counties and cities. ' . 

'. ' The citizen involvement . program . 
. . .  . . shall  incorporate the  . . .  following . ' . . 

components: : . ' : . ' . . 
. . .  

3. Citizen tatvoivaa?;;efia .- To prc&de ' 
for widespread citizen involvement. 

The citizen' involvement program 
shall involve s cross-section of affected 
citizens in all phases,of  the planning 
process.  As a component, the  program 
L- - ,!A!- 
lur ~1~1m-i involverner~t'shdi include an 
.sfficisily izcGgniz& commieee far 

. . . . .  . - .  

citizen involvement (cc~) broadly 
representative of geographic areas  and 
interests related to land use  and .. . . .  
land-use decisions. Committee 
members . shall be selecied by 'an open, 
well-publicized public process. . ' :. ;'. . . .  

. . .  The  committee.for citiien .';. .:: . ..:. . .  . . 
invol~emeni  shall b e  responsible for .  

. . ' 'assisting the' governing body with the . . . . 
., - :--. .. .- development:,of . a program jhat .:.;:,. ...: . . . . . . . .  

. prpmotek'and 'enhances citizen ; ...:....- 
. ' involvement in:land-use planning, . .  

.. assisting in the jmplernentation of the 
. citizen involvement program, and 

evaluating the process being used.for . . .  . -- 
'citizen . . . .  in~olvriment. . . . . .  .: . . .  

. . .  
If the governing. body wishes to  

a s sume  the respon,dbii'ity for-.  . . .  

devei'opment as well as adoption and 
implementation. of the citizen , . 

-involvernent.program' or:jo.assign such ... , . .  
responsibilities 10 a planning ' 

' 

commission, a . le t$r  s h d l  be submitted 
to the Land Conikrvation and . . . . 

. ~ e v e l ~ p m e n t  Commission for the state ... 

Citizen lnvoivernent 'Advisory . . .  I 

Committee's review and 
recommendation stating the rationale 
for seieciing';ihis dption, .iig well a s  
indicating the mechanism to be  used rbr 
an eva!uatbl-r of the citizen ii-i&ivement 
program. If the planning commission is 
to b e  used in lieu of an independent 
CCI, its members shall bese1ec ted .b~ .: 

an . . . . .  open, well-publicized public process. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - . .  . . . . -  
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2. Cemmunicaticr. -- To acsL're 
effective two-way cornrnunication 
with citizens. 

Mechanisms shall be established 
which provide for effective 
communication between citizens and 
elected and appointed officials. 

3. Citizen Influence.-- To provide th,e 
~ p ~ ~ h ~ h i t y  for dtizeps t o  be . ' 

involved in.&ll phases of fhe planning 
. . . . . . .  process. 

citizens shall have the 
opportunity to be involved in the phases 
of the planning process as set forth' and 

. defined in:the goals. and guidelines for . . 

 and Use Planning, including' . . . . . .  :., 

. preparation of Plan's and ; . ,.. ' ' . . .  . . . .  . . - -  
. . . . . . . . . .  .lmplemen~a@n ~ e a s u ~ s ,  Plan.' . i. . 2 :: 

Content,Plan ~doption; ~ i n o r . ~ h a n ~ e s  ' 

and N'ajor Revisions in the plan, . . . . .  and',. 
Implementation . . ~eas i res . '  : . . 

. . , . . :  . . , ,  . . 

4,' ~echnidal infohnation ;:TO asib<e 
that technical inf~rmatian is available 
in an undersfandab1 farm. 

lnformason necessary to reach 
~olicv decisions shall be available in a 

. .  
. . .  . . .  kirnpiified, Assisfance~shall.~.b~provided.tloooiintter 'uhderstandable form. ..' i.r:- 

and effectively use.fechnical ' . 

information. A copy of all technical 
information shall. be available at a local 
public library or other . . .  location op.en to. 

. :  __ , . :  . . . .  . . . .  the public. . . .  . . . . . . . . .  . . .  

5. Feedback ~echanisrns - Tov assure 
that citizens wiri receive a response 
.c..-- .. :--- --I .&.. 
I i U l I i  i J ~ ! i ~ Y - ~ l l d ~ ~ l b .  

~ecommendations resulting from 
the citizen involvement program shall be 
retainedand'made available for public 
assessment; Citizens who have 
parti~i~ated'in'this program shall receive 
a response from policy-makers. The 
rationale used to reach land-use policy 

decisions shall be available In the f ~ i i ~ i  
of a written record. 

5. ly-- -:-I 0 ~ t r a l i ~ ~ a r  J U ~ ~ G ~  -- TO iiisiire 
funding for the citizen involvement 
program. 

Adequate human, financial, and 
informational resources shall be 
allocated .for the citizen involvement .: 

program: These allocations ,shall be an 
integral component of the planning 
budget. The gover~ing'body~shall,be 
responsible for obtaining . . . .  and providing 

. . . . . . . - .  . .  . these resources. , : :. . . . .  . . 
. . . .  . . . . . . . .  .: . . . . .  

: ' A. C~TIZEN INVOLVEMENT . . .  . . 
1 I .  A program for stimulating 

. .citizen involvement -shouldi be developed 
. . .  . . . .  . . using.a rafigetof.available . . . . . .  media .::. 
. .  , 

,. . 
(including i'elevision, radio,,newspapers, 
mailings and meetings). . .  .' . . 

. . . . . .  
" .. 2. ~niversitie's, colleges, 

communify colleges, secondary and 
primary educational institutions and 
other agencies and institutions with . 

interests in land-use planning should 
provide information ,on land-u,se . ,  

education 'co citizens, as well as develop 
.and offer courses in land-use education ........................... . . . .  .............................................. -. ... .; 

which .provide for a diversity of . . : 

educational backgrounds i.n land-use . . .  
planning. . . ! :  

3. In the selection, of members for 
the committee for citizen involvemept, 
the following selection process should 
be bbserded: citizens should receive .. 

notice they can understand of the. , . . 
oppodunity to serve on the CCi; 
committee appointees shouid receive 
official notification of their selection; and 
committee appointments . . . . .  should . . be well 
publicized. . . .  ;.. . : . . . . .  . . 

5. COMMUNlCATl,ON 
'Newsletters; mailingsj postersi 

mail-back questionnaires, and other 



available media should b e  used in the 
citizen involvement program. 

2, cirj;ZEi\i iiJFLJEN@E 

.11. Data Collection - The general 
public through the local citizen 
involvement programs should have the 
opportunity to be involved in 
inventorying, recording, mapping, 
describing, analyzing and evaluating the 
elements necessary for the 
development of the plans. 

2. Plan Preparation - The 
general public, through the local citizen 
involvement programs, should have the 
opportunity to participate in deveioping a 
body of sound information to identify 
public goals, develop policy guidelines, 
and evaluate alternative land 
conservation and development plans for 
the preparation of the comprehensive 
land-use plans. 

3. Adoption Brocess - The 
generai public, through the local citizen 
involvement programs, should have the 
opportunity to review and recommend 
changes to the proposed 
comprehensive land-use plans prior to 
the public hearing process to adopt 
comprehensive land-use plans. 

4. ~ m ~ l , ~ ~ m e ~ i a i i o ~ : - ~ T h e ' g k n ~ r a l  : 
pu,b~ic,~ihrougi$ . . . .  .. _ . . . . .  the~oca~ ,  citizen .. 

. 

irivolvement~ pl'ogr'ams;': should .have the . . . . . . . .  

oppo~un i ty : t o . pa r t i~pa t e i~  the ' :. 
deve!opment,'..adoption; and.lapplication 
oi'leg~latjon::that . - .  :.., .. . .is needed - . . . . . . .  :to.carry out. 
a . . . .  compreh,eh~ve'l~nd-use . : . .  . plan. 

. . .  
:. .~he,l~eneral.~ublic, through the 

I .lpcal. citizen : i ~ ~ o l v e m e n t : : $ ~ ~ ~ r ~ ~ ~ ; ~ '  
. . . . . . . .  

shcu!d hayg'the oppcr t~ i i i~ i6rev iew 
eaCh prop,osal. a ~ a ~ p l i c a t i o n ~ f o ~ a  larid . . 

conservaiion and developmenf action 
priorto the formal consideration . ... of such 
proposal and application. . . . .  .'. 

5. EvaI~latiinn - The general 
pubiic, through tile iocai citizen 

involvernent.programs, should have the 
oppprtunity to be involved in the . ': 
evaluation of the comprehensive land. 

: . . . . . . . .  . . .  . . . .  :use ~lans.  

progr$js,~shpuld~have thG:.opportunitf~ 
to revi'&w:and make redo-mmendations 

heahng~rocess.t~.formally . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .consider the. 
propased Chaiiges. '' 

D. TECHNICAL INFORMATION 
. I .  Agencies that either evaluate . 

or implement public projects or . . . . .  

programs (such as, but not limited to, 
road, sewer, . . . . .  and water construction,. . 

. . -  transportation, su6divisiori 'stu$es, ,and . 
zone changes) should provide : 
assistance to the citizen' involvement 
program. The roles, responsibilities and 
timeline in the planning process of these 
agencies 'should be clearly defined and 
publicized. 

2. Technical information should 
include, but not be limited to, energy, 
natural environment, political, legal, 
economic and social data, and places of 

"cultural significaiice; .aS'w@lI asi'those 
maps and photos necessary for effective 
planning. 

E. FEEDBACK MECHANISM . . . . . . . . . . . . .  "-:: . 2:. - 
j?.l,~<~.t'$l.le"i$p'et . . . . . . .  ..: .,..;I..: of.th G:.cjtizGnf .. ......., .... ,.: 

involvern&-ft program,/:the::6o.veming. boody.,.ii.~~,.d, cl&aily,st ' ,. .,. 

. . .  ..;;; -r: . 
rnectiiniiiii:.through which the.ci.tizens.. 
will'rer,GIve.~.rerpqns~ifrqm . . . .  _ . . .  ...,....... the .. 

. . 

policy-rriakei~. '. 

2, A process for quantifying and 
synthesizing citizens' attitudes should b e  
developed and reported to the general 
public. 

H. FINANCIAL SUPPORT 



I. The level of funding and 
human resources allocated to the citizen 
involvement program should be 
sufficient to make citizen involvement an 
integral pari of the planning process. 
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PART I -- PLANNING 

and actionsirelated;t~.~.se.of'land .. and .-..: .-.... 'LG'., ..... .*,;::-; _<;L:. ,::,., ......,. :.:<. .. .? ....... 
to assureiin-:adequate..factualicbase: . . .. - . - - 

..for Such''Eiebis 5-.g1: :B.nd.7dd-tio,si. "!" :: . . .  ' 

. 

city,: county, state and federal . ' 
agency and special district plansand . . '  

actions related-to ... . . .. ... land. .' use'shall ., .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  be 1 "..,, :'. 

cdnsisteniwith.the komprehehsivk plans ' 
of cities 'and counties and regional plans 
adopted under ORS Chapter 268. : -. 

All land use plans sfiall include 
identification of issues and prqblems, : 

. 

inventories and other factual information 
for each applicable statewide planning" 
goal, evaluation of alterriative courses of 
action and ultimate policy choices, , ' 

taking into consideration social, . I . . .  

..economic, .energy and environmental . .- . . 

needs. The required information shall be 
contained in the plan document or in 
supporting documents:Th& plans, . 

.supporting documents and . . . . .  

implementation ordinances shail be filed 
in a public office or other place easily 
accessible to the public. The' plans shall 
be the basis for specific implementation 
measures. These measures shall be 
coilsistent with and adequaie tn carry 
out the plans. Each plan and related 
implementation measure shall be 
coordinated with the plans of affected 

. . ,  , .  .- . . . 
governmental units. , , 

. . . .  .A1/:lland;uie;plafig:'afid ";:. :. . . . .  

.imniamaPigiinq?nrilii-1' ni-br;'h " ,, , l r l U , l  ,.. LIVl Ull.li?l lVvo be 
ad~nt&j.g$t..t!jg' jlpffiIgg 'bbdg- afiei 

. . . . .  

p~bli6+heefins.and~hd be reviewed . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .. :. i .. 

ana',..as heeded,: revised .an :a p.efiodic,: .., . 
cycle iotak& into:a'ccow.nichanging, ..-'. : 
pub l i cpo l i~ i~s~nd  circumstances, in:. . . .  

accord.with' a. sch&dule'~et:)brth..in. the ;..::i. . -  

~;~pla,n.:Opppriunit~,esshall, . . ijk':@o\iide'd for 
r$vi&w;ahd:~mmefit'fiji cjti>efji :aj,d ,..",, , ., . 
'affected govkrrirnerital units dljring -:I :;' ' 

... . :~prep~fa~ofi , reviewand:,fev]$i~nof:~p]ans 
. . . .  . . .  

. . . . .  a n d _ : ~ l e m e n t a t i ~ n ~ d i n a h c i s j - : : .  . . :: ::. , :, _ .  . m 
" . Affected ~dverhmenfa i 'h i t i . - -  X =11: 

-.I are ihose localgovernrnents,state and a 
federal agencies and speci.al districts .-L 

--I 
which, have programs, l.and.ownerships, Q 
or responsibilities within the.,area ,,.: .: I . .  , . . . j .  . . .  
included in the plan. . ' .-..: .: . . . .  ...... . 

.... r . :  
Comprehensive Plan - as . . 9 

defined : ... in ORS 197.013(5). 0 
. , rn 

Coordina fed --,as defined in -4 
ORS 197.01 5(5), Note:. It isincluded . . in A 

. .  the definition-.oi comprehensive' p l a n :  -: . . . . . . . . . .  

Im,o!emenfafian ~ e a s u r & s  :- are 
the means used to carry out the plan. 

. . These are of two general types: 
(1) managem.ent impie,mentation ... 

measures such as ordinances, . . .  

regulations or project plans, a n d  ('),site 
. . 

or area'speciflc implementation 
measures such as permits and grants:. 
forconstruction, construc'rion of public 
fzci!ities or przvlsicr: ~f services. . . .  . .  . . .  : 

Plans,- as used ,here . . . .  . .  . . .  ! 

encompass ail planswhich guide 
land-use decisions, including both . 

comprehensive and single-purpose . . : . 

plans of cities, counties, state and . . x J-?-I - - A  - - - - ! - I  J ! - L - ! -  
i S u e l o ~  ayt2Llblt=> a1 IU =ipeL;lal u r s r r r ~ t ~ .  



PART % I  -- EXCEPTIONS 
A local government may adopt an 
exceptinn to a goal when: 

(a) The land subject to the 
exception is physically developed to the 
extent that it is no longer availabie for 
uses allowed by the applicable goal; 

(b) The land subject to t h e  
excepti0.n is irrevocably committed to 
use: not GilowecI by the ap i l i ca ie  Sozl 
because existing 'adjacent uses and 
other relevant factors make uses . . . .  . . 
allowed by the applicable . . goal 
impracticable;'or 

. . . .  
. . 
. . . . .  .. ; ( :  c) The . . . . . . . .  following . . , . . , . :  'standards . .  .:.'., .. are . . . .  

. . .  . . . . .  . . .  . . . '  . ' met:.; ; :. , . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . ,. ' .  . 
. . .  . . .  

' ' 
. ' .  :. .(I) Reasons justify why the state . . 

. . 

, . . . . . . . .  . . policy embodied in the . applicable . . . goals. . . .  
. , . .  . . . . . . . .  . . . .  . " .. *. ... ::-.should not apply;,:.. : :..,:. . -I,': ' :.,. . . ; ; . ; . :::7': . , : . .  

. . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  >. . .  
(2) Areas which do not require a - . 

. . . . . . . . . . . .  . . new exception-cannot reasonably. . . . . . . . .  . :. . , . ':. . 
. - - : ' accommodate the use;' . : 

, : . (3) The long-term environmental, . . . . . . . . . .  , . . . 
- . economic, so'cial and energy : 

consequences resulting from the use of 
the  proposed site with measures 
designed to redgce adve rs~  impacts are 
notsignificahtty more adverse than 
would typically result from the same .. ............................................................................ 
proposal being located in areas. . . . . . . . .  

requiring a goal exception othei than the . . .  . . 
propos6d site; and 

(4) The proposed uses are 
compatible with other adjacent uses, or 
will be so rendered through measures 
designed tc,reduce adverse impacts. 

. . . . 

~ o m ~ s t i b i e ,  as used in subparagraph 
(4) is n ~ t  intended as  ari atssijIiite term 
meaning no interference or adverse 
impacts of any type with adjac6t uses. 

A local government approving or 
denying a proposed exception shall set 
forth findings of fact and a statement of 
reasons which demonstrate that the 

. . standsrds far an zxceptior; have or have 
not been met. 

Each notice of a public hearing 
on a proposed ex~epLLi011 shall 
specifically note that a goal exception is 
proposed and shall summarize the 
issues in an understandable manner. 

Upon review of a decision 
approving or denying an exception: 

(a) The zcrrni-iiission shall be 
bound by any finding of fact for which 
there ,is substantial evidence in the . 

record of the .local government . 
proceedings resulting in approval or 
denial of the exception; .. 

.(b) The commission shall - ,  

determine .whether the local . . 

government's findings and ressons .. 
dernonst'ratk that- the standards .for an . . , 

.exception . . .  have or have not been met; 
. . .  . . .  and :;.. . . .  : . . . . 

.. (c) commission shall adopta 
clear statement of reasons which sets 
foyth; the- basis.for the determination that 
the standards for..an exception have or 
have . . not been met. '. . . . . . . . .  .. . . 

. . . .  . . .  

Excepfiqn rneans.a comprehensive 
. . . . . . .  p!an .p~ovi~.!op_,. !n.l;Juding an.arnendment. 

to an acknowledged comprehensive 
plan, that; : .  . .  . . 

(a) 1s applicable to specific 
properties or situations and does not 
estab!ish a planning orzoning policy of 
general applicability; 

, . . (b) Does not comply with some or 
all goal requirements applicable to the 
subject properties or situations; and 

jc) Complies . . .  with ,standards for 
an exception. , . ,  - . . , . , 

PART IN -,- USE OF GUlDELlNES 
~overnmental units shall review 

the guidelines set forth for the goals and 
either utilize . t h ~  guidelines or deve!c?p 
alternative means that will achieve the 



goals. All land-use plans shall state how consulted, and availabiIity of the 
. . . .  the guidelines or alternative means necessary information. 

utilized achieve the goals.' : i. :... Sufficient time.sheuld be a!lofed 
. . . . . . . . .  . . .  Grridelines - are suggested for: . . ' . '  . . . . 

directions that would aid local (1) collection of the necessary 
governments in activating the mandated factual information . " . . 

goals. They are intended to be (2) gradual refinement of the 
instructive, di<.ectional and positive, not problems and issues and the.alternative 
limiting local government to a single solutions and strategies for development 
course ~f action when soms other. : i: : (3) incorporatior; ~i cltiz~n needs 
course would achieve the same result. and desires and development of'broad . . . . .  Above alli guidelines are .not intended to citizen supporL ': . . 

be a grant of power to the state to carry (4) jdentification and resolution of 
out zo,ning from the state level under the possible conflicts with plans of affected 

. ,  . . . 
. . . .  . - .  guise of guidelines. (Guidelines or the. ' governmental units. _ . _ _  . :.. ,:.. . . . .  . . .  

. . .  ... . .  .: alternative means selected by - .  

. . 
:- governmental bodies will b e  part of the . . 5. REGIONAL, STATE ANDFEDERAL 

. . . . . . . .  . ' .  . . .  . : .  . . . Land Conservation.and Development . .  PLAN . . CONFORMANCE . .I:.-" . . 
. . . : . ; :  :"{c~fimissionls p~ocess of &val~atin~.~..::.k::,.< . i t  is expected thatf&$ionhl, stat& . . 

. '  ' planSfor compliance with goals.) :, . : . ' - ' and federal agency plans kill conform to 
8' - 

. . 
T 
ZI 

. . .  . . . . . . . .  . . .  . . . . .  :. . - . . . . . . .  -. . 
. . . . . . .  . . . .  . . . . . , _ . . , _  I. . . . . . .  

. . 
. . . . . .  . . the comprehensive plans of cities and a3 

. . . . .  . . .  . . .  . . . . . . . .  
. . 

' . :: . . . counties; Cities and counties are . . 
7 ' 

.. GIJlDELlNES . . : .  .. : . . . . . . . .  : 1 . .  : :. :.: : . expected totake into account the 
. .  . . .  . -  . - .  

< ' 

I . . regional, state and nationai needs. 
A. P R E ~ A R A T ~ ~ N  OF PLANS AND .: Regional, ,state and federal agencies are 
IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES : . .' expected to make their needs known'" 

9 
C) 

.. ..Preparation of plans and .I. .  . . : . .  during the preparation and revision of IT 
implementation measures should be - . . city and county comprehensive- p'lans. - 

-4 
. . . . . . . . - .  bd 

based on a series of broad phases, ,, ..:. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , During ihe .p.rey?ay?ti.on.~~ ttieir.~!a.ns, : ' . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
proceeding from the very general federal, state and regional agencies are 
identification of problems and issues to expected to create opportunities'for 
the specific provisions for dealing with review and comment by cities and 

' 

these issues and for interrelating the . .  counties. In the event existing plans are 
various elements of the plan. During . ,I in conflict or an agreement cannot be 

. .  each phase opportunities should b e .  reached during ihe.plan preparafion . . 

provided for review and comment by : : process, then the Latid'Conservation 
.. citizens and. affected.governmental ..: and Development Commission expects 

units. . . 
, . . ,  _.: . - . , . . - the aiiecied government units to take::- 

r h e  var;'sus Impfen;enia:i~n : steps tu resoive the issiies. if an 
measures which wiil be used to carry agreement cannot be reached, the . . 

out the plan should be considered appeals procedures in ORS . . .  chapter] . . . . . . . .  
' . . . . . . . . . . . .  during each of the planning phases. 197 may be used.' .: . ; . : . . . . . .  . . .  . . . . . .  . . .  . . . .  i : . .  

. . .  The number of phases needed . . . . 

C. PLAN CONTENT will vary with the complexity and sire of 
. . .  

the area, number of people involved, 1. Facthal Basis far the Fiatt' . . 
. . . . .  . . .. : . . . .  . . . .  . . other governmental units to be . . 



!nventories and c?ther f ~ r m s  cf 
data.are needed as the basis for the 
policies and other decisions set forth in 
the plan. This factual base should 
include data on the following as they 
relate to the goals and other provisions 
o f  the plan:. 

. .  . . . .  (a) Natural resources, their 
capabilities and limitations. . . 

. (b) Man-made structures and 
utilities, their location and condition 

(c) Population and economic 
characteristics . . of the area . , . 

. . . .  . . . .  (d) Roles and responsibilities of 
. . . . .  . . . . .  _. _., .. governmental units,, .:.. , 

. . .  . . . .  . . 

2::: . . .  . . Elements of the Plan . . . . 

... 
, . . . The following elements should be 

. . 
, I  . . .  . ... . ....... . :. i . ,  . _ inclyded. _ .  ..... in,the pIa.n:. ..,. 

. . . .  . . .: . i; (a) Applicable statewide planning 
. . goals.,... . . . .  . . 

. . . . .  . . 
. . . . .  , (b) Any critical geographjc area 

designated by the Legislature .. 

(c) Elements that address any 
special needs or desires of the people in 

. . . . .  the . ,area .,.. ; ' . . 

. . (d) Time periods of the plan, 
rei~edting the anticipated situation at 
appropriate .. All future eelerne in$ryals. hb,bld . . . . .  . 

........... . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

together and reiate to one another to. 
form a consistent whole at all times, ..: 

. . .  . . .  . . . .  

D. FIL~NG OF PLANS. .. . . . . 
C i ty  and county plans should be 

filed, but not recorded, in the Office of 
the County Recorder. Copies of all plans 
should be  available to ihe..public and to 
affected giiveipme~tqi yiiits. : . . . .  - 

I .: _ _  . . : 

E. MAJORREVISIONS ANDMINOR 
CHAN'GES IN THE PLAN AND :, . ' .  . 
IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES 

The citizens in the area and any 
affected governmental unit should be 
given an opportunity to review and 

rn ,,mrr;ent prior to anj: changes in the 
plan and implementation ordinances. 
There. shnu!d be at !essf 30 d=\ls mtice "J 
of the public hearing on the proposed 

. . . . . . .  change, . .  _... . .  , . . . 
l:. : ' . . . .  , . . . .  

1. Major Revisions : . . . . ,  . . 

. Major revisions include,land use 
. . 

changes that have widespread and 
significant impact beyoi-ld i h ~ :  immediate 
area, such as quantitative changes 
producing large'volurn&s of-traffic; a 
qualitative change in -the character of 

:..the land use itself, subh as conversion 
of residentiai to industrial use;or a ' . 

spatial change that affects large areas .' 
. . or many different owijership~.'::,~'? . . . . . .  

The plan.and implementatlon . -  1. 

measures be .revised wh<':'::.-. -.:: :': . 
public needs and desireschangi and. 
when development occurs at a different 
rate than contemplated by the plan. 
Areas experiencing rapid growth and 
development should provide for a 
frequent review so"needed revisions'can 
be made to keep the plan' up to date; 
however; major revisions should not be 
made more frequently than every two 

. . .  
. . . .  years, if at all possible. ' , ! .  

....................................................................................... . . . .  
' . .  . . . . . .  . . . .  . . 

. . 2. Minor Changes 
Minor changes, i.e., those which 

do not have significant effect beyond the 
immediate area of the'change, should 
be based on special strjdies or other 
information which will serve as the 
factual basis to support the change. The 
public need and justification for the 
particular change snouid be established. 
Minor changes should not be made 
more frequently than once a year, i fat 

. . . . .  all possible. . .  : .  . . .  
. . . .  ., . . . . .  

. . . . .  . . . . .  

. .  : .  

. . . .  



F. LMPLEMENTATlOhi MEASURES 
The following types of measure 

should be considered for carrying out 
pians: 

'l. Management Implementatisn 
Measures 

(a) Ordinances controlling the 
use and construction on the land, such 
as building codes, sign ordinances, 
subdivision and zoning ordinances. 
ORS Chapter 197 requires that the 
provisions of the zoning and subdivision 
ordinances conform to the 
comprehensive plan. 

(b) Plans for public facilities that 
are more specific than those included in 
the comprehensive plan. They show the 

. . s-ize, Iocation, and capacity serving each 
property but are not as  detailed as 
construction drawings. 

(c) Capital improvement budgets 
which set out the projects to be 
constructed during the budget period. 

(d) State and federal regulatjons 
affecting land use. 

(e) Annexations, consolidaiions, 
mergers and other reorganization 
measures. 

2. Site and Area Specific 
implementation Measures 

(a) Building permits, septic tank 
permits, driveway permits, etc; the 
review of subdivisions and land 
partitioning applications; the changing of 
zones and granting of conditional uses, 
etc. 

(b) The construction nf pnb!ic- 
faciiities (schools, :cads, water lit?zs, 
etc.). 

(c)  The provision of land-related 
public services such as  fire and police. 

(d) The awarding of state and 
federal grants to local governments ic 
provide these facilities and services. 

I - (e) Leasing oi public lands. 

G, USE OF GUIDELINES FOR THE 
STATEWjDE PL.4NNINC GOALS 
. : . . Guidelines for most statewide . . .  

goals are found in two 
sections-planning and implementation. 

.. Planning guidelines relate primarily to . . 

the process of devel~ping plans that 
incorporate the provisions of the goals. 
implementation guideline? should relate 
primarily to the process of carrying out 
the goals once they have'been ' 
incorporated into the plans. ~echniques 
to carry'out thegoals and plans should 
be considered during'the pieparation of, : 

. . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . ' . . . . .  the plan. '.. '. . . . . .  . . -  . . . . .  . . - -  . . . . . . . .  . . .  : . . ' ,  . . . .  
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GOAL 5 :  NATUR,A,L RESOURCES, SCENIC AND' 
HISTORIC . . . . AREAS, AND OPEN SPACES . .  

.... . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . . . . .  . .' . , .  .-;.. , 

. . . . 
. . . . 

. . .  . . . . ;i.. .. OAR 660-01 5-0000(5) . .  . . . . . .  
. . . . 

:. : . . . :: ( ~ l e a s e ~ o i e : ,  . . . .  ~ rn~ndrnents  Effective 08/30/96) .". .' : .. ..I' 
. . . . . . . .  . . . . 

. . . .  . . . . .  . . . .  . . 
. ,.,,, ...... ...... ;.;.: ...: ::.'::;.i., : . . I : . - .  " : . : . :.. .-::, . -'.: . :. .. ...... ; ............. -.:: ............... : .;:. . . .  . . . . . . . .  . .;. ..., : .. .: . . . . . . . . :  i. . : . . .  :. . . . .  
~oii:~~o~~Cf.naturaI ....... iesou+es'. a.n& . . . .  cufrent~invCinfor~es of-the.following .. ' r '  
. . . . .  . . . .  . cons~ .e :~scen~~~an.d  . .. ..i...i.- ..-.:...-... :-.. : .. ..:..-.,: ., ,:... ~ i s f 0 r i c ; a r e a s ~ ~ ~  %.. 

. ...resources :... . . . . .  I.: i..::., .: _ . . . .  . . . .  . : . . . . . . .  
. a;\.Historic-Resources; .....: ;.Y.-. and . . .  .open.spaces, j.., .*: ' ,  . : , . :, . ~6~al :<~.o~~~rnmehts:~sha- l~. ;~:~~~t~~~: . :  - , . . . . . . .  . ..-, 

. . .  ... . .  ,..,._ . . .  ....... .:,...-. b. Open Space; :. : . . .  . . 
~ ~ ~ g i ~ ~ s r t ~ a ~ . w , ~ l ~ : @ < ~ ~ ~ c ~ , , ~ t u ~ a l . - i . ~ :  8 ....... :...',..I' ... . .  . ' - .  . : .: .c. Scenic.Views and Sites. . : . . . . 

....... , : : '::.:, ... ':. .- ._: . -_. .. .:?..'_. . . . . ... resourices.and . ..: ... ...; :..:.:::,. .:. :.. : .;..: .consgr~e,,sc~n~~.;~~h~stprtc, .... ., . . . . . . .  ; . . . , . . .  . . . . . _ .  . . . . .  . . 
and opetj;s,p,ace resour&if6r pt~serit: : . . Foilowing procedures, standards,. 

. , &d&&f&. ........ .: .: ..;.:. . . .  . -  ........... ~ ~ e r ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ . ~ . ~ ~ ~ & ~ ~ f f . : . ~ : . - ~ ~ : : ~ ; , . :  ..... ...: : ..... :. .. , . . . .  . . , :.;;;and -. .... definitions contained in commissipn,. 1, . {:E ::;: ;:, , 
. . . . .  r e s o " ~ ~ ~ ~ : p r ~ m o t e ~ , ~ , ' ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~ ~ . ; : : i ,  '..:;.;:: , . .  -i-~lks, locaigovernm&nts .$hall" . . . . . . . . . .  

... _..... . . . - . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  ../ . . I. ' .  

environment and natural .land&ape~ that : determine significant sites for . .E . 

contributes ...... , . .  to . . . . . . .  .OrSgcrnls livabilityi. inventoried .resources and develop ' I 

. . :.,, . . -  - . . .  .+ programs'to . .  achieve the goal. : . . . 
. . . . . . .  . _.( . . ~ . . . . . . _ . . . .  .,,, . . .  . . . .  . . . .  c 

The following resources shall be I 

inventoried: GUIIDELINES FOR GOAL 5 . 
. . .  . . . . .  . . . . . . .  a. Riparian corridors, including ._ _ ._ 8 

. . . . . . .  . . 
. . 

2 
. . . .  water and riparian areas and fish A. PLANNING . . 

C) 
rn 

ha bitat; 1. The 'need for obkn spade in  . 
. . 4 

. . . . . . .  b. Wetlands; the planning area..should b e  : .m. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

c. Wildlife Habitat; determined, and standards developed 
d. Federal Wild and Scenic - for the amount, distribution,, and type .of .. _ >  : . . Rivers; open . . space. . . . . .  . 

e, State Scenic Waterways; 2. criteria should bedeveloped 
f. Groundwater Resources; and utilized to determin&.what uses are . . 

g. Approved Oregon Recreation consistent with open space. values and 
Trails; to evaluate th.e.,kffect of ,converling open 

h. Natural Areas; space lands to'inconsistent uses, The 
i. Wilderness Areas; maintenance and development oi open 
j. Mineral and Aggregate space in' urban areas stiould be . . . .  

Resources; encouraged. 
k. Energy sources; 3, Natural resources and 

.i:l::CulturaI . . .  areas; .: .: >: required sites for. the generation of :.- 
energy (i.?. natural gas, oil, coal, hydro, 

local governments and'.iitat&'. . - - -  geothermal, uranium, solar and others) 
egencjg?.are.encouiageTi to maintain. - - . . :  < . . . .  should be  consewed qnd protected; 



reservoir sites s i ~ ~ ~ l d  he identified and 
protected against irreversible loss. 

4. Plans providing for open 
space,  scenic and historic areas and 
natural resources should consider a s  a 
major determinant the  carrying capacity 
of the air, land and water resources of 
the planning area. The land 
conservation and development actions 
provided f ~ r  by such plans should not 
exceed the  carrying capacity of such 
resources. 

5,::Tlje..National ~ e $ s t e r  o f '  . 

Historic Places and the  '.'. 
.recornmendations of the  Sta le  Advisory 
Committee:on ,.f-listoric.Prese~ation . : 
'sbould b.@.'utilized-in designating .historic 

, . .sites:. .. i,:.:. . . . . .  . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  ,.. ., _.. .. 
6. In conjunction with the . ' 

inventory of mineral and aggregate 
resources, sites for removal and .. 

processing of such resources should b e  
identified and protected. 

7.  As a general rule, plans should 
pro hibit outdoor advertising signs 
except in commercial or  industrial 
zones, Plans should not provide for the 
reclassification of land for the purpose 
of accommodating an outdoor 
advertising sign. The term "outdoor 
advertising sign" has the meaning set 
forth in ORS 377.71 O(23). 

B. IMPLEMENTATION 
I .  Development should be 

planned and directed s o  a s  to conserve 
the needed amount of open space. 

2. The consewatinn of both 
r ~ n e w a b l e  and non-renewable naturz! 
resources and physical limitations of the 
land should be used a s  the basis for 
determining the quantity, quality, 
location, rate and type of growth in the 
planning area. 

3. The efficient consumption of 
energy should be  con'sidered when 
utiIizing natural resources. 

4. Fish and wildlife areas and 
habitats should be protected and 
managed in.accordance with the 
Oregon Wildlife Commission's fish and 
wildlife management plans. 

5. Stream flow and water levels 
should be protected and managed at a 
level adequate for fish, wildlife, pollution 
abatement, recreation, aesthetics and 
agriculture. 

6. Significant natural areas that 
... are  historically, ecologically or 

scientifically unique, outstanding or 
' important, including those identified by  . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  :.. . . . . . . . . . . .  the State Natural, Area..Prese,rves .. 3 . . . .  ~ d v i s o c  committee; should be . . . . .  

inventoried and evaluated, Plans should 
provide for the preservation of natural . 
areas consistent wiih an inventory of 
scientific, educational, ecologicai, and 
recreational needs for significant natural 
areas. 

7. Locsl, regional and state 
should be encouraged to 

investigate and utilize fee  acquisition, 
easements,-cluster developments, 
preferential assessment, development 
rights acquisition and similar techniques 
to implement this goal. 

8i'St.atei.ana.fedei;il agencies . . . . . . . .  ..?- / . . . . .  ..:;- . . . .  . . _  . . . .  
sh ,o ,uId '~~eveIo~ ...... 2 : .:.. ...... ;.--. . . . . . . .  stat,~.wide:iriatural..:li. ....... ..-., ..-,. ... -.-.7r+.......s-; - <? ,.,.. :.-? .......-.-..L.. . r: . . . . - .  

re~og[!g;..open .......... :. . .  spac;e ...;-- ,$,..I.. :sdenic..and7' . . . . .  

h i s ~ o i ~ ~ : . a r e ~ p ~  and.rpf~$id~e:..;;,. 
technica~,issis~&nce . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  tb . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  l ocd  2nd 
r ~ ~ i n r i a l  ' ~ ~ ~ n c i e s . . ~ t &  and fscf&-&1 " . - 7.-, .-. - - 
plans should be reviewed and 
coordinated wiih local and regional 
plans. 

9, Areas identified a s  having 
non-renewable mineral and aggregate 
resources shouid be planned for interim, 



transitional and "second use" ~ltilizaticn 
as well as for the primary use. 

' ' .  , . . . 
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. . Oregon's statewide Planning Goals and Guidelines 
' ~ 0 4 ~  7 :  AR~AS ETJE-~CT TO ~ ~ ~ r n d  ~ Z ~ D J I S  

. . . . . . .  
. . . . .  . . .  . . 
.*: . . - 

TO -..... ..a)rotect . ,:. ... il. . B egp1e:pd. ...... c%i$erty. .: . . .  f r o m  . _ . . . . .  . 
h ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ s . . :  : 

... .-:..: ................ : ...... __ . . . _ _ . . .  

A. .NATUR4L HAZARD PLA.NNING 
: !l. ::Local govementq:sfi,all.,adopf 
'" . ."". . . , : , I  . .  ;':. .,:,., :" ".'. ..;>:.":zs..:' ;,;..:. .....;:;.. 

comprehe~Siye:planS . .  - ..... . . . . .  ( m v e n t ~ . ~ e s ~ p ~ l i ~ , e s S  - 
and impl'emeiting ~ e a s ~ e s ~ ~ ~ t o ~ ~ k d u c e . ~ r , i ~ l ; .  : 

tbpe~~l&&id . '~ i~~er iy  f i o i i a ~ r a l  hazards: 

2. Natural hazards for purposes of 
th is  goal are: Boods (coastal and riverhe), 
landslides,' earthquakes and related,hazards, 
tsunamis, coastal erosion, and wildfires. . 

. . . . .  Local govenunents may identify and plan :. . . .  ..:. . , . . . .  
. for other na@ral>azyds. : ; . . , : : . . 

. . . . . . .  . . 

B. RESPONSE TO NEW HAZARD . . .  

rnOKTvlATION , . . 

. 1. Newjwzard invento~y. . . .  

information provided by federal and state . 

agencies shaqbe reviewed by the . 

Departmentin consultation wirh.affected 
state .and local government representatives. 
2. M e r  such consultation, the . : , 

-Department shall .notify. local. .governments if 
the new lmard information reqees  a local 

. . .  response. ... . . . . .  

3. Local govegments shall respond 
to new inventory infom~ation on natural 
hazards within 36 months after bekg . . .  

notified by the Department of Land 
Conservation and Development, unless . .: 

extended by the Department. . .: 1. . . . . . .  

cz v e ~  ,-mm,rEzgmsrg . . 

. .  Upon receiving notice from the. : 

Department, a local govement  shall: 
1.. Evaluate the risk to people and 

property based on the.llew inventory 
idormation and an assessment of: 

. . a. ?&e frequency, sev2rit-y and. . . . .  

location of the hazard; . .: : . . 

b. the effects of the hazard on 
existing and future development; : . 

. . . .  c. the potentid for development in 
the hazard area to increase the -frequency 
and severity of the hazard; and 

d the types and intensities of land 
. ..... uses to be allowed in thehazard area :' 

. . . .  2; N o w  m opportunity jor citizen 
. review and cormient.on the new inventory 

.I 

m. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . info&ation'@ . . . . . . . .  the . .  results of the ~ l u & o ~ .  . . . . . .  -.I.)(- 
' : . and incofporate .iuch'inforr~atiih irito ,he. : :: . I, . 

comprehensive plan, as necessary; : : :. m 

. 3. Adopt or amend, as necessary; 
oa 

. .q 
based on the evaluation of  risk, plan policies < 
and Lplementing measures consistent with . I  

the following principles: 
a. .avoiding development in hazard $ 

areas where the risk to people and property 0 
cannot be mitigated; and 

m 
-4 

b. .prohibiting the siting of .. co 
. .  .essential .facilities, .majox smct-res; . - . . . . . - - - . . . . . .  

hazardous facilities and special occupancy 
structures, as defined in the state buildiug 
code (ORS 4.55.447(1) . 

(a)(b>Cc> and (e)), in identified hazard areas, 
where the risk to public safety cannot be . 

mitigated, unless essential facility is .: 

needed within a hazard area in order to 
.provide essential emergency response 
services in a timely manner." . . .  

.. 4. Lzcd gcve-ellts wi.I.! be ; 
deemed to comply with Goal 7.for coastal 
and riverhe flood hazards by adopting and 

. . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . . , .  , 

For purposes of constructing essential facilities, and 
special occupmcy structures in tsunami inundation' 
zones, i i~e requirements of fne state buiiding code - ' For   rapid!^ ~ o v i o g  IsndsIIdes." the requirrn~nts OF2 455.446 and 455,447 (1999 editii,c.r.) zqLn.d O-3-  

of OPS 195.350-195.275 (1 999 idition) apply. chapter 632, division 5 apply. 
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iruplemen.tlng local floodplain regulations 
that meet the minimum National Flood 
Insurancq . Program . (NFP) requirements. 

D. COORDINATION 
1. In accordance with ORS 197.180 

and Goal 2, state agencies sl~all coordinate 
their natural hazard plans and programs with 
local governments and provide local 
governments ivifh hazard inventory 
information and technical assistance 
including development of model ordinances 
and risk evaluation methodologies. 

3, Local governments and state 
agencies shall follow such procedures, 
standards and definitions as may be . :". 

. 

contained in statewide planr+ng ~oalsand . 
commission rules in developing programs to 
achieve .this goal:-. .. ..... . .I l j  I:,.: I , .  ;;-. . !., . . '  . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  :.. .:.::..- ::.::.. .'..... . ...: ;:.; :.,,.. . ; :.:. >;: :..'. . . . . . . . . . . . .  . .  . . .  . . . .  .. . . . . _ _ . . .  . . . . I . . . :  _ _ A _ . .  :. :' 

. . .  . . .  GUIDELINES'. I." .' . . . . . .  

. . 
1. In adopting plan policies and . . , . ., . . 

implementing measures to protect people 
and property.fiom natural hazards, local 
governments should consider: - 

a. the benefits of maintaining 
natural hazard areas as open space, 
reci-eationand other low density uses;:. ..... ; 

: . I . . .  b. the beneficial effects that natural 
hazards can have on natural resources and 
the environment; and 

.: c. the effects of development . ' 

and mitigation measures in identified hazard 
areas on the ~llanagement of natural . .:. . 

resources. 
2. Local governments should.coordinate 

their land use plans and decisions with 
emergeocy pxeparehess, response, recovery 
and mitigation programs. 

. . .  

B. HnaPLErnN'ICATION 
1. Local govemments should 

give specid attention to emergency access 
~vhen considering developme.uf: in identified . . . .  

bazzid areas. . . 

2. Local governments should coilsider 
. . programs to manage stomwater runoff as a 

means to help address flood and landslide 
hazards. . 

3. Locd governments should consider 
no~negulatory approacl~es to help implemellt 
this goal, including but nnot limited tb: 

a. providing financial incentives and . . . . . .  
disincentives; 

.b. ' providing public k f o m a t i o ~  and 
education materials; 

c. :establisl.ling or making use of 
existing programs to retrofit, relocate, or - - 

acqyire existing dwellings and structures at 
risk from naturaI disasters. . . -- 

. . 
:~i,+~:Rkten.xevi.~w+ig a'.2 ..:-..,- ...... ?.... ..... :.<:.,. ,... .:,::. .-:.: divelopmknt ..-y.:r ...... . . .  ...-... .... 

ests:in:]li-.& hazed:e&j:'x6cd.:.:. , , :  ' ' re@'.,.. .:. ..:.:.-. .r . . . . . . . . .  : ; ,:. ..;,.., ..... ; ,: . - 
...............$$...d..........;....ifi.... . 0 . . . . . . .  ..;,:;. 

: . . . .  xepp&= iiii2g¶(i+ afii~p'$;i't=-f&'fiej]g+=l~&d:~~ ,,.-+. -.. .-, . ki...w.,.. ... ,. .-,. ...c...z... if I: ..... :. .- . . .. , . =:, liT&blbg.6 f*i&:& ;;<,: y:.:;;. :-.: ,:,:,. . ,,, . . .  ......... .-.: 9:'. ..... .:. :.. .;.. . ...:. . . .  3.:-;: r. .:.,-, . . . . .  ,. . i e L _  .A: . .  
~~oteCllljical:reports'.~ .-., ;.. ,:.>:..: .::.. 1. .... L..T.:.: .................... o&e?~scientific~:oij .3z:-;.... 

.'........, 5 . -  . . . . . . .  ;.... :-..  : - 
. . :.erigneemg::rGportsJ '@rep g e d . 5 ~  a'liiikised ' 

profe~io~al.~~~~uch~reports::should~evaluate~: :.. +.: ,:.,: ;!,;::: :,,*.. :... i~;s-e~~,~..,s,~iL:~,7.: .%. !. . ::. : 

the:~&%-j;:&$S1te t,~;<~;::~:p>.sv;~.:>:-;~;.:~::~j .-..:,, -:;:; :as,weu:ias .:,, .,.., ..... ,&e..nsx'~~k<ii.j - '  ,.:.;..: .?.: .... ' 2  ... ;..+: ;.: .-:.- 
,* .;~r~p,~~~~.;~$ve]o@@~~f@ay;Fo+~;~g;.~&eF.:~~: . .  ...... .... 
..p,2fip G-gi. ".':: ...... .."?' . :  . . - .  -. . ;.., .; 3 .  .: . ... . . I )  ..i ?.._ ..,.. . . . . . . 

........... ! .::;, ..:.- ;:., . :-. . .? - . . . . . .  . - 
5. Local governments should consider 

measuresthat exceed the National Flood 
. . 

Insurance Program (NFIP) such as: 
. . . . . . . :  ...a. . .  .limi&g .placement. of m. .in.. .. :- . 1. .. .. 

. . .  floodplains;. . . .  : : .. 

b. prohibiting the storage of 
hazardous materials in floodplains or 
ppviding for safestorage of such materials; 
and 

c. elevating structures to a level 
I-igkier than that required by the NFP m d  
the state building code. 

Flood ins~uance policy holdm may 
be eligible fcr red~ced iosuranc:: rates 
through the NFLP's Community Rating 
System Program when local governments 
adopt these and other flood.protection 
measures. 
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. . . .  . ' 
P n A  . . . . . .  UUHL *4 0: HOUSING . . . .  . . 

. . .  . : .  
. . . . . . 

~ ~ < ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ f o ' f ~ ~ ~ ~ i h o ~ ~ i ~ ~  . . . . . . . . . .  ..............,... ,needs qf. 
' -  .."".. ...., "'1," . . .  

6tizen.s. . of.thpesta'te;. :. 
" auiidibie lands for residentiai use 

shall be inventoried and plans shall 
encourage the availability of adequate 
numbers of needed housing units at  
price ranges and rent levels which are . . .  . - . . . 
commensurate with the financial . i ;:.:;: 
capabilities'of'oregon households and . . 

allow for flexibility of housing . location; - - '  

.type and . . density,.'.'..;:. . . . . . . _ .  ., l ' . :: .{'.  ,: ' . . . . . .  :' .:.:'.;. -,...:, ... -:; $ :., . 
..... 

. . .  :'. ~ ~ j j d a b l t ;  Lsn ds' - refers to .,.:: . . .  

lands in ufban and 'urbanizable areas 
that are suitable, available and : '. '  : :. ., . 

. . . .  necessaryfor residential use. . . . . 

Government-Assisted ~ 6 r t s i r r ~ .  - . 

- means housing that is financed in 
whole or part by either a federal or state . . . .  
housing agency or a [ocai housing 
authority a s  defined in ORS 456.005 to 
456.720, or housing that is occupied by 
atenant or-tenants who benefit from : 
rent supplements or housing vouchers 
provided by either a federal or state 
housing agency or a local housing 
authority. 

Househoid -- refers to one or. 
more persons occupying a single 
housing unit,, 

Manufactured Homes -- means 
structures with a Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD) label 
certiQing that the structure is 
constructed in accordance with the 
National Manufactured Housing 
Construc.i.ion and Safety Standards Act 
of I 974 (42 USC 5401 et sea.), as 
ameiided on hOii'' "" 4""" 

L L  LL, 1 z0 1 .  

Needed Housing Units -- means 
housing types determined to meet the 
need shown for housing within an urban 
growth boundary at  particular price 
ranges and rent levels,. On and after the 
beginning of the first pefiodic review of a 
local government's ackno,wledged . . 

comprehensive plan, "nekded housing 
. . 

. . .  unitsn also~includes 
govern~meh~-assisted housing. ~o&ities 

. . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . having.populatio,ns larger . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ihan:2,500 f7 
. ' - ' . '  X people and counties having populatirins ,, 

larger than'l5,000 people, "needed. 
. a= 

sl 

housing units" also includes (but'is not a 
limited lo).attached and detached 7 
single-family housing, multiple-family , < l 

housing, and manufactured homes, 
wheth,er occupied by owners.'or:renters. . . ,  . p 

. .  . . . . :  
C) 

. . . .  GUIDELINES. . . .  
. . .  00 . . 

. :  
a 

.. . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  A. -PLANNING . . . . . . . .  

I. In addition to inventories bf ' 

buildable lands, housing elements of a. 
comprehensive plan should, at a . . 

minimum, include: ('I) a comparison of 
the distribution of the existing population . . . .  
by income with the distribution of -' 

available h.ousing units by cost;,(2) a ". 
determination of vacancy rates,,both . . 
overall a.nd at varying rent ranges and 
cost levels; (3) a determination. of 
expected housing demand at varying 
rent ranges and cost levels; (4) 
allowance for a variety of densities and 
types of residences in each community; 
and (5) an inventory ef sound housing in 
wban areas inciuaing unirs capabie of 
being ;e-jabiiitateij. , 



2. Plans shotiid be developed in 
a man.ner that insures the provision of 
appr~priate types and amotlnts cf land 
within urban growth boundaries. Such 
land should be necessary and suitable 
for housing that meets the housing 
needs of households of all income 
Ievels. 

. 3. plans shpuld provide for the 
appropriate type, location and phasing 
of public facilities and services sufficient 
to support housing deveiopment in 
areas presently developed or 
undergoing development or . 

. . .redevelopment. . . .  . .. _ ._. . . 
. . . .  . . 
. . . . . 4. Plans providing for housing: - 

: . . needs should consider as a.major . 
' .. .determinant the carrying capacity of the :-. . .  . . . .  

: : . - .  : ,air,]land and water resources.of fhe;::t>::.--l:: : . . . .: , 

' pianning' area. The land conservation .. ' . 
and development actions provided for . 

: . : by such plans should not exceed the ' 
. 

carrying capacity of such resources.. .'. . . , . .  . . , . . . . . . .  . . .  

. . 
3. IMPLEMENTATION 

1. Plans shnuld provide for 3 
continuing review of housing need 
projections and should establish a 
process . .  . . .  for . -accommqFJating. i led~d. .. . . . 
revisions. 

2. plans should take into account . . 
the effects of utilizing financial 
incentives and resources to (a) stimulate 
the rehabilitation of substandard 
housing without regard to the financial 
capacity. of the owner so long a s  
benefits accrue to the occupants; and 
(b) bring into compliance with codes 
adopted to assure safe and sanitary 
housing the dwellings of individuals who 
cannot on their own afford to meet such 
codes. 

3, ' Decisions on housing 
development proposals should be 
expedited when such pr~posa!s are ir! 

accoi*dance with zoning ordinances and 
with provisions of comprehensive plans. 

4. Ordinances and incentives 
should be used to increase population 
depsities in urban areas taking into 
consideration (I) key facilities, (2) the 
economic, environmental, social and 
energy-consequences of the proposed 
densities and (3) the optimal use of 
existing urban land particuiariy in 
sections containing significant amounts 
of unsound substandard structures. 

5. Additional methods and 
devices for achieving this goal should, 
after consideration of the impact on 
lower income households, include, but 
not be limited to: (I) tax incentives and 
disincentives; (2) buildingand .. . ' 

construction code revision; (3) zoning 
and land use controls; (4) subsidies and 
loans; (5) fee and less-than-fee 
acquisition techniques; (6) enforcement 
of local health and safety codes; and (7) 
coordination of the development oi  
urban facilities and services to disperse 
Iokinc~rne housing throughout the 
planning area; .. 

6 ;  Plans shbuld provide for a 
detailef .management program to assign 
respective implementation roles and 
responsibilities to those governmental 
bodies operating in the planning area ' 
and having interests in carrying out the 
goal. . . 

. . .. . . . L .  ' 
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I 

i ii &I/~arch 31 lawn pzking: a) not in keeping with 11) 
I I residentid ch_aracteri_stics of ne ighba ih~o~  b) 

March 22,2004 mother inlaw of Scofflaw not to Historjcal 

I ( 1  conditions; c) City won't enforce ordinances. IU] 

Turns ~ u t  that t he  rules f n r t h s  H I s t ~ r j ~  District n\!er!a)fing this area were nai f~!!c?wed \-when the "parking pad" . .  , c  

tvz-s laid down. Does this threztm the State and Federal Historic Elsir!~;~ ii~nding and t s x  credits? (16 . - -- 
\iIar.2004) 

3ne contention this person msde  is that they were "grandfatherzd ir;", allowing lawn parking, 
'dot so, and the City's Planning Dept. and City Attorney know it. More Corvaliis laws that are not enforced. 
Click nn anv imam? for laraer version.) -. 
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illega'l parlcing 2-weeks ... : 

I VWpassat W K  234 . . . . .  

D'ec.15-> '..:: - .  

Renters - Sept.2003. 'lllegaily parked; 
' Oregon goverriment plate E 199791. 

. . . .: '<': 
. I . '  

- .  : "B 
,.: > 

6) 
Fn 
00 
CYl 

.'- 'renter #3 Jan. I, 2004 :. . . .  
Ut&:122WHY , .: . ]  

. . :. . . . .  

second renter . .: 

'I 

... and fiom the City we hear, 
"YGU cm't inake me enforce 

. . 
. . . . 

. . 

. . 

I 
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11 

any ordinance I don't want to 
enforce!" Eric (graduate fiom 
the Rope-A-Dope School of 
Law- Znforcemenr. 

. . - / I  

W J o  is t h i s  stranger? Why is he illegally parked? IVhy is he 1 writing on &at other cas? 21 Aug.2003 ...ah, Repo Man. 
I Scofflaw does not keep her car payments up either. : , .  . . 

. .. 
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I. 

July 14,2003 scofflaw July 15 - somebody 
scoff runs in the family have rsceived a le 

It 

... . Thw. 22 May : :. .' 
: ;' . . . . . . .  ;-:.. - (SCV ill).? ....(........... 

: ! .. . . . . . . . .  . . . I  ' , . 
. -  . . . . . .  .:7 

. . .  . . . .  . . . . .  
i ,,::. . 

. . . .  . . . . . .  .-.. ..:.:: 
: . . .  

.. . . . .  Sunday 1. June 2003 . . . . .  . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
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1 ~ o n d a ~  12 May 7am 
(first ticket of latest round) 

6) On private property, in any yard adjacent to and visible from a street, except upon a 
driveway or parking area paved with concrete, asphalt, or other hard surface approved by the City. 
Engineering Division, or paved with a gravel surface improved prior to February 7, 1980; provided, , 

however, that the use of such gravel surface shall not be in violation of any other.City ordinance. As 
used in this subsection, "vehicle: includes any motor vehicle except a motor home, as those terms 

. .,. are defined in the Oregon Vehicle Code, whether or not the vehicle is..operab!e or usabie.(Urd, 88-14 . . .  : ..... :- . . . . . . .  
.. . . ,  .- . . . .  : . ..;; 2 . : .  . ,':\..:, ..l':' . J..: .: :.;'. .;,.: ;I;.:' ':":. ."..:." . . . . . .  ....... .,.;,. ..: ::" 'r. ::.. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  _.:. ... . . . .  § 1,1988) . full law at bottom of this webbpage . . . . . .  i........ . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . _ . ...... _ . . . . .  . . .  ..... .......... ........ -: . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  ,:... .,:' .;.. :. ::;.; ; .>,..?.;.>{..:,,;> ; :::.,. -..:.: 3.; ,.... ..:: ': 

. . . . . .  ..... %. .  . =. sz. ....-.. : :: . . . .  . . . . . .  ...;:. .:;; _ . . . . . . . . . " ~ .  ,>.:- ...:..:.:. . . .  .- . <.' . :*: :.:., i :;; -.. , .: - . . 8 . .  . . .  ..:. , . . :: ..:.,-;.::;::. --,: .,..;. :?'- , 
. . . . . , , .::. .-.;:::-.,.: . :. . ' ' - :.... . .  . . . . .  -:.... .- . . . . . . . . .  . ......... . . . . . 
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3 M~~ 2003 .- 



Page 6 of  I 

I 

29 March (Sat.) 1 4 A P ~   day) 1) 6 April (Sunday) WEQ 646 

I,// March 2 1 (Fri.) 
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. . . . .  . . . : . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  
. . . .  - :  Oct. 25,2002 . . .' . . .  , . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . 

. . . . . . .  . . . . 
. . 

, . . . . .  , 
. . . . . . 

. . .  . . . _  ' . :  , . .  . . 
. . . . .  . . 

4 : . ' .  

The City says..this .is a singleefamily dwelling.. . .:. ..: ... .:.. . .:. ...... .:,.... . . . . .  

ARBOGAST, D. JEANETTE le SANDRA L . . .  
. . .  (from www.ci.corvallis.or.usihistoriclpdf/) 

. . ,  
. rn. . .x 
"I .,- ,. 
:. . .  .-, . . 
,m : ' 

I . . 

[Meghan Arbogast, Corvaltis, 35-39] 

. . 
. . .  . . . . . . . .  Corvallis Municipal Code ff6.10.040.040 . . . . . . . . . . . . 

!n addlflon to pmylsions oi Lhe motor vehlcle laws of Oregon prohibiting parking, no person shall park a vehlcle: . 

1) In any alley exceeding 15 consecutive mlnutes In any one-hour period or the actual time necessary.10 complete the act of . . . . .  
loading or unloading, whichever is less. . . 

- .  . . : _ . _  . _ '  

2) Upon any street for the purpose of: . . . . 
. . .  a) =ispiaq.!ng ..-Lz v c , t g ~ I s :  - kr  IUO = s l c r .  --.in 

O) Gregsinc or r2pairInc such ..&i,~la a:?cfp! iapalrs n~cess!t~!f-d by zn amsP2anzy. 

c) Displaying advertising from such vehlcle. 
d) Selling merchandise from such vehlc l~ except In a dulyestabllshed rnarketpiac~ or when so authorized or licensed under the 

. . .  laws o i  !he City. 

3) Upon any private progeny in Ihe Clty without Lhe consent of the owner or person in lawiul possession or control of the properly 
In wxnmcc nf d R  hn11rc 



Page 8 o f  5 

I lrlon any s k ~ e t  for a period In excess of48 hours. 

5) Upon any parkway except where specifically authorized. 

6) On private property, in a n y  yard adjacent to and visible from a street, except upon a 
dritleivay or parking z res  pzl~ed with concrete, asphalt, o i  other hard surface approved by the Ciiji 
Engineering Division, or paved with a gravel suriace improved prior to February 7,1980; provided, 
however, that the use of such gravel surface shall not be in violation of any other City ordinance. 
As  used in this sub'section, "vehicle" includes any motor vehicle except a motor home, as those 
terms are defined In the Oregon Vehicle Code, whether or not the vehicle is operable or usable. 

(Ord. 88-14 8 1,1988; Ord. 57-39 5 32,1957) 





2.9.60.d - Misplaced ccmmas 

2.9.70.i - Really confusing, five subsections joined by 2 "ads" and 2 "ors" 

3.9.X0.a-Does the UrbanForester belong h this sectioll too? 
. . .  . . .  _ _ . : . .  . . . .  . . . .  . . : . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  . - . . .  . . . . . . ~ . . . . . . .  . . . .  a , . .  . . . . . .  _ ._ . .  

,,.< -,:..;.-.. . . . . . . . . : . . .  . . . . . . . . . . -  . . 
> -.: .I.: 
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. 7. , . 

. - . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . : . .  . . . . . . .  . . : : : :*  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  : :. .... . . .  . . . . . :  . -  . . . .  - .  <: .. 
. . . .  2.9.90.OX.a- ~a;e";[ i ,h~~rel~ant , : . . "  . . . .  to simplify;: . . .  . .  .-:.:-;:.: ',: : :. :;:: .:::. . . . .  .. : . . . ;  . .: - . . . .  ;:;, . . .  . . .  

. . .  . . . .  . . . .  . : .  :,..:.<'s.'.:. ' >  . . : . . . , .  . -. , . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . I .  

. . . : . .  . . .  . . .  . , ., .. -.: : . . . '  .. . . . . . . .  . . . . 
. . . .  . . . . . . . . -  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . .  .:. 

. . . .  . . _.. ' ... :.. . . . . . .  
,: 

. . . . . .  . . . .  . . 
I . . . .  

. . . . 

2 -9.90.08.b - Strike ". . ., as relevant,. . ." to simplifv. 

2.9.100.03 - Should refcr to Sections "a" fbrough 'P". Also, clarify that t h e  c~iteria is 
kbedded in the  parameters. 

2.9.100.03.m- First, I t S d c  t h i s  should be an E P A B  level review. Second, it needs to be 
cladied that it deals with w11~t the Secretary ~f Interior refers to as "rzconstruction" - 
replacing w h ~ t  has disappear~d over time. ; . 

. . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . 

. . . .  2.9.1 00.03.n - I also tbh.k this should be an HPM level review. . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . 
. . . .  . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . / .  . . . I . . . . . .  . . .  

. . .  . . . . . .  

2.9.100.04.b.2 - The secretary of Interior's requirement that new work be differentiated 
from the old is missing &om t h i s  section. 

2.9.1 00.04.b.2.b) - T-1 I I is a brand name. Can we corns, up vJifh a genzric t~lm? 

2.9.100.04.b.3.a) -typos 

2.9.100.04.b.3.0 - Change last sentence to read 'f.. recommends rzmoval ofthe tree.:' 

2.9.1 10.03 .b.3 - C1~; fy  &at it applies only ifthe Nomi-nanon is silent or! +&e issue. 

2.9.1 10.06.a4 - ElimiTlati: hm,gbg "and" at t h e  end. 



2.9.120.03.a- How can you evaluate for "future listins" 3 you're only l o o l ~ g  at the sitc 
it is departing? 

4.0.40.f. -Is A ~ s  Rrithout resp~ct to  the age. of the impLih? 



Towne, Fret! 

From : Trish W eber ['rish@endex.comj 
Sent: Tuesday, January 24,2006 3 3 4  PM 
To : Towne, Fred 
Subject:  HISTORIC PRESERVATION PROVISION AMENDMENTS - COMMENTS 

F o l l ~ v r i n g  zr-e r?jr i c i t i a l  c o m m ~ r t  aZter rtzdi~g through -;hs propostd . . 
chznge s 
t o  the text ,  for- your rzview & response. ' Z've m;irk&d wiL& as te r i sks  the 
comments I consider t o  be moat - important. 

. . 
~ + t ~ ~ t - L . L t + * J . ' i + f f ~ + t i ; * ~ L j ; ~ ~ ~ + B B ~ j ; + + * + ~ + f : + ~ + - t - ~ . t . + + + * + + - L + i ~ . ; i 1 + ~ % +  

ha-fa 
. . . . .  

. . . . . .  . . . . .  . . . . .  . . . .  . . . .  3oe . . kh i s .  eict ion:~oidy Ad'ib-esi HDO1s? :Ii, :so( .-&at kh i i l d  be made i l e i r  
.;. 

. . . . . .  . . . .  . . .  . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  ( . : : .  . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . : . . . .  t. . . . . . .  . . .  . .; . .  
. . . . .  '.... .. UP.. ... .: . . . . . .  

< " . , .  . 
. . . -. I ' 

. . .  . ' .  . : ' - .  fgon? ;:. 1;-was:' coqffus&d: . . . . .  :on eir~t . . .  r eadbg  . . .  &. 'thpught .it.''&ps+ed. to ail.. . . ' : :  : . . . .  . . .;. - . . . .  . . .  ' d i s t r ic t .  . . .  ' . . , . . .  . . 
. . . .  

"B 
. . .p changz requests. . . 

C) 
3 . SECTION a .  2 .%a .ofi. ~ V I W  CP,ITERL~- (p . A-2 8 . . . . rn 

Cb 

G e n e r ~ l  comment: t b ~ s ~  fieens t o  be zn awful l o t  of text i n  Chis sect ioa  
t h a t  app l izs  only t o  I i J O 1 s ,  comgared t o  the text that cove r s ' a l l  other 
app l i ca t i ons .  I ' m  as~llmizlg tha t  ths l a t - L ~ r  appl ies  t o  the  vas t  majority 
0 P 
a p p l i c a t i o ~ s  the c i t y  receives?  his issue crops up i n  othtr areas o f  

. . .  L- 
L ~ S  : . . . - . . 

Code a's w e l l ;  'it.'sz.ms i. d.isgrpportibnate amomit of fhe Code language i s  
attributed t o  i i t m s  t h a t  r e s u l t  in a. small proportion of land us? 

. . .  . . .  . . . .  . . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . . .  d e c i s i o n s .  . .  . . . . . .  , . :: 
-4m not . sure what 'tie so+t ion  ' i;. though; riiaybe just : sometlr?ing t o  t h i n k  

. ,  : .  . . . . .  about.  . . . . 

4 . S E C T I O N  2 , 2  .5 0 - QG-S 1 - J U D I C ~ S ! !  WPNGE PIIOCEDUT!S FOE 3BMIBISTRnTm 
DISTRICT C-YaNGES (p . 3 - 3 2  ) 

Minor commtnt concerning &he outl ine aumbsring format - -  p u  juag from 
" 2 . 2  .50 .b"  t o  1 ~ 2 . 2 . 5 0 .  O 1 l l .  &m not following the  logic  02 t h a t  
sequence.  . . 

i - i i  .. - - 5 .  SECTION 2 . 3 . 3  0 . 0 4  C0l;iDITIOLPL DEW3LOPME1JT PLE3-9EW CXLTERTil (p . 
P - - 3 5 )  . 

DC":  c&&3EIt~O-T! i ikx  - - I ~ i i i  opgoszd to t h ~  i z?c~uafen 'o f  t h i s  item in f ie 
Code. 
i1m0) ~ h ?  u n d ~ r l y - i n g  significanr principle behind the adoption of a y -  - 

O Z  

these h i s t o r i c  preservatior?. requirernen~s i s  t h a t  they be voluntary. The 
O v , m ~ r  of a property that is adjacenr t o  rl l i s t e d  property has not  
-coluntzrily agreed to restrictions tha t  resul t  f r o m  rhs parrsicipation of 



his 
or hex a e i g k o r  zzd s h o u l h l t  have r e s t r i c t i o n s  placzd on devslopmtot 
opt%ons accordingly. Conditional development review of p r o p e r e i ~ s  
adj acent 
-Lo desTwat-d  h i s t o r i c  r e sou rc l s  s i o ~ l d  be r s v i e w ~ d  i o r  impact on 
ae ighbors  
under t h e  same c r i t g r i a  as if t h e  adjacent proper ty  were nok &siqnatzd. 

* + * 6 . SECTZOLT 7 - 3  . 4  0 . 0 4 PLV;IIUXD DETXLOPImJT REVIEW CPLTEliIP- ( p  . A- 3 7 ) 

Re: S-&section IlkN: See Comment +5 above. 

7 - SECTION 2 . 9 . 7 0  - EXEMPTIONS FROM SIETORIC PP;ESEEWIOII.J oEP!IT 
P3QUIPdMENTS (p . F-43  ) 

R e :  ~ u b s e c t i o n  lib2 '1 - ~ & r ? g  of trees. Lazguage s t a t e s  t h a t  "Eowever, 
.pni~1i ng 05 t rees  . . .  s h a l l  be kept t o  a minimumu. This wordin9 i s  vague . . 

m d  . . . . . . 

unsnforrceablz; who i s  t o  determint  whet is a minimum amow?? We need t o  
apply FSI object ive ,  quan t i t a t i ve  s-landard t h a t  the p.clblic can use to 
d i r e c t  . . .  

. t h e i x  ac t ions ,  a d  npt  l e aye  them guessing how.much is. too  k c h .  . . . .  , . . .  . . . .  ...... . . . . . .  
. . . '. -. . . , _  . 

. . .  . . . . . .  ': .". .-.:'....' i . . . . . .  ... _ : .  . . . . . _ . . . . . .  . ,  . : ? ' . .  . . . . . . . .  ... ...... . . . . . . “ .  . . .  . . . .  - . . . . . .  . . .  . . . .  - .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

;. ..,:..... '.,' .:.:I .___ , ._ : .'. _: . _  . . . . . . . . .  . . .. - . . ' .  . 
. . . .  ..... '. . 

' : : : ;  . ' 
.' :-. 8 !. SECTION 2.9': 7 0 .  ' -"EX~IV~TIOITS -FROM EISTORIC P P ~ S S R T ~ T ~ O N  P ~ R M I T  . .  , ,  .....'.. :. - -  . . . - _ .  

. . . .  . . . . . . . . .  . . :  . . . . . . . . .  2 .  . . . 
, ::.. i. !.:: ,., :;: ::. t . . ' '  F 2 3 Q ~ ~ ~ N ~ s .  -. (p., , P_-+b ) . :. . , , , .: .- , 

, . . : . . . . . . . . .  :... . . . . . .  . . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . . .  . . . . . .  . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  .: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .....<".. ..?:,; .,;:,;;;;:,:.;..-:. 
. . . .  . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  , :  . .  . . . . .  .. . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . 

. . .  . . . .  
,.: .,-; :-:,, .;:,- .;::- m,-:, :;: ;:. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .. . .  . 
. ,  . .  

. ,  > I,... .,: ...................... ..:. 
:::..- . .'..-.-. . . . . . . . . . .  ~=: : ; : . . ; .~ ,~&ecc ion  :,I!.$,!', - -  , C ~ k t a i n .  -3lterations . br ,New constx-Llctidn . . to . . . .  . .  - .  : . . '  . ........ ..... . . . . .  .!,;. ... ; ..........-.......-:....=>! .,-. ,: .. . -:.:.xi :.!- G,. ; 1. * 

. . . .  
- ,  ..:.. xonh; t d r i  c/iTdndoiif&ibuf ing ' ~ & s ' ~ ~ & ~ $  '&' wat idnkl  R e g i s t e r  of ~ s t o r i  c : : ::: . . .  :,.; :? :.I , :,' . . . . .  i: :!.<;:'.:';.'--..-: -:[::' : I '  ' - '  . . . .  ' . . . . . .  . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . .  

: :... Pi.aces . . . .  ~ i s t o r i c  D i s tk i c t : '  . - I  found this wordikg corfusing, esptc ia l ly  .-:, . . .  . . .  . . . . . . . .  . . . .  -:::. ...:!-:. . . .  :.m .; .: 
. . .  !,' - .  

the . . . . .  ..;..:,I; '.--I. .. - . . . . . . . .  2 .. : ' :~a?-thetic* - element.! ( including a l l  s t ruc tu res  o r  t he  s i t e  t ha t  hzve . . . .  : . . . .  . . . .  . . ;.,: .,.' 
. . . , . . .  . . . . I .< been  : . : ,  . .  . .  . . . . . . . - . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . :. . . :.>-. . . . .  . . 

. . .  . . 
. . .  . : . . . . . .  1::. .. , 

. . . .  . . . .  - .. .: . :'. ' ' : ' c&ass~f ied)  I-. : Can- t h i s  be, reworded i o  be more c l ~ a r  what structures arz 
'; . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  

-. exempt 'and what a r e n ' t ?  Wha'l about s t ruc tu res  t h a t  have not  b ~ e n  . .  ''.:-l ..p :. 
. . .  class i f  Fed? >ze t b ~ y  automat ical ly  Exempt? Help. 

C) 
* ""9 - SECTION. 2 . 9 . 9 0 . 0 2  - >2PLTm-TTON E?EQUIIIE~TS (p . P-50 ) . m 

CD 

R2: Su.bs~,ction 111511 - This i s  completkly open-ended, and therefore not . . . . . . .  
a c c ~ p t a b l e  (Imo) . We need t o  provide l i m i ' t s  30d bo.find=iek on. Ghat we 
z r e  
3 -ev i r iqg  c i t i z ens  t o  p ~ o v i d e ,  a d  not lezve it t o  the s u b j e c t i ~ e  - 
d i s  c ~ e t i 0 1 1  
02 iixi individuzl  d i r ec to r .  As TTve s ta ted  before ,  1 see  these Codes a s  
being a writt~n contract  between the  C i t y  and i t s  c i t i z ens ,  and am not 
ever 
comfpr table  with i n c l u d i ~ g  any s o r t  of l a ~ g u a g c  which gives one party 
complete freedom t o  do whatever they choose. We need t o  write fhe 
a p p l i c a t i o ~  requirements so t h a t  they errpl ic i t ly  cover W h a t  i s  o r  may be 
n t c e s s a r y ,  md  l e ~ v e  it a t  t h a t .  

10. SECTION 2 . 9 . 9 0 .  0 6  - FS7J?EH CBITERIA {p. A-52) 

- 
As  s t a t z d  fil thz Wsrkshsj, L 'm  ilot c~a-~-iaccd tfia optilizg parap-zph 
SSI-VSS 

azy  u s e f u l  purpose i n  t h i s  secriorz. Perhaps it should be mo-fed t o  the  
v l ? ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I 1  o r  ll~acligroundl' ~ e c t i o n s ,  o r  dele ted = t i r e l y?  

. . . . . .  FE.: SuhsestFon "a1' - Gtneral  Zevietr C r i t f t r i c l  f o r  A l l  ~ i s t o r i c  
"r.:ae?--L-ztion - - : Which ~ u i l c i i n g  Cade 2 r E  Y0'1 ref 3~217ciog7 The m C ?  Ths IBC? 
p<:.sht be helpful  t o  clrrify. 

7 ,; -. . SECTIO_hJ 2.9.100.01 - DEFSNITION OF FLT~R?TIOZJ OR liTEI'? CONSTEUCTZON 
. . .  . . . . . . 

P C 7 - T T T T T T G s  T I \ T V O L - ~ G  3. i3ESIGTj-R.TED HISTORIC P;ESOIJXCE- (p . A- 5 9 )  . . . . .  -. ... ..: . .  



=. s&sectLon - -- . - A s  mtntioned i n  =he workshop, why- is  r ~ m o v a i  of 
t?izcoric 
A ~ r e e  izicludsd in a l t e r a r i ~ n  & new conserzlction sect ion,  =d not in t h e  

demolition 3ecrion? I r  seems li3cz i c  would m&:f more sfrse i n  t h e  
l a z t e r .  

"""2.3 . SECTION 2 .9.10 0 .03 - >LTEP,9TION OR N E W  CONSTRUCTION .?>iL~Ivr1:T~.S 
FND 
f3VIEW CP.ITB12 FOE A DI?~L'TOE-L~TVXL EIZSTDEIC 2PZS2ZVATZON ?ENTIT 

'discussed a t  some lezgth i~ the workshop, it i s  not en t i r e ly  obvious 
t h a t  
t h e  rzview c r i t e r i a  i s  ac tua l ly  bundled i n t o ,  m d  iil some C'ISES i s  . . 
ident ica l  
t o ,  the paramet~rs  f o r  a d i r ec to r  level  permit. F u r t h ~ ~ o r e ,  i l m  s t i l l  
confustd about the appeal process.  I n  theory, since thes t  are clear  & . . 

, .  . 
objective standards, a evaluation of a g i v a  request should be f a i r l y  . . . . . . 
straightforward. However, i n  the cases where the  Director denies a 
rsquest ,  

. . 
and the Zlpplicat wants t o  pursue the i ssue ,  what happens? N o  matter 

. . . .  . . . . .  . . . . . .  .:.... ... 
' .what, . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  .: . . . . .  ... ........... , 3; 

.... :... ;.-. '!, . . . .  ..2! ....... : 
; ...... ,y.=. -. : =..;.. ........ . . .............- . . . .  ,. . .E . . .  . . . : . . . . . . .  . . . . .  . . . . . .  :' : .;the +p$.!i~z$t w i l l  6e-a .a. hearing in f rant  0 2  thg mk! ; : 4a+e&w ;,A: .: :. -, ,+. _ _ .  _ . .  ' -. -:.. . . . . . . . .  ;..;; ,,,;.. :. . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  . . : . . . . .  . . 

. . . . . . .  . . . . ............ 
, .,. . - -  ;.., .'-.? .. 

. . , - .  . ;.. -...:.: ,:;. :. .::.:.:.:,:,:. 
...... I .  . . . .  z .. If -ihe:di,r=;=t'e.r::+le; . g.h~t% :&I, a$plicatioa hoes not:, & , fact;  meit foe . . . . . .  - . . . .  _.... ( . . . . ,  .. .,. . :.:,m;... . ....... ... . . . . . . . .  

,,.. :.; ., .;,:. -. ,: : : $., 

: . 'I . ~ j a ~ ~ e t ~ y s / r e v i e w ,  c r i t r t r ia  .ouklinkd,. then the  a $ p ~ a l  could t&e- 1 of 2 , 
' . . . . .  ._ _ .. . . . . . I _  , 

I .  . . .  ...... : ... < 4.9y.?.:iL:$'5 /jy$;;liki$i> ?.,.?,$?& 2- :{the applicant, t+ld., $r&e t o  : the ... =em ... , that, ;! . .  - . : i - i ; ~ . ~ . ~ 7 : ! ' : ~ ! ~ = ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ;  . 
. . . . . . . .  ..- -; .... . ,-he,, ...;...:>-.<jb:~!p~.$::::'; l.,f:..';=;::.:?':.:'.;::-:ri;::.': :.-. ..:......:...... ..:..; . . . . . . . . . . . .  ... . _ . . . . . . . . . . . .  _:, . . . .  .;.L .;.. .... .'T..! ,.;,,y !:" 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . , ' .: , ,. , . . , . ' - . I .  .: 
b . . . . . . .  . . . .  ~. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .. , . .  ...:.'i+. 7:. .* . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 

.-:. . i . . zppFPc&ioo . . . .  -DOES - . in T a c t '  ma& th? c lear  & 'obj ectibe c r i t e r i a ,  aod that  .. . . . . . .  . . . .. . .  : ..... ..::..~,.~ , .&. :.. 
. . . . 

L-b= ... . . . . .. .. . . . . .  . :. . .:4. . . . . .  . , .' ,..: ,. . . . .  . ~irector-1 s .deriia~'; w a s  inzppropriafe Alternately,  the applicznk cbuld . . . . - . . . . . .  . . .  . . , . . . .  ---<:j.;' 
. . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  ., ~ e q u e s t  t h a i  "LZle.HF3-B rc,vi~)v the application bzsed on the c r i t e r i i l  , . . . .  . . . .  ... . .  . I  , .: . . 

, . . . .  :, I .  ;>.,.: 
:. . : . . .  . . . .  . . .  

. . '._ . 
. . . . . . .  . .  outlhed- . . .  . ;,-: . . .  . . .  . . . . .  . . . , ;, . ' 3.:- ,!., ' . . . . .  

I LIZ section 2.9.100.04; -sZbce' i n  ' .a l l  cases an applicatioz &.fiat does ~ o t  
meet . .  B 
t h e  c r i t e r i a  f o r  a Director Level Permit i s  e l ig ib le  t o  be considered 

G ) .  

f o r  2.n . . . . rn 
F.a-9B-level pennit, using t h t  discretionary s tmdards.  I s  fit.~Ls correct? 

CO 
. . . . . . .  . . . . 

-4 
I f  . . 

so ,  .my questlon/concern is: h o w  do we W P  t h i s  as simple & 
straight-forward . 

2 s  possible for  the applicant? It l o o h  l i k e  there would be two 
d i f f e ren t  
hearings that could possibly occrtr i n  f ron t  of the IIP-9B f o r  the same 

. . . .  _ . :  - .  . _  . . . . .  application; could t h i s  be combined in to  one hearing? 1.e. CsJ l  the 
appl icaat ,  in  essence szy "Do you agree t h a t  t h i s  ~ p p l i c a t i o n  m e e t s  t h e  . . 

. . .  
.. Director-level c r i t e r i a ?  Fad, . i f  you don ' t  a g r ~ e ,  w i l l  you approve it . . .  

. . .  a q w a y ,  based on the HP3B-level c r i t e r i z ?  , . 
. . . . .  . . 

14. SECTIOIU' 2 -. 5.100.03 - >4'1+EPS-TZON OE 3 l E W  CONSTXUCTIOBT PP33~nITEliS P1KO 
FZVIEw C2-ITSF.ZP- ??OF. P- DIFZCTOZ-LZVEL BISTOBIC PP?3ERTiATTOW PEEcl?iIfT (9 .  
- n-61) 

R e :  ~ubsect ion "dU - R~roof ing :  I f  I ' m  reading t h i s  correctly, it 
EFppcZrs 
t h a t  it i s  giving. an applicant permission t o  use cedar shalre ( f o r  
exsmple) 
ZE a shingle material, provided t h a t  was c? material docnmented t o  hzve 
?Zen 
-n us= duri_n_g the p ~ r i o d  of s igni f icmce.  Bowever: c ~ d z  shakt (a~ilsngst 

others)  i s  a mctarial ilo l o ~ g ~ r  allowed by ~ui ldi- i lg  Code, correct? 
Shzuld 
w e  inClyde some wording tha t  says something t o  the ~ C f e c t  of llunless 
othe-vise prohGit=d 5.y B u F l z i ~ ~ g  Cod=Ii -Lo avoid conFusion md  confl ic t?  

-ZLZ e 
L &ere other sections where t h i s  concFrn inight be val id  as well, i n  

.- . . .  kddition . . . . . .  - . .  . . 



t o  roofing materials? 

15 . SECTION 7 - 9 . 2  0 0.0 4 - PLTEPL%T,iON OR NZW CONSP:UCTION -D>33nnnlE:TERS PNI) 
PZVIEW C-5,1TELk FOP, r,Y3LEi-LZVTL HIETCI),IC _PFSSEFJd>-TIQN PEP&IT [p . 2-69) 

RE: Subsectioz "b-2 (lc) Garages - -  What if primary stxuctur= i s  
cl tr s i f  i ed  
as  on-hFstoric/~on-contributing? Therz seems . t o  be a co-nZlict here 
with 
2.5.100-03-i. 

Iie: Subsection "b-3 (1) - m o ;  r e - m i k e  to correct cgazrnLr. 

17. SBCTION 2.9  -110.06 - TE?IPOf9_fi.Y STAY OF DEMOLITION B-iTfItDiITG PEPMIT 
. . ' . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . . . . .  . . .  . . . .  FOP, . . ; .':-' 

. . EliJBLZCLY-OmJE:D EISTORIC ?~80TIRCE SUBJECT TO ?- PEkQING NOM~-TION FOR . . . 

LISTING . 
ZN m NL+ZONPJ; P3EiSTEE O F  HISTORIC PLRCES (p .  A-76) 

. . .  . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  / _  . :  . . . .  . , . .  . . . . . .  , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . .  General question Concern&g t.$s prdcess hoi< ,do publici-k:i.b,&d;;;:I . i:.',i>: ;-(.ii % l:."','. ":. .-; .: '.:' .. .:':, . , :: . '" . '. " 

. . . : . . . . .  ;;. .: . . . . . . . .  . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ...:'. . . : . : . .  . .  .. ..... . . . . . . . ...:....... . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  y .;:: :, :.. :.: :- ; : :.; 
b s l d i n g s  ' .. . . .  . . . . .  . . .  . .  .-:. ....... ,:.. .:....... . . . . .  : . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  ".. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  :..'.. 

I . . ' . .  - . . 
. end up on khe . . . .  Natioaal Kistoric.  R~gistcr, given, the .... ,require&tj,:,of.,, :j; l;? .: ;:.; .: .;. "...:":,: ...  2.. 1,:: .: :;::-...:. ..?, . .  

..... .... . .  . . . .  ................... . . . . . .  . .  . .  . .  : . . 2 .  :. ... . . .  - .  , . , : .  . . . . . . . .  approval ., . . . . . . . . . . . _  ........... ... .< . . . . .  -, :.:!" .;: .-. ..: .: , - .-  .:....; :ir m:;. 
. . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . : r. ,. ] I - ::.. :. " 'I' . .  . .  . . . : . . .  . ;: .- . . .  > :  ..:. ..: . . : . , .  ' x::  .. 

. by. the  . l'Owner.1' . ? - .., Tn this. case , . . . . . .  who, aacp ly" ig  , the-.d&r 7 :::;:.:+f::'.-+ -&e~e~,l;;~;;-.,;..,.~{ -:.:'-f:.!;r: .I::.; .:. :: i . . . . : . . . . . .  . . .  . . . . . .  . _ .: ... .. .:.. .... .,_ . . ... ...... ........ . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . .  '55 .:...; . . . . ..! .,..:.. : .... :.- L.%q ;.. :, 7:;.;i ,;.,... ;..;;.:;.:. ,.: . . . . . . .  -1. .:::: .....;r.; ..: :I-.-. . . . . . . .  . .... .. ". . .. ............." . . . . _ - . .  . . .  . . . . .  "'. ."!< ': -:.., :.".' ., :... ,. : . : <. ..:.: :. .. .; . . . . . . . .  ,: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
.,:, :;.., 

: : 
, -,:,.*-.. ;: . . . . . .  . .  - I . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  

. t h e  public subkits a norriimiLion,:  at does aui&atic&ly :.'.cdnfer i':::.: ? . : :;. ....';'... :.' .,;. . _  . . . . . .  . . - .  
. . . .  approval? . . .  . . . . . . . .  . . 

. . . . . . . . .  . .  . . . . . - . . . .  .....:..... . . . . . . .  . . .  ... . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  i.. . . . . .  
; , : , .;.: . . L  

. . 
._...._ ,. \ . .  

Side comment to t h i s  issue,  referencing, ~ootnote . :7  on. g,. cf . , a e  ........ .;;:..-. 
. . . . . .  . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . S k a f f  . , . . . .  :.:.- . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . 

. . . .  L .  .. . . .  
' ' . ,  : 

R~port : . I l r n  not  era-y about the  id& of handing out ;1I1 ikf ormatibial. . . 

pamphltt with demolition permits; it s e m s  t o  m e  tht if it i s  legal f o r  
a . . 

app l i cmt  t o  demolish a s t ruc ture , .  then he o r  she should be f r e e  t o  do 
S 0 

. . 
W 

unimpeded. =so, I don ' t  &-mow how much staff t i m e  & mGney woilld be 
fpeot on 
dzveloping aad p r in t ing  these informational brochures, but a m  ao t  
coovF~ced 
that it a l l  couidiz't be p ~ t  t o  better use somewhere else.  

. . 
. . 

RE: Subsection l t f n :  3 o w . i ~  the  city going t o  enforce this? It appears.'-::."., : - . . : .  . . 
. . .  . . . . .  . . , I . :  - . .  

. . .  to . . .  . , .  
. . 

bz m t i r e l y  on the  Contractor 's  honor to, repor t  m y  stamps t h a t  are , . 

f owd, . . . . 
t-z i n r +  dexcrlishi-ng them k- thsn  r ~ p o r t i n g  that none f ~ m d .  J --- 

1 think this &out covers most eve- thing; a m  surt.more w i l l  come up 
- .  

2 I t E . T  
z.;blic i-r-ir?lcn~r & f ~ ~ r t h e r  &liher2tFons ~.*.rith F.;r Fellcl:: C~mF~CSiCnETS. - -l 

- j , ~ , - ~ v r s  = - ,- . . . .  . . YOU help,  



Towne. Fred 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Lynn Ketchurn [I-bketchum@comcast.nei] 
Wednesday, January 25,2005 i2:m PM 
Towne, Fred 
Testimony for the Planning Commission re: Proposed Amendments tothe Cor\lal!is Hisbrir, 
Preservation Provisions 

W e  have restored h i s t o r i c  homes i n  Corvallis and now l ive  i n  the College 
all West Historic D i s t r i c t .  Both of us served on his tor ic  preservation 
advisory boards, one on the Benton County board and the other on the 
C i t y  of 
~ o r v a l l i s  board. A s  a r e s u l t  we are very interested i n  the proposed 
amendments to the Corvallis h i s to r i c  preservation provisions. 

We attended some of t h e  f-IPAB workshops l a s t  summer and f a l l  and provided . 
testimony. Now tha t  w e  have seen the l a t e s t  draft we are quite pleased 
w i t h  
t h e  r e su l t  of t h i s  long process. The l a t e s t  d r a f t  is  much improved over - 
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MEMOWND~M 

From: Fred Towne, Senior Planner 

To: Planning Commission 

Date: February 3,2006 
-. 

Re: Additional Public Testimony Regarding LDT05-00001 (Historic Preservation 
Provisions) 

Attached is public testimony received since January 25, 2006. Any additional testimony 
that is submitted will be distributed at the February 8, 2006, continuation of the public 
hearing. 





Carolyn Ver Linden Feb. 1,2006 

happened south of Jefferson between lorn and 11" Sts). One can always loosen LIP, but one 
cannot easily undo damage done. 

The following is based on verbal testimony given at the Planning Colrunission hearing on 
Historic Ordinance 2.9, Jan. 25,2006. It includes suggestions, opinions, and questions, 

Ch 1.6 (p: A-12) Iri-Kind . .  Repair or Replacement 
. . 

In-Kind Repair or Replacement: "Repair or rkpla&ement of existing materials.. . . This 



Carolyn Ver Linden F E B  0 1 2006 Feb. 1,2006 

To ille Planning Cornmission: Com"N4nity Development 
I am grateful to the Planning Colllmission, Planning Staff, HPAB members, and the public 
for participating in the Historic Ordinance update. It is a delicate balance to ensure that 
standards have a framework robust enough to mithstand changes in interpretation and 
personnel over time, while maintaining enough flexibility to ensure room for change. This 
was a constant theme in public testimony, with some people wanting all the detailgbolted 
down and others wanting loose and open-ended options. I think that the 3-tiered system of 
review outlined in the historic ordinance copes with both of these ~iewpoints admirably, 
starting with the most specificaIly delineated language and ending with the most 
discretionary leeway. But which thing goes in which tier? I 

. . . . . .  . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  . .  . . . . . . .  . . .  . _ . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  ; , . . . ,  : . : '  . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  . , . .  
- . 
. . s  

. . . .  . , 

When the railroad was gr&ted the right of way down th&midG& if 6'h s t  . . in 1879, . . .  i*::,::. ;,. . . . . . . . . . .  . 

ccproduced the usual growl from proper ty~mer~ along lhat thbroughfiaree." ~ & e d  upin . . . . . . . .  
. . . . .  . . 

. . . .  . .  public testimony I havehead, it seems that although people say:&ey like living inw;?!;: . : . . . . .  . . 

..: . .  ::, . . historic&strict, they-,would like c~nsiderab1e~freedom,~6m1~ons.tr'a~~~, ........, :....-. ;. ....... .- . ,  ..- . . .  rn&tly . . . . . . . . . . . .  in t ~ ~ , ~ , , ~ , ~  s 3 . . .  . {  . , .  

. . .  . . . . . . . .  
. . backya& . . . . .  but: the, . . .  ..,,. other . . . : _  hand, they ,do .-. .... waot to, : ... l*dk', : : ;::::. . at ...... <. < n e i g h b ~ r ' ~ , - ~ s t ~ ~ ~ , ~ a G $ ~ t y ;  .... LC:.- ..-i.*i : ...: ... 

. . . . /w&ula be lovFjyito have it ofco$se,,if . . .  only .... ,that:wefE!: po$sibie :3~~~~, :~3~~i - ;$ ; : , ;  . . . . .  ...... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  <\: ;:' y:,:; : ,!::... ,;: ,::;,;:, 
. . . . . .  ... .. . . . .  : . . . . . . . . . . .  _ . . . . . . . . .  .". . .  . 

. . .'. 
. . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . ,. ; .- 

~. . .. . . . . . . .  .... . . . . . . . . . . . .  . .:. .:. . . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .. . .  .. . .... . . . . . . . .  . . ., :.,>?<: .:: : >., x..;.. :,:: . : , :  - 

. . . . . . . .  
:-,> .: -.  

. . ..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .- ...... 
,. ." 

. . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  
.,; .::- ....:. ,); :!.: ,.-.... '.? :;:..:. -. 

.. . . . .  ..: '. .,.: ..:: t'.. .'.'. ..: .'...... 
. . ' . :  . :  :..:.... - . . . .  . . . . . . .  . .  .;.. . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . : . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ... . . " .  : ,, ,: .,< :,sz;.:;,.,: ::,<>:.- ;... .i .:. ..;::$'.-r.'.; ...' '..'2' !. >" 

. . . .  .... ........ , . . :  - .  .;:. :.. ; . . .  . . .  .... . . - . . . . . .  .. .: . . :. _._ :,._ . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - .,:, ,:, < : :,..:.,,.:.:::., F:: :... :<,;:.+.:. >:>.;;.:;:.;. .:.,>.:: :.-.:. .: :*. . . . . . . .  . . . " . . . . .  . . . . . .  : .......... 8 . .  . . . . . .  . _  .: /,.> . : '- . .  . . . . . . .  . . .  . . 
. . .  . . .  . . . : .  

. . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  The question . .,. . .  becomes :" . :.., . . . . , . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  :. :.the%.wh&e :.... . . . . . . .  resources . are th~~e?.::;..,~.ii .. ;~,,::.-.:.;ri;i:;/; ;.::-. ::.;. i:::;,;,,;:!. ........ .:;;::.:. :.;::.'.,.:,;;. .. :.:.;::-;. ....... .. .. .. 
: . . . . : . . .  .:. . . . .  . .. .. ....:... .........: . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . .  ., ... . . . . . . .  . .  ... . .  ............... ....... .. . . . . . . . .  .; ::.;:. ; .  f , . Z  .:>: <,.*:::. ;;r ..:.,:;:< :c.-:; ;:*: :. ,;-., > : :<.: :;.:j.;:;;: ,.< :,.:.. .!::.I E; ,:; .; . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . 

: 5 .  : 
. . . . . . . . . .  : ....."........ ........ ; S _ . > .  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  

-:. 
. . . . . . .  

: ;.:, 
. . . . . . . . . . . . .  

,. \ . ,  : i - .  i' 4 . l . .  : ' ;'::[..':. '..< .,,-. , :.:. :.. <:.'::: . . .  . .  : . . . . .  . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  
. . 
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. .'. ., . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  ............. . . . . . . . . .  
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! .: 
: - : :  

: s ,  . :  ., , . 

. . . . .  
I. 

' These historic resources.:~ill continue to exist aspart of our:co-~ty bkri&je )jng afiei . . - 
. . a:. : 

. . . . . . .  the o$+s aregone; ~ecause  change ,hpp~ns , ,h<~henta l~ , ' r&~&urces  c d e  ealteiedf; .: .. :<.. :. :: .... .*:. . .  . . .  .> :> ..I.' ,.-. . .  
. . . . . . . .  . . ,. .- . .: ,-- ..: .>. .... .' .*;. :' ,:.-- . . .  . . . . .  . . . -: . . . . .  i' ':.:subtly , time &H .they have . lost . their Original app&&ance . . . .  &nd @e$mg;-:-~o , .. dege< . :  , 4:: ;, 

-. - 

. . . . . .  : . -... ., . that it is. iq,,j,-jant.$& dfGw fley.J,ility:for pJ*wf...&d &h$ngg'hoil*'t:veiii~;s*m'~~ W&$S ;-hi${;: . ; ..:... . .  . . . . . . .  . ~ . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  . . .  ........... . . .  
. . 

. . . .  . : , .  - . ' .  ,: , , ,  - : ; -..:a- 
. . . . . . . .  . . . . .  . . new. ...... standuds . . . .  .seem a bit ,t&'law& this :rei&d;,bachyards. . : . . .  : seem-to be p~rti~ularly~;;;:5~~~:~-::::. : .  ..,:...:: .:.;. .':! . :-'. .:" ' :- . . :: , . 

. , &sceitibl& ioalter@ion'b the ordinance,. andit weuld b&+~nf'&~&.& w&k..down: ', p,., ". 

. . .C) . . 
. .'the alleys and see 2 1" C backyards behind I ~ ~ ' C  fiont yards,;. And sin& each h a s  . . m 
hisher own stylistic notions, each successive . owner. could,i&poi~ different aesthetic . . . . . . . . . .  :'. .. 

. . . . . .  . . . . . . .  ..:,.. ::. . . . . .  : 
A 

. . .  . . . . . .  : . . .  -. . . .  . . . . choices. Where does one draw the line? . ',.. . ., ! 

. . . . .  
0 

. . . .  
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Ch 2.5 07. A-37) Pfanned Development 2.5.40.04 k Same as above. 

Different sections (p. A-3 1, A-41, A-75) Should removal of HPO be automatic when 
r p c n l n - s  i c  r l ~ m n l i c h ~ r l ? .  _. "YVCY "Y U"_LYVII"YIU. 
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courses of action than 2.9, and is more complete in spelling out certain desirable actions, 
helping to identlfy characteristics important in defining lstoric character, etc. 

Section 2.9.100.03 c (p. A-6 1) Director-Level Historic Preservation Permit shall be 
approved if in compliance with associated definitions. 

- Uncovered rear deck or patio additions 200 square feet or less in size. I believe that the 
same standards that were suggested above for the accessory d~veiiing based on a ratio for 
homes under -2200 square feet (see Section 2.9.70 h above) should apply, or the standard 
should drop to 100 square feet for everyone. Otherwise one could put a 250 square foot 
declc onto a 1000 square foot house. The tail wagging the dog. 

Section 2.9.100.03 p @. A-63) Ex?erior steps and/or stai&ays. 
This seems like overkill. Why don't historic codes trump Building Code requiremenis in 
this case (for handrails). If this has been the porch design for a century and people haven't 
been killed wallbg up and down stairs, why impose overly solicitous modern codes?- 

- - % -  8 
2 - 

L . .  . 
. . 

I did not see anything in the ordinake that talked about-follow-up inspections by - 
. .  rn 

personnel-trained in historic structures and codes to see that the work was bking cak-ied out X 
appropriately. I believe that this is crucial. It was discussed at one meeting (p. 214), andL - 3 
staff noted that they were in the process of training someone to do this, I would like to see 
something more concrete on this subject in the code. When Historic Preservation Permits - 

A 

are required competent inspections are essential, but they inay also be neczssay in cases . . < 
.I 

where perinits are not required, as in the case of window replacement. In either case is 
there actually anyone doing this? 9 

€3 
Section 3.3 1.20 (p. A-34) Permitted uses. uses for HPOs shall be the same as for 

rn 
-A 

underlying developinent? What does this mean? Aren't IGstoric standards higher? A 
-A 

- - - -  - - -. . - . - - - - - - - . - 

Are houses that are so old they fall outside the period of significance for a National 
. Register Historic District still under the purview of the historic ordinance? Is it possible' 

, for them to not be under the historic guidelines? Wouldn't it be ironic if they were the 
houses where the geatest alterations were allowed? 

I appreciate the careful attention you are giving this process. 
- -  -TbankJTou. - . .  . - - -  - + 

- -  

Carolyn Ver Linden 
Avery-Helm Historic District 





M E M O R ; A N ~ ~ ~  q/)J& 
From: Fred Towne, Senior Planner) V 

\ /- 
To: Planning Commission 

Date: February 8,2006 

Re: Pre-February 3' Testimony- Sorted by Page Number 

Attached are issues raised in testimony received by February 3, 2006, on this Land 
Development Code Text Amendment addressing Historic Preservation Provisions. The 
issues have been sorted by page number to allow an organized review. Only issues that . 
identified specific code references are included. This documentwas put together using a,. 
scanner and text recognition software. Consequently, some changes to the text may have 

. -occurred. The intent was to capture the commenting person's wording. Where . . . .  issues are. ';.  . . . .  : 
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Sorted Testimony 
Historic Preservation (LDT05-00001) 

A-I I 
INACCURACY: In the DEFINITIONS section of the draft, located under the definition of 
"Nationally Designated Resource" there is an inaccuracy in the phrase ". . . a property owner must 
obtain approval. . . "In fact, the property owner may not be the one that obtains approval for a 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places. For example, in the case of the College Hill West 
historic District, the City of Corvallis was the applicant who obtained approval. The owners were 
not involved, and as is sometimes the case, some owners opposed the listing. 

A-I I, et. al. 
MIXING APPLES AND ORANGES: In the process which led to this draft, HPAB tried to make the 
document less specific by using general terms such as "structure" instead of house or privy and 
"historic resourc&" instead of many distinguishing nouns such as:'historic district, house, tree, 
sidewalk; site, shrub, accessory development, etc. Clarity of rules is lost in the use of general 
language.. In the example immediatelyabove, using the blanket concept of Nationally Designated 

- - Resource (which includes both individual resources and districts) led to an inaccurate statement. 

52 For our neighborhood, an important concern is the mixing of a national historic district consistingx 
- of privately owned residences , ,with individually listed properties, some of which are@ . 

publicly-owned. We think it is critical thht the stat-idards applied to non-historic, non-contributingq 
properties in historic districts should be different than those applied to important publicly-owned,5 
individually-designated properties. Applying the same standard to all properties is likely t o g  
discourage compliance at one end of the low-historic-value end of the continuum andlo% 
inadequately protect unique public properties at the high-historic-value end. rn 

A 
A 

The objective of a national historic district is different, the application process is different, thev" 
district includes non-historic/non-contributing properties (which are still historic resources!). There 

. - are enough differences for national historic districts that we would like to see a special section in 
the code which deals with them.' Then all the confusing language which does not apply to 
individual listings can be p i t  in bne ~ l a c e . ' ~ n d  the rules can be adjusted to be appropriate for the 

. . 
different situation.. 

4 .  
- .  

I a , . , >  , - 

This may seem like a big request. However, we have reason to believe that this approach will be 
taken for the proposed OSU historic district. Last year OSU was designated a special district 
status in the City's approval of the Campus Master Plan, and this approach will likely be used 
again. We could simply follow a similar approach. 

A-I I and A-58 
HISTORICALLY SIGNIFICANT TREE: In the definition of Historically Significant Tree section I .c 



group of historic significance. To be historically significant, a tree should be meaningfully related 
to something. The mere fact that an ordinary Corvallis resident, or even high-ranking university 

I official had his gardener plant a tree for landscaping purposes more than 50 years ago in an area 
which later became a historic district does not make it significant enough to warrant specific 
historic protection. Many such trees are already protected under City regulations. This criterion 
should be further limited to ensure that the tree had a meaningful relationship to the historic 

. person which defined part of his or her life. 

A-I 2 
ENERGY EFFICIENT WINDOWS: Historic preservation is an important goal, and so is 
conservation. Sometimes these two will come into conflict, and we believe that sometimes 
flexibility in favor of energy conservation may be the better course. 

Historic homes by definition are old homes, and a common problem is windows that waste energy. 
It would be useful to create'a policy in the code to deal with it. In the penultimate draft of the 

'. .. 'revision, double pane windows in like-for-like sashes were allowed as an exception. That 
' S  language was removed at the last HPAB workshop without public testimony. We would like to see 

-: - . . this languagk restored. If not, then we-would like to see the energy efficient window problem dealt 
a with in another way. 52 

I - 
A-I 2 (exception to changes in 1.6) 08 

- :  lil-Kind Repair or Replacement - repair or replacement of existing materials or features that match 7 
the old in design, color, texture, materials, dimensions, shape, and other visual qualities. o his: 
includes: repair or replacement of roofing, doors, windows, siding, and other structural elements, Q 

B provided the repair or replacements match the old in the manners described herein. Since this am 
definition, the strikeout is'appropriate, however, the intent of the strikeout language must bern 
moved to a more appropriate place. a 

a 
Q) 

The staff-proposed changes to the HPAB-approved draft include changing window replacement 
to Director level review. In my observation of the HPAB in recent years, changes and replacement 
of windows is a highly debated aspect of applications. 

.'. . . 
- past 5 years, 144 applications are included; 39 applications - 27 % - include window replacement. 

, - - .  
A-I 2 
Ch I .6 (p. A-I 2) In-Kind Repair or Replacement 

- In-Kind Repair or Replacement: "Repair or replacement of existing materials .... This includes 
replacement of roofing, doors, windows, siding, and other structural elements, provided that the 

- replacements match the old. . . ." I believe that there are two distinct categories of features in this 
definition that should not be lumped together. This definition mentions repair once, but stresses 
replacement, which makes sense for roofing, siding, foundation work, and other structural or 



windows, however, fall into a distinctly different category where repair should be stressed as the 
first option if at all possible, and replacement as a last resort. I believe these two groups should 
be defined separately, with some added caveats for the latter group, as outlined below. 

Since windows are a character-defining feature of historic structures (p.31 HP AB quote), their 
importance to the historic integrity of a structure cannot be over-stressed. Alteration of windows 
is easily abused. Windows may not even need repair let alone replacement, yet owners may still 
want to replace them for reasons which run counter to preserving historic features, most 
commonly, replacing single pane glass with double pane (which cannot be done without altering 
the window itself). By relegating windows to In-kind repair or replacement without review several 
problems crop up: owners may simply ignore the requirements, repair may be possible but not 
considered (although repair as a preference is mentioned specifically in 2.9. 70 Exemptions), 
alterations cannot be tracked unless there is a complaint from a neighbor, and it is much harder, 
if not impossible, to undo this kind of damage than to avoid it in the first place. These are 
problems that HP AB has had to deal with often, and came up repeatedly during the joint work 
sessions with the Planning staff and the public. After thorough discussion, it was decided that it 

inspection to ensure compliance. . . 7 
< 
I 

A second problem with the definition of In-kind repair or replacement is the question  of^ 
replacement when a non-historic alteration may have already occurred (e . ,  in windows,& 

6) 
staircases, awnings, etc.) - should owners simply replace the already replaced feature to the samem 
non-historic thing, or should they replace to a more consistently original feature? ,a4 ..A 

d 

For example, many previously replaced stairs do not have risers, but are simply open in the back. 
Although the new replacement may not be like the original historic stairs, I believe that they should 
at least comply with the.historic look to the extent that they have risers. I believe that at the very 
least language . should be added that sep,arates these i$o categories and includes 
recommendations for the types of repair allowed, with a follow-up inspection. Better yet, this 
category should be placed back under review:' . . 

A third problem is that this does not address the case where "in-kind" is no longer available. What 
does an owner do when it is not possible to repair or replace with matching materials? A sentence 
saying that review would become necessary should be inserted. 

. . . . 
. . . - . . .  . .  . . . . . . . 

, . 
, , 



A-I 2 
DEFINITION O F  IN-KIND: From a property owner point of view, t he  definition of "'In-Kind Repair 
o r  Replacement  in Chapter  I .6 s e e m s  very clear. W e  a r e  certain that the Staff c a n  u s e  this 
definition to make  good decisions. 

EXEMPTION O F  WINDOWS IN-KIND: In t h e  final minutes of t he  very last HPAB workshop, 
delet ions were m a d e  in CHAPTER I .6 t o  t h e  definition of "In-Kind Repair o r  Replacement" 
concerning windows, a n d  the re  w a s  no  opportunity for public input. W e  prefer t he  present draft, 
which replaced t h e  deleted l anguage  in t h e  previous version, b e c a u s e  it provides t h e  property 
o w n e r s  in historic districts with m o r e  options - while still protecting the  historic character of the 
neighborhood. Old windows h a v e  many disadvantages which b e  overcome with new in-kind 
rep lacements  as  specified in. t h e  definition. Also preservation of t h e  old window f r a m e s  and 
s a s h e s  m e a n s  handling d a n g e r o u s  lead paint. And in t he  end ,  n o  passerby will b e  aware that  the 
painted wooden window is "new," a n d  t h e  historic character of t he  neighborhood will be  preserved. 

N E W  -DEFINITIONS:Two n e w  definitions in Chapter  1.6 provide objective s tandards for the  limits 
of t h e  City's historic protection. Universal u s e  of "Designated Historic Resource" s e t s  a limit on  

, . which old h o u s e s  will b e  protected by the  City, and  "Historically Significant Tree" s e t s  limits o n  , - 

which old t rees  will receive historic protection (and which o n e s  won't). Historic designationm 
X requires  approval by elected government  officials o r  expert employees of the City of Corvallis. - 
00 

In discussions earlier this year ,  t he re  w a s  s o m e  discussion that  t h e  limits should be de t e rminedq  
by  t h e  HPAB; that approach would allow for arbitrary, inconsistent a n d  unpredictable decisions.< 
W e  a g r e e  that t h e  current revision works better for t h e  City a n d  for landowners. 2 
A-I 2 

C) 
rn 

T h e  inclusion of "windows" in t h e  definition of In-Kind Repair o r  Replacement should remain i n 2  
t h e  City code. Furthermore. clarifying language should mention energy-saving, double-panedm 
windows a s  acceptable.  Window replacements  'are  specifically mentioned as acceptable in 

- curren t  City Code.  literature originally circulated by t h e  City in ou r  neighborhood to  promote 
approval  of the  Historic District specifically s ta ted:  

. .. A permit also is required for t h e r e p l a c e m e n t  of windows and  doors  with dissimilar styles o r  
materials.  A permit ii not required for ordinary maintenance a n d  repair activities ... that  d o  not 
involve a ' change  to  t h e  external appea rance  of t h e  property." 

"Routine: "like-for-like" main tenance  which does not result in a visual o r  material change  t o  the 
building exterior, including window replacement a n d  reroofing, is exempt from the need for a 
permit 1 .  

. . 

. . 
. . . .  . . . . .. . . -... . . 
: . . . . . . . 

.. . . . . . 
. . 
'. I ' a g r e e  with the  'staff's belief' tha t  retaining window replacements  in the definition of "In-Kind 



the needs and desire of private property owners to make historically, sensitive., energy-saving 
upgrades tc their hon;es in d I;,t;io~i~ district. 

Staff has indicated that "like-for-like" parameters would require that an original wood window could 
be replaced with a new wood window in the same style and dimensions as the original. This is a 
reasonable requirement. 

I would suggest, however, adding to the code language something about energy-saving, 
double-paned windows as acceptable, assuming all the other above parameters are met. This 
language WAS included in the city staff version of I .6 Definitions, dated September 20,2005, but 
was later removed by the HP AB. Language specifically addressing energy efficiency should be 
included in this definition, thereby avoiding potentially extreme andlor literal interpretations of 
"like-for-like" to mean only, single-paned windows as acceptable. 

. _  
A - 1 3 . '  
Ch1.'6 (p.'A-13) Definitions for Historic, Nonhistoric, Contributing, and Noncontributing. I would 

. . - like to see some language added to the first paragraph beneath these definitions - that would 
- - 

- . .  - encourage owners to think about the possibility of upgrading HistoriclNon- contributing struct 
to ~ i s to r i c l~on t r i bu t i n~  structures (I have suggested additional language in red), which wa 

X Park, Set-yice's reason for including HINC as a designation, with monetary incentives specificallyl: 
'geared toward supporting these efforts by SHPO (tax freeze assessments). Their purpose is to= - ' and hopefully upgrade structures. The restoration work that Albany has done in i t s 7  
Historic Distrikts is a good example of how a city can increase its Historically Contributing housing< 
stock. ""II 

b 

". . . such as a detached garage, may be classified as NonhistoriclNoncontributing." 
lica 
nl 

Historic/Noncontributing properties may be upgraded to Historic/Contributing if the structure(s) are 2 
restored to their original appearance through reno vation, removal of later additions (siding, rooms, 
etc.), replacement of missing historic features, and so on. Under proper procedures and 
supervision, this type of restoration qualifies for certain kinds of state funding. 

. * . - 

: A114: , - 

Ch I .6 (p. A-14) New definitions Relating to Historic Preservation 
. '  he definitions for the terms "Preservation" and "Rehabilitation" seem somewhat misleading as 

defined in this section: 
Preservation (new definition in 2.9) 
"Preservation (as applied to designated historic resources) - As used in this Code, preservation 
means activities that stabilize and maintain properties. Preservation includes 
actions such as 'like-for-like' replacement and often allows review through an administrative 



I believe that this definition needs a fuller treatment to convey the intent of the term as used in the 
National Park Services Guidelines (Attachment M-3), which is meant to be a 
higher standard of maintenance involving "maintenance and repair of historic materials and 
features ... The replacement of intact or repairable historic materials or alteration of features, 
spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a property will be avoided." 

"Like-for-like" replacement is intended as a last resort when repair is no longer possible, and 
requires evaluation of the existing condition to determine the appropriate level of intervention 
needed. Their intent was not to give carte blanche to replace parts at will. I believe the word 
"preservation" is self-defining. 

. I would like to see the following phrases added to this definition: 

"Preservation (as applied to designated historic resources) - As used in this Code, preservation 
means activities that stabilize and maintain properties at the highest level of historic integrity, . 

When repair of a feature is no longer possible, Preservation includes actions such as 'like-for-like' :. 

replacement if an evaluation of the existing pondition warrants it,%and may allow review through . 

* - . an administrative process. " . . _ , _ . _ _  . . . -  . _ ,  . . 

Rehabilitation !z * 

=r 
- (  

UJ 
The term "rehabilitation" in the new definitions section 1. 6 (p. A -14): ".. Though removal o f 7  < historically significant features is discouraged, replacement with new materials and even new, 
additions may be allowed, provided they are consistent with the property's historic character." 'TI 

b 
i3 

The Park Guidelines for rehabilitation say that compatible uses may be tolerated "that requirem 
minimal change to [a property's] distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial .A 

h) 

relationships. .. The removal of distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces, and 0 

spatial relationships that characterize a property will be avoided. . . 
, . 

- I would like to see Park Guidelines language added to clarify this definition, as follows: 
Though Removal of historically significant features is discouraged, though replacement with news .. - 

materials and even new additions may be allowed if they are compatible with the historic - ,  

materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property. ' - 

and its environment. The removal of distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces, and 
spatial relationships that characterize a property will be avoided. Approval generally requires 
quasi-judicial review by the HP AB. 

. -. . . . .. .' 

. . . . .  . . .  .. . . . .. 
. <  . Reversible . . . . . . .  . .  

. . .  
. .  . .. . 
. ... 

. .  . 



A-24 
Section 2.2.40 b (p. A-24) unless as otherwise specified under state and federal law. However, 
a designated historic resource listed in the National register of Historic Places may or may not 
have a Historic Preservation Overlay. If it does, it is listed in the local Register. If it does not. it is 
not listed in the Local Register. 

1 thought this section was somewhat confusing, would be better if rewritten, especially the last 
part. 

A-25 
2. SECTION 2.2.40.02 APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS (p. A-25) 
Does this section only address HPO's? If so, that should be made clear up front; I was confused 
on first reading & thought it applied to all district change requests. 

l -  3 

. A-28. 
3. SECTION 2.2.40.05 REVIEW CRITERIA (p. A-28) 
General comment: there seems to be an awful lot of text in this section that applies only to '  
HPO's, compared to the text that covers all otherapplications. I'm assuming that the latter applies. . 
to the vast majority of applications the City receives? This issue crops up in other areas of them 
Code as well; it seems a disproportionate amount of the Code language is attributed to items thatg 
result in a small proportion of land use decisions. Am not sure what the solution is though; maybeE 
just something to think about. - .  . . . , q .  

< 
I 

8-31, A-41,A-75 'B 

Different sections (p. A-31, A-41, A-75) Should removal of HPO be automatic when resource is> 
demolished? 

a 
rTl 
A h  
h) 

A-32 a 

4. SECTION 2.2.50 '- QUASI-JUDICIAL CHANGE PROCEDURES FOR ADMINISTRATIVE 
DISTRICT CHANGES (p. A-32) 
Minor comment concerning the outline numbering format -- you jump from "2.2.50.b" to 

- - .  
' "2.2.50.01 ". Am not following the logic of that sequence. . . I ,  

, .  
_ '  

A-35- 
5. SECTION 2.3.30.04 CONDITIONAL DEVELOPMENT REVIEW CRITERIA (p. A-35) 
Re: Subsection "k": I am opposed to the inclusion of this item in the Code. (IMHO) The underlying 
significant principle behind the adoption of any of these historic preservation requirements is that 
they be voluntary. The Owner of a property that is adjacent to a listed property has not voluntarily 
agreed to restrictions that result from the participation of his or her neighbor and shouldn't have 
restrictions placed on development options accordingly. Conditional development review of 
properties adjacent to designated historic resources should be reviewed for impact on neighbors . 



A-35 
Ch 2.3 (p. A-35) Conditional Development 2.3.30.04 k This is an important addition. It maintains 
a visual standard for continuity with surrounding historic areas without imposing stylistic views. 

A-37 
6. SECTION 2.3.40.04 PLANNED DEVELOPMENT REVIEW CRITERIA (p. A-37) 
Re: Subsection "k": See Comment #5 above. 

A-37 
Ch 2.5 (p. A-37) Planned Development 2.5.40.04 k Same as above. . . . . . . 

A-39 
Fees. Corvallis has one incentive for preservation: no fees are charged for the processing of HP 
Permits. In the future, other in,centives may be considered by City Council: e.g., building fee 
waivers or reductions. For now, this one 'and only incentive needs to remain. 

A-39, A-43, and A-60 - . . 
INCENTIVES: The draft is good in that .it provides property, owners with two incentives. First, it . 
provides incentives for preservation and restoration (That's a good thing!) of historic resourcesm 

X 
because in many cases, choosing these treatment options allows th.e applicant to shorten t hex  
review process through exemption or Director review. second, the lack of a permit fee encourages= 
property owners to go through the review process. . . 7 

< 
I 

A-39 -U 
D Ch 2.9.20 (p. A-39) Purposes. Perhaps this is not allowed in a legal document, but if possible la 

would like to see some reference made to resources for owners, e.g., "additional documentsm 
d 

relating to methods of restoration, maintenance, etc. are available in the Planning Dept." N 
h) 

A-40 . . 

Section 'Ch 2.9.20 k (p. A-40) Goal 5 - I'm not sure why "carry out the provisioris of Statewide 
Planning Goal 5" was eliminated under ~urposes.  From Goal 5: "The National Register of Historic 

. Places and the recommendations of the State Advisory Committee on Historic Preservation 
should be utilized in designating historic sites." (Attachment H-11) 

The explanation on P. 56 was that it had be in  acknowledged in Comp Plan Article 5, and that this 
"ensures that no one can expect a Goal review as part of the district's implementation process." 
Since one must go through these agencies to become a designated historic resource (except for 
the local listings ) and they may not dictate local ordinances, I don't understand the exclusion and 
would prefer to have it reinstated. Article 5 (Attachment G 1) does not seem to refer to it at all and 



A-40 
Ch 2.9 (p. A-40) 2.9.20 e..t.- [Add word removed from item d in the list] Promote the use of historic 
districts ... housing, and the public and economic welfare of the City; 

A-40 
2.9.20f We propose the addition of the phrase "Designated Historic Resources" to make it clear 
that not all alterations, demolitions and moving in Corvallis are covered. . 

Section 2.9.70 Exemptions 

In the years I have observed the HPAB, one of the most ~ha l l eng ing~as~e~ ts  of their work is 
without question - what to do about window replacement. The volume of time devoted to these 
discussions alone suggests that it is inappropriate to exempt window replacement from their 
deliberations. Since the HP AB was comfortable with the strike-out language from page A-I2 . 

In-kind repair or replacement of widows shall be exempt onlywhen deteriorated beyond repair and 
exact materials and designs are used. I recommend moving that language to page~-43, 2.9.70.b, 
last line; between replacement and Also, moving discussing of hindow replacement to H P A B - I ~ ~ ~ I  . 

decisions altogether. E . -= r  . 
..I 

A-43 and A-60 130 
EXEMPTIONS AN DIRECTOR DECISIONS.: ~he..re~ulations for exemptions in 2.9.70 and7 A .  

Director-Level Permits in Section 2.9.100.03 seem very clear. We trust that Corvallis' planning: 
Staff can use these regulations to make good decisions about protecting historic resources. TJ 

b 
. . 

. . 
. . . . . a . .  

. . . . .  A-43 and A-69 . . 
. . . '  m 

The words "style or design" should be used consistently throughout 2.9 when referring t o  a 6  
resource's architectural style or design. ~ h e ' o r i ~ i n a l  version of 2.9 r~fer6hced,"style" as part ofu- 

. . . . .  the words "style or design" in the following remaining locations: .. 

. . . . . .  . . . . .  . . . . .  . . . .  . . . .  . . . . ... . . :  : . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . : . .  . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  ~. 2.9.60.c.8 : 2 :  ;, :. 

. . . - . . .  . . . . . . .  2.9.100.04.b.2.k . . . . . . . .  - . . . 
. . . . . . .  . . . . .  . . . . .  . . .  . . . . 

. . . : . . 
. . ,  

A-43,A-60, and A-64 



composed of private street right of ways. By establishing such a threshold, the City unfairly 
encumbers OSU with a potentially disproportionately higher level of review than other Historic 
Districts. Such a trigger will also potentially increase the number of quasi-judicial reviews by the 
City, which would negate the accomplishments of the Campus Master Plan. 

OSU would request specific language within Chapter 2.9 be inserted that exempts OSU from the 
private street right of way threshold. A more appropriate and equitable threshold may be one 
already in place within the OSU zoning district, which is the main entrance of adjacent buildings. 

Specific sections referring to private street right-of-way include Section2.9.60, 2.9.70(e), (h),(j) 
. . 

As written, 2.9.70 (e) is not an exemption for OSU given the likely potential that a building will be 
visible from one of our many private street right-of-ways. This does not provide a fair and 
equitable le.vel of review for OSU as a property owner. 

A-43,A-61, and A-73 . 
2. Non-HistoriclNon-Contributing Resources: The definition of Non-Historic is not yet 50 years old. 

. The definition of Non-Contributing. is a resource in a national register of historic places historic 
district, which at the time of designation, lacks integrity relevant to the period of historicm 

X significance, andlor which is not historic. If a resource were identified as non-historic and notI 
relevant to the historic district, then why.would the City need to  regulate such a resource? This@ . 
approach impacts potential alteration projects and demolition projects that have no relevance to; 
the historic district (as defined by the City), and which are not historic. Why add a layer of< 
regulation and process for these types of structures? 

E, 
OSU would request that the City Council revisit this issue and delete any regulation or requiredm 
review for those structures identified as non-historic and non-contributing since by virtue of their6 
definition they do not merit review. P e 

specific sections referring to-non-historic/non-contributing resources include: 

Sections 2.8.70 (e), 2.9.1 00.3 (I), 2.9.1 10.03(b). . . 

A-43 and A-61 _ . . 

~e-roofing. OSU has some 212 buildings on campus(20 of which currently leak). Re-roofing 
should not be regulated if the roof cannot be visible from the main entrances of adjacent buildings. 
OSU would request that the Chapter 2.9 update exempts OSU from the requirements for a 
director approval or HPAB approval if a reroofing project cannot be visible from the main entrance 
of adjacent buildings (or other such, trigger based on visibility). Otherwise, OSU would need a 
Historic Preservation Permit for many of its buildings within the pending Historic District. If the 



A-43,A-61, and A-64 
Signs: OSU currently has an exempt area on its campus for signage. Section 2.9.1 00.03 would 
potentially require a review of every monument sign placed on OSU campus. OSU has a plan to 
install freestanding monument signs at each of its buildings (i.e., 212). Such an implementation 
plan would require an extraordinary level of review. The City has provided OSU with an exempt 
area since it recognizes that such a high level of review would not be practical or cost efficient. 
OSU would like the exempt area to stand and not be negated by the presence of the Historic 
District or by the fact that we would be installing a sign near a historic building. OSU intends to 
address this issue in the HPP and historic preservation-zoning district. 

A-43 
2.9.60.d-:Misplaced commas 

A-43 
7. SECTION 2.9.70 - EXEMPTIONS FROM HISTORIC PRESERVATION PERMIT 
REQUIREMENTS (p. A-43) ' 

Re: Subsection "b2" - Pruning of trees. Language states that "However, pruning of trees ... shall 
be-kept to a minimum".   his wording is vague and unenforceable; who is to determine what is 
a minimum amount? We need to apply an objective, quantitative standard that the public can usem 
to direct their actions, and not.leave them guessing how much is too much. X 

=r - 
tR 

A-44 .. . 7 ' 

8. SECTION 2.9.70 - EXEMPTIONS FROM HISTORIC PRESERVATION PERMIT Q 
I 

REQUIREMENTS (p. A-44) ; Re: Subsection "e" - Certain Alterations or New Construction to NonhistoriclNoncontributingt) 
Resources in a National Register of Historic Places Historic District: I found this wordingm 
confusing, especiallythe parenthetical element "(including all structures on the site that have beenc 
classified)". Can this be reworded to be more clear what structures are exempt and what a r e n ~ t ? ~  
What about structures that have not been classified? Are they automatically exempt? Help. 

. A-44 and A-60 
VISIBILITY FROM ALLEYS: In historic districts, primary facades and front yards are essential to 
preserving the historic character of the neighborhood. On the other band, rigid 
prohibition of change from the alley point of view is an unreasonable standard because the view 
from the alley is less important than the facade. This is a place where flexibility for the owner 
should be a goal. We agree that alleys should be exceptions from "public right of way" visibility 
standards. 

Although technically a "right of way," alleys have always been used to service properties rather 
than provide a public thoroughfare. Strangers in alleys were viewed with suspicion. Historically, 
back yards harbored clotheslines, privies, chicken coops, trash burners, piles of whatever, 



as from the front; when short of cash previous owners didn't even paint the back of the house or 
the fence. In today's world, with insufficient on-street parking in the College Hill neighborhood, 
parked cars belong in alleys and modern garages belong in alleys. 

A-44 
d and h 
Add the language: "The installation shall not damage or obscure any significant external 
architectural features of the historic resource" that appears elsewhere for consistency; 

Section 2.9.70 h (p. A-44) Exemptions from historic permits: Accessory Development. Accessory 
development meeting the criteria in Ch 4.3 that is not visible from the public right-of-way or private 
street right-of-way (except for alleys. from which it may be visible), that is 200 square feet or less 
in size, and that does not exceed 14 feet in height. I think that 200 ft2 is too generous as a cut-off 
point for non-review for small properties. I know that staff recommended it to line it u- with their 

'. Building Permit requirements, but many historic houses are small and a 200 ft building could be 
out of keeping with the size of the other structures. The cut-off under the old code is 100 ft2. I 

- . would prefer to see the cut-off for accessory development remaining at 200 ft2 for homes . 
2200-2400 ft2 and above, with a ratio somewhere between 10-1 2% for homes less than 2200 f t2n 

X 
, as the cut-off point for their review. This would hold all of the small properties to the same  relative^ - 

standard as the larger properties. . - W  
=i 

Language: Accessory development ... that is 200 square feet or less in size, unless the mainc 
structure is less than 2200 square feet (between 2000 and 2400 ft2 depending on ratio used), i n k  
which case a ratio of 10% (-12%) of the primary building will be used to assess the cut-off f o g  
exemption from review. m 

a 
N 

Alternatively, it could read something like: Accessory development ... that is 200 square feet orm 
less in size, unless the house is less than 2200 square feet, in which case the exemption would 
be for accessory buildings up to 100 square feet. 

- . I would also like to see the phrase "except for alleys, from which it may be visible", which was 
added to the exemption later, removed. Comer houses, which amount to 113 of the houses on a * 

- block; are unlikely to qualify for this exemption since their backyards are visible from public or - 

private street right-of-ways (unless they can manage a tall fence without visibility issues) and thus 
must hold to another standard than the houses within the block. 

A-45 
Section 2.9.70 1 (p. A-45) Demolition or Moving of freestanding temporary or small accessory 
structures. I have the same problem again with the 200 square foot size of the building being 
allowed to be exempt from review. This is the size of a one-car garage-not that small! This 



the qualifications. As mentioned above, the intent is that these may be restored to 
historic/contributing status and therefore should be reviewed before demolition or moving. There 
are many wonderful old one-car garages that may fall into thiscafegory. 

A-45 
2.930.1 -Really confusing, five subsections joined by 2 "ands" and 2 "ors'; 

Replace 200 with I 0 0  as recommended by the HP AB. 
. ~ 

. . . .  , . . .  . .  . . . < 

, . .  . . , . :  . . I A-46, . '  , .  : . '  . . . . .  . . . ,  . . . .  .. . . . 
. . . . 

Section 2.9.701 5 (pi A-46) and ~ection2~9.110.03b 3 (p.~-73)... doe3 not classify the structure 

2.9.80.a-Does the Urban Forester belong in this section too? $ 
0 
rn 

A-47 
2 
R) 

P 
4 

For clarity and to reflect the discussion of the HPAB, substitute language following provided that: 
in-kind materials are used, and there is no change foundation height. 

. . . ... A A-48 .- -. - .^_ . . -- 

2.9.80.b - Why limited to certified arborist ;employed by OSU"? 
, - 

A-5 0 
: 9. SECT!ON . .  . 2.9.90.02- APPL!CM!ON F?EQUIREI\/IENTS . . (p. ,A-50) 

. . 

Re: ~ubsektion "1 5" -   his is complktely open-ended, 'and therefore not acceptab~k (IMHO). ~6 
. . 

need to provide limits and boundaries on what we are requiring citizens to provide, and not leave 
.' it to the subjectivediscretion ~ fa~ i r i d i v idba l  director. ~s I've stated before, I see these Codes 

as being a written contract betweenthe. city and its citizens, and am not ever comfortable with 



choose. We need to write the application requirements so that they explicitly coverwhat is or may 
be necessary, and leave it at that. 

A-50 and A-63 
Section 2.9.90.02 14 (p. A-50) and Section 2.9.100.03 m (p. A-63) Application requirements- 
photographs of the resource to provide context. 

A-5 1 
2.9.90.04.a -Troubled by lack of public notice, especially given the some of the actions allowed 
(2.9.1 00.03.m and n) 

. . . . 

A-52 
10. SECTION 2.9.90.06 - REVIEW CRITERIA (p. A-52) 
As stated in the Workshop, I'm not convinced the opening paragraph serves any useful purpose 
in this section. Perhaps it should be moved to the "Purposes" or "Background" sections, or 
deleted: entirely? 

. - 

. . '  . ~ - 5 2 . . . . . . - -  - 

11. SECTION 2.9.90.06 - REVIEW CRITERIA (p. A-52) !? RE: Subsection "a" - General Rev,iew Criteria for All Historic Preservation Permits: Which Building= - 
Code are you referencing? The UBC? The IBC? Might be helpful to clarify. CI11 

- - .  - .., : . -  z -  ' 7 
A-53 < 

I 

Section 2.9.90.06 (p. A-53) Review Criteria V 
D I would like to see the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation reinstated as theO 

basis for review criteria. It is a 32 page booklet rich in details that has the advantage of being ablem 
to give a fuller explanation for both recommended and non-recommended courses of action thanc 
2.9, and is more complete in spelling out certain desirable actions, helping to identifym 
characteristics important in defining historic character, etc. 

A-53 .- 

THE US DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR' S STANDARDS FOR REHABILITATION are a good 
starting point for local historic review regulations. In land use planning terms, these guidelines set 
a pretty high bar in terms of restrictions on what property owners can do to their homes. They do 
allow historic properties to be altered, including sensitive additions, to allow owner livability given 

. 
' changing needs (safety, energy conservation, family life cyclei etc.) and changing lifestyles, They 

- do not require all property owners to restore altered properties to the original and they do allow 
damaged materials to be replaced in a cost effective manner with like materials rather than - 
'preserved" as a museum would do. They also provide considerable latitude as to how a local 



REHABILITATION STANDARDS: The draft no longer includes the text of the Secretary of the 
Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation in 2.9.90.06~5-j. These were inserted into the previous draft 
in the closing minutes of the final HPAB workshop, and this action has not received yet public 
comment. We agree with the Staff interpretation that these are not clear and should not be 
included verbatim as code language.-we see most ofAthem interpreted into various parts of 2.9 
as is the charge from the federal government which asks local jurisdictions to apply the standards. 
The January 9,2006 draft does a good job of this. 

A-53 
a (second line) 
Substitute: the rehabilitated resource for the restored building or structure. This code generally 

. discusses rehabilitation not restoration; the language suggested throughout is designated historic ' . 

resource, not building or structure. 

c. I 
New language - submitted previously - is proposed for 2.9.100.04.b.l., page A-66. 

. _.  
& - - - _  - c.5. - > -  * , . . /  

. . . . -  - rn - It is imperative that the Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation remain as guidingx 
r .  

. principles for HAB.-level decision-making. In reviewing all the correspondence from Roger Roperz .s 

0 8  at the SHPO, he clearly makes the case that the Standards - as the basis for decision-making -- 
-4 -. need to be included, but perhaps in different language. I suggest re-instating.the strike-out< 

language on Page A-53, c.5., by substituting the following for a through I on pages A-54 and A-55: I 
73 

a. Historic use. 
P 
C) 
rn A historic resource retains the most integrity if it continues to be used for its historic purpose. If, 

a change in use is needed, the new use will require minimal change to the defining characteristicsg 
of the building and its site. 

. . 
b. Historic character. 
This historic character of the property (architecture and spatial relationships) will'be retained and . ' - 

preserved. Removal of historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that contribute to the ' ' 

property's historic significance will be avoided. . - .  . * --  

c. Record of its time. 
The historic resnurce wi!! remain a physics! recorc! of Its time, p!ace, and we. Changes that . 

create a false sense of historic development, such as adding conjectural features or architectural 
elements from other historic resources, will be avoided. 

d. Historic changes. 
. Most properties change over time. Th 



e. Character-defining features. 
Distinctive features, finishes, and -construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that 
characterize a historic resource will be preserved. 

f. Historic features. 
Generally, deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity 
of deterioration requires replacement, the new feature will match the hold in design, color, texture, 
and othervisual qualities and, where possible, in materials. Replacement of missing features must 
be substantiated by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence. 

< . ,# 

. . g. Historic materials. 
Historic materials will be protected. Chemical or physical treatm'ents, such as sandblasting, that 
cause damage to or accelerate the deterioration of historic materials will not be used. 

h. ~rcheolo~ica l  resources. 
Significant archeological resoui-ces affected by a.proposa1 will be protected and preserved to the 
extent practical. When such resources are disturbed, mitisation measures will be undertaken. 

New additions, exterior alterations, or related new con.striicti'on will be. compatble with the 4 > resources's massing size, scale, and architectural features. When retrofitting buildings or sites toG) 
improve accessibility for persons with disabilities, design solutions will not compromise them 
architectural integrity of the historic resource, .: 

A' 
. . .  . .  . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . .  .. , .  . - 

. . 
. . . . 

Cr) 
- 0 

. . 

k. Preserve the form and integrity of historic resources. 
New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a manner that 
if removed nl the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic resource and its 
environment would be unimpaired. . - , ,. ..% . _ - . . 

- .  - ,." -. t t  

- L. - . +  - - . . I. Hierarchy of compatibility. -- 
Exterior alterations and additions will be designed to be compatible primarily with the original 
resource, secondarily with adjacent properties, and finally, if located within a historic district, with 
the rest of the district. Where practical, compatibility will be pursued on all three levels. 



Other approval criteria. Requests for historic preservation permits will be approved if the review 
body finds that the applicant has shown that all of the applicable review criteria have been met. 

The review criteria are: 

I .  Historic use. An historic resource will retain the most integrity if it continues to be used for its 
historic purpose. If a change in use is needed a new use shall require minimal change to the 
defining characteristics of the building and its site and environment. 

2. Historic character. The historic character of the property (architecture and spatial relationships) 
will be retained and preserved. Removal of historic materials or alteration of features and spaces 
that contribute to the property's historic significance will be avoided; 

3. Record of its time. The historic resource shall be recognized as and will remain a physical 
record of its time, place, and use. Changes that create a false sense of historic development, such 

n 
significance in their own right (e.g., changes that were made during the historic resource's periodat: - 

. of significance) shall be retained and preserved; GI. 
7 
< 5. Character-defining features. 3Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or, 

examples of craftsmanship that characterize a property shall be preserved. 
-- ? 

6. Historic features. Generally, deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather ttianm 
replaced. Where the severity of deterioration requires replacement, the new feature will match the$ 

4 
old in design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where possible, in materials. 
Replacement of missing features must . . be substantiated by documentary, physical, or pictorial 
evidence; 

7. Historic materials. Historic materials will be protected and preserved. Chemical or physical 
treatments, such as  sandblasting, that cause damage to or accelerate the deterioration of historic 
materials will not be used; 

8. Archaeological resources. Significant archaeological resources affected by a pmpnsa! sha!! he 
protected and preserved. I f  such resources are disturbed, mitigation measures will be undertaken; 

9. ~ifferentiate'new from old. New additions, exterior alterations; or related new ~onstructiorishall 



10. Architectural compatibility. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction 'Will 
be compatible with the resource's massing, size, scale, and architectural features. When 
retrofitting buildings or sites to improve accessibility for persons with disabilities, design solutions 
will not compromise the, architectural integrity of the historic resource; 

11. Preserve the form and integrity of historic resources. New additions and adjacent or related 
new construction will be undertaken in such a manner that if removed in the future, the essential 
form and integrity of the historic resource and its environment would be unimpaired; and 

12. Hierarchy of compatibility. Exterior alterations and additions will be designed to be compatible 
' 

primarily with the original resource, secondarily with adjacent properties (if those properties are 
of similar age and historic integrity), and finally, if located within an Historic District, with the rest 
of the district. "Where practical, compatibility will be pursued on all three levels. 

. . 
A-53 and A-64 
CLEAR HAB. STANDARDS: The HP AB could be, and likely already is, using prescribed 
standards when making decisions about historic resources in a historic district. For example, "The 

- . property is a gateway element to historic district. . . " (Max Geier, Appendix P-236, last paragraph, 
second to last sentence). Even people experienced with the LDC have trouble understanding thism X 
criterion; "gateway" is defined in the Corvallis LDC but that definition does not apply to this case.= 

9 

Where did this idea cbme from? Property owners need to know. EXJ 
. . .==i 

c Some prescribed criteria are included as 2.2.40.05 - Review Criteria ( b l  and b2) in the current, 
draft and as 2.9.30.04 in the existing code. We propose reinserting them into 2.9, perhaps a t 3  

B 2.9.60~ as review criteria for alterations where the HP AB decision is to be more restrictive or t o o  
be more flexible. The same sources of information in2.9.60~ could be used to make a case inm 
favor of either greater flexibility for resources with little historic value which just happened to b e 6  

h) 
included in a national historic district -- or greater restriction for real historic treasures. 

. . 
In terms of clarity, at least everyone would know what these standards are if they were included ' 

in 2.9. They may not be the most objective standards, but they are already included in Section 
.. 2.2. Also we suspect that the HP A 6  is already using them reviewing applications. 

. - - 

2.9.90.07.b. 
. . \/\!hy the change frnrn 90 tn 75 days? With the current one meeting per month schedule, is this 

. . realistic? ' :.- : .- . ' . . 
. . . - . . . . 

. . 

. . .. , 
.. . 

. . - .  . A-55 , '  . '  . -.. . . 

. . 



How can the Director provide anyone but the applicant and the HAB. with a Notice of Disposition? 
Since these applications are unadvertised, there is no way for any concerned citizens to know 
what applications may be considered by the Director, and no way to provide written comment. 

A-5 5 
2.9.90.07.b - Strike "..the required HAB. review, such ...." to simplify. 

A-55 
2.9.90.08.a - Strike "...,as relevant,. .." to simplify. 

2.9.90.08.b - Strike ". . ., as relevant,. . ." to simplify. 

A-56 . 
2.9.90.09.a 
In the event the HP AB itself disagrees with a Director level decision, what i i  the process? 

. _. 
. , A-59," ,-. < -‘ ' - - . . .  , _ (I_ 7 - 

Historically Significant Tree: Please clarify Section 2.9.100.01 (c), OSU is not certain how theE 
code would be applied- it appears the code language nullifies itself when applied. As written, a z  
historically significant tree is a tree that, meets I, 2, 3 of Section 2.9.1 00.01 (c). Number (1) ~ is tsE 

.- . I .  
three sub-criterions (a-c),'with (c) having'a sub tier of additional criteria. Each of these sub, - 
criterions would need to be met for a tree to be determined historically significant. I 

9 
Number 4 a describes a historically significant tree as a tree at least 50 years of age if it is located6) 

rn on a designated historic resource property or it is designated as a specifically listed resource., 
Number (I b) states, a historically significant tree is a tree that meets the definition of Significantg 
Tree in Chapter 1.6 (which requires it to be eight inches or greater in diameter). However, species 
that do not typically grow to eight inches or greater at 50 years would be historic based on age 
since the requirement of eight inches would not apply, thereby nullifying the exemption of an 
eight-inch diameter at breaa height (dbh) measurement. Therefore, (la) would nullify (Ib). 

, . 
, . : .  " ,  . - . . 

- .  . 
Number ( I  c) has language in it-that states a tree would be historic if the tree is consistent with at 
least dne of a series' of sub-criterii. One of the sub criterion [(c)(l)(d)], states that the tree age, 
size, o r  species signifi&nce that contributes to its historic status. If the tree were 50 years or 
olclz;, then that would bontribi;te t~ its historic status. Theref~ie, the 50-year age ~ o i l l d  irlggei- 
review: In essen~k, (la) would'override (Ic). As such, the 50-year.age criteria requirement met in 
(la) would render (Ib) and (Ic) non-applicable to the decision making process. Is that the City's 
intent? If it is then . the . code.ihould be simplified and section 2.9.1 00.01 (c)(l) should just refer to 



In addition, Number ( I  a) nullifies Number (2) since by virtue of the tree reaching age 50 it would 
be considered a historic tree, thereby meeting the requirements of Number 2. The field review 
by the Urban Forester would rely on age to shape recommendations. 

The language of Number 3 is somewhat confusing because how would a tree be determined 
historic if it were not by age? It would appear that once the tree is determined to be 50-years old, 
that it would be considered historic, thereby it meeting the requirement of Number 3. 

It does not appear as if the code language provides for an objective way of determining how a tree 
would be considered historically significant since the 50-year age requirement nullifies the 

. '  sub-criterion of I (i.e., I C and 1 b), and by virtue of it being 50 years old it would appear to' 
' 

automatically meet the other requirements. Is this the City's intention? 

. - 
OSU would request that the City does not use age as the primary determining factor. The . 
contribution to the landscape, its association to a historic event or person is a more, practical 
approach. A tree is on a determined life cycle, unlike a human built structure, and as such its 
management requirements and removal requirements become unpredictable as a tree ages. By 

-_1 3 : ; mandating age as the primary requirement, the City unnecessarily includes trees that,may not ' 

need regulation. O S U W O U I ~  request the City Council revise this section and all sections that relatfm 
X to historic trees with language that will assist the City to implement clear and objective c o d a  - 

. language. 08 
. . =i 

A-59 < 
I 

12. SECTION 2.9.1 00.01 - DEFINITION OF ALTERATION OR NEW CONSTRUCTIOMU 
ACTIVITIES INVOLVING A DESIGNATED HISTORIC RESOURCE (p. A-59) D 

G) 
Re: Subsection "c": As mentioned in the workshop, why is removal of historic tree included irFn 
alteration & new construction section, and not in the demolition section? It seems like it would$ 
make more sense in the latter. P 

A-6 0 
2.9.1 00.03 - Should refer to Sections "aJJ through "pJJ. Also, clarify that the criteria is imbedded 

- . in the parameters. . 
. . 

. . .:- ' A-60. . 

13. SECTION 2.9.100.03 - ALTERATION OR NEW CONSTRUCTION PARAMETERS AND 
P,E\J!E\J! CP,!TE!?!A FOP, A D!!?ECTOR-LE\!EL H!STO!?!C P!?ESE!?\!,AT!Qh! PE!??/?!T 

- As discussed at some length in the workshop, it is not entirely obvious that the review criteria is 
actually bundled into, and in some cases is identical to, the parameters for a director level permit. 
Furthermore, I'm still confused about the appeal process. In theory, since these are clear & 
objective standards, an evaluation of a given request should be fairly straightforward. However, 



what happens? No matter what, the Applicant will need a public hearing in front of the HAB., 
correct? 

If the director rules that an application does not, in fact, meet the parameters/review criteria 
outlined, then the appeal could take 1 of 2 forms, it seems like. First, the applicant could argue 
to the HAB. that the application DOES in fact meet the clear & objective criteria, and that the 
Director's denial was inappropriate. Alternately, the applicant could request that the HAB. review 
the application based on the criteria outlined in Section 2.9.100.04, since in all cases an 
application that does not meet the criteria for a Director Level Permit is eligible to be considered 
for an HPAB-level permit, using the discretionary standards. Is this correct? If so, my 
questionlconcern is: how do we make this as simple & straight-forward as possible for the 
applicant? It looks like there would be two different hearings that could possibly occur in front of 
the HAB. for the same application; could this be' combined into one hearing? 1.e. Can the 

. . applicant, in essence say "Do you agree that this application meets the Director-level criteria? 
And, if you don't agree, will you approve it anyway, based on the HPAB-level criteria?" 

A-6 1 

( Section 2.9.1 00.03 c (p. A-61) Director-Level Historic Preservation Permit shall be approved if in .. 
compliance with associated definitions. Uncovered rear deck or patio additions 200 square fee 9 
or less in size. I believe. that the same standards that were suggested above for the accessom 
dwelling based on a ratio for homes under -2200 square feet (see Section 2.9.70 h above) s h o u l s  - 

'apply; or the standard should drop to 100 square feet for everyone. Otherwise one could put a+ 
200 square foot deck onto a 1000 square foot house. The tail wagging the dog. < I 

A-6 1 G) $ 
14. SECTION 2.9.100.03 - ALTERATION OR NEW CONSTRUCTION PARAMETERS  AN^ 
REVIEW CRITERIA FOR A DIRECTOR-LEVEL HISTORIC PRESERVATION PERMIT (p. A-61 6 

01 
Re: Subsection I'd" - Reroofing: If I'm reading this correctly, it appears that it is giving an applicant 
permission to use cedar shake (for example) as a shingle material, provided that was a material 
documented to have been in use during the period of significance. However, cedar shake 
amongst others) is a material no longer allowed by Building Code, correct? Should we include - 

me wording that says something to the effect of "unless otherwise prohibited by Building Code" . 

void confusion and conflict? Ark there other sections where this concern might be valid as 
I, in addition to roofing materials? 

Insert in-kind for similar materials. 



Reinstate 100 for 2000 square feet as recommended by the HAB. 

For clarity, substitute the following language: Existing wooden shingles or shakes may be replaced 
with architectural composition shingles or other materials documented to have been used on the 
structure during its period of significance. The new roof shall not damage or obscure any 
significant architectural features of the structure. The language commonly creates an opportunity 
for inappropriate roofing materials to be installed on a designated historic resources. The 
language change allows reroofing to remain as a Director-Level review. 

. . 

e. 
Insert "may be installed" following Section 2.9.70.d, and add the language "the installation shall 
not damage or obscure any significant external architectural features of the historic resource" that - 
appears elsewhere for consistency. 

f. . . 
Reinstate Nonhistoric/Noncontributing resources as recommended . . by the HP AB. . - , 

rn 
X 

g- I 
Strike this section unde! ~ i rec to r  ~ e v i e w i n d  move to HP AB review. Any change using dissimilaa 
materials or a different design is essentially new construction and merits full HAB. expertise for4 
decision-making. < I 

A 
Correct Section 2.9. 70 k. to 2.9.701. which addresses parking spaces, not ramps. w 

a, 

I. 
Strike this section under Director Review and move to HP AB review. Any change using dissimilar 
materials or a different design is essentially new construction and merits full HAB. expertise for 
decision-making. . . I .  . .., - .- 

j. 
I '  . 0 '  

_ -  . - 
* - 

Add "in-kindJ3 before materials and retain as a Director - Level decision. Otherwise, dissimilar 
mate ria!^ may b e  usedi  a n d  any change using dissimi!ar mate ria!^ or a different d~,sigr! is 
essentially new construction and merits full HAB. expertise for decision-making. 

I. 
Retain "or obscure" for consistency elsewhere, and as recommended by the HP AB. 



A-63 
Section 2.9.1 00.03 P (p. A-63) Exterior steps and/or stairways. This seems like overkill. Why don't 
historic codes trump Building Code requirements in this case (for handrails). If this has been the 
porch design fora century and people haven't been killed walking up and down stairs, why impose 
overly solicitous modem codes? 

I did not see anything in the ordinance that talked about follow-up inspections by personnel 
trained in historic structures and codes to see that the work was being carried out appropriately. 
I believe that this is crucial. It was discussed at one meeting (p. 214), and staff noted that they 
were in the process of training someone to do this. I would like to see something more concrete 
on this subject in the code. When Historic Preservation Permits are required competent 
inspections are essential, but they may also be necessary in cases where permits are not 
required, as in the case of window replacement. In either case is there actually anyone doing this? 

. . 
A-63 
2.9.1 00.03.m - First, I think this should be an HAB. level review. second, it needs to be clarified ' -  

that it deals with what the Secretary of Interior refers to as "reconstructionJJ - replacing what has 
, -  : disappeared over time. - . . r .  . 

,m x 
A-63 . - Z 

. 2.9.100.03.n - I also think this should be an HAB. level review. t10 
7-. , . - 
< .  

A-63 I 

m. 9 
Substitute the following language: "Alteration Replicating Historic Features. Alterations that a r a  
not exempt per Section 2.9.70 and that replicate the original exterior features of the designatec 
historic resources as determined from a historic photograph, historic building plans, the histor ie 
resources inventory, or other evidence submitted by the applicant." The word original may not 
refer to a resource's period of significance. Any change using dissimilar materials or a different 
design is essentially new construction and merits full HAB. expertise for decision-making. 

. - 
n. 
~u'bstitute "demonstrate" for "document" in the last line. 

. . 

0. 

Substitute the foiiowing ianguage: "Canvas Awnings - insiaiiation of canvas awnings, ii'miied io' 
. '  

designated historic resources located inthe Downtown Pedestrian Core, as defined inchapt&.. . . . 

1.6. Such canvas awnings may replace or reproduce existing canvas awnings, as shown in 
documentation submitted by the applicant. Fixed canvas awnings will replace fixed canvas-. . ',, 

awnings; operable canvas awnings will replace or reproduce operable canvas awnings." Not a 
histdric downtown awning were canvas. This language change allows the ihstallatioh,of cativ 



since non-canvas awnings are significant architectural features. 

P- 
Strike this section under Director Review and move to HP AB review. Any change using dissimilar 
materials or a different design is essentially new construction and merits full HAB. expertise for 
decision-making. Further the language "The design shall be architecturally compatible" requires 
discretionary decision-making and is neither clear nor objective. 

A-64 
I. 
Move this to demolition section, and renumber accordingly. 

' 

Former 4. 
Reinstate this section. Any change using dissimilar materials or a different design is essentially 
new construction and merits full HAB. expeftise for decision-making. 

A-65 
Former 6. - - 

Reinstate this section. Any change using dissimilar materials or a different design is essentiallym 
new construction and merits full HAB. expertise for decision-making. 

X 
I - 
00 

Former 9. 7 
Substitute "in-kind" for "similar" and retain the strikeout for consistency. < 

I 

Former I ? . J 
G) 

Reinstate this section. Any change using dissimilar materials or a different design is essentially"' 
a 

new construction and merits full HAB. expertise for decision-making. cr) 
00 

A-6 6 
Even with 2.9 revisions, there 'is plenty of room for HP AB discretion and interpretation. The 
matters that are exempt or decided by the Director have clear and objective criteria. The public 
will easily understand the outcomes of those permit applications. The matters which will go before 
the HP AB will continue to be subject to :interpretation and personal pref&rences. While 2.9 is 
improved, matters going before the HP AB will still be the subject of debate and disagreement. 
Any further clarification of the review criteria for preservation permits going before the HP AB will 
be he!pfil!. 

A-66 
Former 12. 



Former 13. 
Reinstate strikeout "visible from the public right of way or private street right of way and" as 
recommended by the HAB. 

b. Review Criteria 
New I .  
Similar to compatibility review criteria (site design, traffic, noxious odors, etc.) for conditional 
development and planned development, the following new section provides guidance to t h e  HAB. 
in balancing multiple preservation priorities. These criteria establish the necessary flexibility 
needed for discretionary historic preservation decisions. 

. "HAB. decision-making is directed by several factors, including: 
Context, the resource's contribution to Corvallis' significant historic themes; 
Quality, the craftsmanship of thee resource; 
Quantity, how many examples exist, and 
Integrity, how changed the resource is from its original intent. 

. These consideratians have a dynamic relationship with one another that directly impacts. 
decision-making. g 

3C - 
Discussion E 

' 4  
d 

Context is the language the National Park Service uses to describe various themes in our national: 
history embodied in our historic resources. Some themes are agriculture, archeology, architecture,q P 
commerce, communication, community development, conservation, culture, cultural landscapes,&) 
education, engineering, ethnicgroups, exploration, :furtrade, government, industry, mining, native: 
Americans, prehistory, recreation and tourism, religion, social history, technology, transportation,% 
and others. In evaluating applications, the HAB. must give consideration to whether or not the 
resource contributes to these themes for Corvallis, and how significant a role the . . resource holds 
in that theme. 

- Quality refers to the craftsmanship of the resource. Was this a well-built resource initially? Does ' 

it remain a well-built resource today? The better the quality initially or today, the more carefully 
the application decisions need to be reached. A resource that started out with outstanding quality 
may or may not retain it today. 

. . : . Quantity discusses how many representative examples exist today. If a resource is the last ' . ; 
. . 

remaining example of a particular style, or design, or showcases a rare feature, material, or 
technique, that paucity of examples directly impacts decision-making. ~onver&el~ ,  a substantial . . 

inventory of a particular class of resources, while abundant locally, may represent a rare national 
collection and also merit thoughtful consideration. An example is Oregon's covered bridg ' 



jurisdictions are stewards of a vanishing national resource and must evaluate changes to these 
resources especially carefully, even though they may enjoy many in their own communities. 

Integrity tells us how the resource today retains its original intent. A resource with substantial 
integrity is a better examples of its class and merits special and thoughtful consideration. If you've 
watched Antiques Roadshow, you appreciate that an artifact that has its original design, original 
materials, original finish, and original hardware has excellent "condition." When we evaluate 
historic resources, integrity is the equivalent of material culture's "condition." 

A challenge arises when a resource may be very important in terms of Corvallis' contexts, but has 
lost its integrity over time. How much weight decision-makers give to context or integrity in 
reviewing an application "depends," and therein lies a challenge. If at the same time, the resource 
is one of a few remaining in its class, the decision-making may or may not become easier. If the 
resource was not well-crafted to begin with, but is now the last remaining of its kind, 
decision-haking becomes even more discretionary. 

. . 

Consider this example: a garage. A nothing so special free-standing wooden accessory structure. 
. The other  structure.^ on the lot may be historic, may.be non-historic, may be contributing, may be 

noncontributing. The garage's initial quality may be questionable. There are many garages likem 
X this one. But this garage in Silicon Valley is where Hewlett and Packard developed the persona11 

computer and it contributes substantially to several histoic contexts. There is no way to appl$ 
clear or objective criteria to this rksource, since, it's the dynamic interplay of context, quality,=i 
quantity, and integrity that changes decisions about its rehabilitation to discretionary. ~1.~05 
considerwhat happens if the resource is moved to a technology campus, as an interesting exhibit.- 
The resource instantly loses its neighborhood context as a "domestic laboratory." D a 

m 
14-67 

.a 
P 

2.9.100.04.b.2 -The Secretary of Interior's requirement that new work be differentiated from thea 
old is missing from this section. 

x ~ 

A-67 
2.9.100.04.b.2.b) - T-I I 1  is a brand name. Can we come up with a generic term? . 

. > _  > ' . , - A-67 
2. 
Reinstate the strike~ut' "but are net !imited tc." This !ahgnage provides f!euihi!ity In. the event 

. . . . . . . . 
. . something has been humanly overlooked. . ' - .. . . .  . . . . . .. 

. . 
. . . . .  

A-68 - .  
. . . . , - .  . . 

. . : . 



A-69 
3. Trees. All the language regarding tree removal should be moved to demolitions. 

A-69 
15. SECTION 2.9.100.04 - ALTERATION OR NEW CONSTRUCTION PARAMETERS AND 
REVIEW CRITERIA FOR A HPAB-LEVEL HISTORIC PRESERVATION PERMIT (p. A-69) 
Re: Subsection "b-2(k)" Garages -- What if primary structure is classified as Non-historic1Non- 
contributing? There seems to be a conflict here with 2.9.100.03-1. 

A-70 
' . 

2.9.100.04.b.3.a) - typos 

A-70 
16. SECTION 2.9.100.04 - ALTERATION OR NEW CONSTRUCTION PARAMETERS AND 
REVIEW CRITERIA FOR A HPAB-LEVEL HISTORIC PRESERVATION PERMIT (p. A-70) 
Re: Subsection "b-3(1) - Typo; rewrite to correct grammar: 

. - 

3C . - 
A-72 80 

. . . . New e. 
,7 
< 

"Involves removal of a historically significant tree." I 

3 
Reinstate the strikeout with this procedural correction: ". . City's receipt of official notification from 6) 

I ,  l'fl the State Historic Preservation Office that a nomination has been received for review. a 
Nominations are first reviewed by the State Historic Preservation Office and the State  ist tor ice 
Preservation Consulting Committee. If approved by the Consulting Committee, a nomination is 
then forwarded to the Keeper of the National Register of Historic Places for review. The process 
begins at the time the SHPO accepts the nomination. 

- .  . 

* .  
A-73 
2.9.1 10.03.b.3 - Clarify that it applies only if the Nomination is silent on the issue. . _ . - 

A-74 
. . - . , . . . 

Following g., , . . . . .  
. .. 

If a buyer is interested in purchasing the historic resource in place, and 'an owner'isunwilling to 
sell it, then this new language provides a disincentive to maintain the integrity of the resource . . 

and the district,if any,where it is located. The new lancjuage needs to be struck and alternative 



A-7 5 
2.9.1 10.04 
Following c. 
Reinstate the strikeout: "Documentation materials shall he the property of the City or its designee. 
The HAB. shall determine where the documentation is to be deposited and where any artifacts, 
architectural features, materials, or equipment saved from the building are to be stored." If there 
is no depository for the documentation, then there is essentially no documentation. Consequently, 
this strikeout nullifies the documentation language above. If the challenge is salvage storage, than 
craft new language that addresses disposition of salvaged materials. 

A-7 6 
17. SECTION 2.9.1 10.06 - TEMPORARY STAY OF .DEMOLITION BUILDING PERMIT FOR 
PUBLICLY-OWNED HISTORIC RESOURCE SUBJECT TO A PENDING NOMINATION FOR 
LISTING IN THE NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES (p. A-76) 
General question concerning this process - how do publicly-owned buildings end up on the 
National Historic Registei, given the requirement of approval by the "Owner"? In this case, who 
exactly is the Owner? If any member of the public submits a nomination, that does automatically 

. . . . .  confer approval?', , . - A - 

!z 
Side comment to this issue, referencing Footnote 7 on. p. 107 of the Staff Report: I'm not c r a z y I  - 
about the idea of handing out an informational pamphlet with demolition permits; it seems to me[lO 
that if i t i s  legal for an applicant to demolish a structure, then he or she should be free to do sod < 
unimpeded. Also, I don't know how much staff time & money would be spent on developing and, 
printing these informational brochures, but am not convinced that it all couldn't be put to better use- 
somewhere else. 

D 
G) 
rn 
2 - 

A-7 6 
I sent in written testimony earlier today. On further examination of the materials I realized that it 

R 
does . . indeed include the provision I sought to create a temporary stay of demolition for structures 
nominated to the National Register of Historic Places. I still would prefer the broader version that 
would' place such properties under all applicable 2.9 provisions. Perhaps it is in there. 
: - . - - .  
A-7 7 
2.9.1 10.06.a.4 - Eliminate hangiilg "and" at the end. - . . 

I 

A 7Q . . .  . . . . . . no# w 

2.9.120.03.a - ~ o i h c a n  you evaluate for1'future listingn if ydu're only looking at the site it is. 
departing? . . .  . . . .  .. . 

. . .  ... . . . . .  . . .  . . ... . . .  . . t  : . . . : , . '  . . 
A-7 9 . . 



Register of Historic Places historic resource at its new site shall be processed through state and 
federal procedures." Moving a National Register listed resource may remove the resource from 
the National Register of Historic Places. To be consistent with other aspects of the code, this 
section needs to mention that there may be other ramifications of the proposed change over 
which the review body has no jurisdiction. 

If the HAB. feels a decision of the Director fails to adequately safeguard historic resources, how 

do . . they appeal a decision below? 

A-84 
Section 3.31.20 (p. A-84) Permitted uses. uses for HPOs shall be the same as for underlying 
development? What does this mean? Aren't historic standards higher? Are houses that are so 
old they fall outside the period of significance for a National Register Historic District still under 

. the. purview of the historic ordinance? Is it possible for them to not be under the historic 
guidelines? Wouldn't it be ironic if they were the houses where the greatest alterations were 

. - allowed?- . .- - - , . -  

A-88 a 

E 
=r - 

. 4.0.40.f. - Is this w i t ho~ t~ res~ec t  to the age of the imprints? ER 
.. 

c .  

7. 
A-88 

< 
I 

18. SECTION 4.0.40 PEDESTRIAN REQUIREMENTS (p. A-88) 9 
Re: Subsection "f": How is the City going to enforce this? It appears to be entirely on t h e 0  

m Contractor's honor to report any stamps that are found, rather than just demolishing them &then, 
reporting that none were found. =b 

t A J  





From: Fred Towne, Senior Planner 

To: Planning Commission 

Date: February 8, 2006 

Re: Additional Comment Received on LDT05-00001 

Attached are the additional comments received since ~ e b r u a r ~  3, 2006, onthis Land 
Development Code Text Amendment addressing HistoricPreservation Provisions. ' 
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February 6,2006 

Thank you for seeking for public input at the planning Commission meeting on January 
25,2006. We appreciate the questions you asked, and we also appreciate your leaving the 
record open so we can provide additional testimony. We believe there are still some substantial 
problems remaining in the current draft of thechapter 2.9 Code revisions. 

. . 

The process of revising the historic preservation provisions has now taken many months, 
and we don't h o w  how many additional resources the City is willing to spend to continue. . 
The latest draft of revisions is an improvement over the existing Code. It codorms to state and 
federal law, Exemptions and Director-Level decisions are explained, and the application process 
is clearly laid out. However, ifthe Planning Commission is willing to persist, we think there are 
still key opportunities for improvement. We are committed to furthering the cause of historic 
preservation in Corvallis and are willing to provide whatever help we can. 

We present six specific proposals for Planning Commission improvements during the 
present legislative process. They are detailed in the following pages: 

A. Improving Quasi-Judicial review: 
1. To make the review criteria and process clearer and more objective 
2. To clarify City policy about difgeremtiatiimg addi%icsras 0.11) 
3. To separate out the CoHege Hill Historic District in the LDC 0.12) 

B. Dealing with some broader policy decisions: 
4. To correct mistakes in historic district'nomijma~rgns (p.4) 
5, To balance energy conservation versus historic presewatiow b.4 
6. To change RS-20 zoning ijn our residential historic district - 0 . 5  1. 

In the next few pages we will provide some background and detail suggestions for greater 
clarity and objectivity. In addition to suggestions for making the code clearer and more 
objective, we have a fiamework we wodd like to suggest for historic preservation decision 
malting. We believe it wiU help to ensure a reasonable cost benefit relationship. We think this, 
model will use City resources efficiently, be easy for landowners to understand and result in 
consistent application. In the end we think it will result in better protection of resources by 
encouraging compliance. Finally, we would like to suggest some policy modifications that may 
help the historic preservation process. 

Our observatio~ls and suggestions are presented in four major sections of this document: 

I. SITUATION ANALYSIS AND PROPOSED SOLUTIONS @-2) 
II. PROPOSED QUASI-JUDICIAL PiEVlEW ETRAkEWORK (p.5) 
111. CLEAR AW OBJECTWE QUASI-JUDICIAL REVIEW CRITERIA (p.8) 
IV. S U m Y ,  CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE IMPLICATIONS (p.13) 



I. SITUATION ANALYSIS AND PROPOSED SOLUTIONS 

The College Hill Neighborhood Association (CHNA) is a volunteer membership 
organization that has several purposes. We are concerned about maintaining our community 
along the lines of the Cowallis 2020 Vision Statement. As a community we value livability as 
well as historic preservation and get involved in issues like schools, parking, traffic, etc. 

A. Goals . . 

The creation of the College Hill West Historic District was a City of Corvallis initiative. 
The City promoted the idea to our neighborhood. CKNA surveyed neighborhood opinion and 
concluded that there was insufficient opposition to stop the nomination under federal guidelines. 
We accepted the City's promises and allowed them to go forward, despite some opposition. 

. . 
Our historic preservation goalis to maintain the historic ch&acter of the College Hill 

West Historic District. This is a traditional residential neighborhood which is representative of 
the growth of Cornallis westward from 1905 to 1945. 

CHNA m t s  to increase residents' understanding of and participation in historic 
preservation. Recently, we solicited about $5000 in private funds to finance the installation of 
street signs to alert realtors, contractors, and new home buyers that they are in a historic district 
where there may be extra responsibilities. With the generous help of Ross Parkerson and 
Carolyn VerLinden, we created a historic brochure to guide residents and others through the 
neighborhood. We also try to promote the values of the historic district to residents by leading 
an annual tour through the neighborhood and by selling sets of notecards at annual meetings 
featuring Ross Parkerson's sketches of various homes in our historic district. 

B. Successes , . 

We conclude that the overall historic charactei of the .neighborhood has remained stable 
since the creation of the historic district despite some approved and unapproved alterations to 
homes. It was in good shape then, and it has not deteriorated much. Mostly, this is due to inertia 
and the tradition A n g  ho-rn6owners in the neighborhood to "keep the neighborhood nice." 

C. Problems 

We have identzed several problems. We would like to work with the City to eliminate 
these and other problems in the future. 

NEGLECT The first problem is the failure to protect a few properties which are suffering 
fiom neglect. The poster child is 255 1 NW Arnold. This small Historic/Contributing house 
became vacant not long after the creation of the historic district and has been allowed to 
deteriorate since then. At this point, it is an open question as to whether or not this property can 
be saved. It was recently sold so the new owner can't be held accountable for the actions of the 
previous landlord. Without consuIting the HPAB, the new owner has cleared the lot of trees ancl 
landscaping and put up a construction fence. 

2 



A one-by-one analysis of neglected properties reveals that most are rentals. Some old 
houses in College Hill near campus are perceived by landlords as attractive business 
opportunities. Treatment of these properties is motivated by profit concerns and not historic 
preservation. The houses produce revenue and are depreciated until they are worthless. Then 
the owner replaces them with something new, which is a better use of the land in the mind of the 
owner. This process of "deliberate" destruction started many years ago, and we have seen it 
advance during the past 10 years around ow borders. In fact, the recent loss of historic integrity 
to the south and east helped the consultants draw the boundaries for the College Hill West 
Historic District where they did. There is nothing in the proposed process that encourages 
improvements and investments in rental properties. 

AVOIDANCE We wish that every owner would go through the historic permit process. 
We acknowledge that there is a high level of nonparticipation; that is, many changes are m d e  
without permits. It is a widely held view that the most dutiful people get the most grief fiom 
historic review, and the least compliant get fiee ride. Many times the changes go unnoticed 
because the owners were careful to do a good job, but in a few cases the results are lamentable 
and could have been prevented. 

Historic preservation of homes involves deliberate choices: the decision to list the home 
on a historic register, the decision to comply with goals and standards, and the decision to 
comply with procedures. To do the right thing, people must understand the issues and must 
desire to participate. 

LACK OF UNDERSTANDING The word has not gotten out regarding boundaries and 
.requirements to those who want to make changes to historic properties. These include: 
residents, home buyers, landlords, realtors, and contractors. Many of these "change agents" 
don't understand either where om historic district is or w h t  the requirements are. 

BEW~PYFIONS ;PB30W THE EI~SIFQHUC BRESERYA~ON ADVISORY BOMW There is a high 
level of social interaction in the College Hill neighborhood: annual meetings, block parties, 
newsletters, etc. Bad experiences with the HPAB are discussed frequently when people get 
together, and this is cause for a morale problem. Although Peter W. Ball is discussing his 
experience in Avery-Helm, his attitudes are representati~~e of some in our neighborhood. (See . 
our MPEEVIDE A or S t a s  Q-2) Based on our experience over the past few years, we believe 
that there is enough organized opposition to the WAB that ifthe City were to propose the 
formation of the College Hill West Historic district today, the application would be stopped 
short, just as it was in North College Hill. 

Imposition of bist~ric district desigmtisn by the City is sm&mded ~ z n d a t e  to 
implement public policy. In the College Hill West Historic District, arivate prouertv owners are 
the stewards of historic resources. To get ownen to do the job well requires improving their 
-knowledge, attitudes, and morale. Tlne City must provide leadership through clear and objective 
laws, and a few changes in City policy would also help. We have soine additional suggestions 
which are discussed at the end of this propcsal the SUMkMPY, COi'=JCLUSIOPIS Al\D 
W W  IIMFLICATIONS section, but we will focus here on solutions relating directly to the 
current legislative process. These are the essence of our proposal. 

3 



CLEAR AND O B J E C ~  LAWS Last spring, the main charge to the HPAB from Ken 
Gibb was to make the Code clearer and more objective. This will overcome many problems, 
including: lack of understanding of the code, avoidance'of the historic permit process, control 
over HPaB discretion, negative perceptions, and ultimately control over "bad" changes to 
historic resources. Please see a continued discussion of this issue in "CLEAR AND OBJECTIVE 
QUASI-JUDICIAL REVIEW CRITERIA" on p. 10 and the £kamework "PROPOSED QUASI- 
JUDICIAL REVIEW FRAMEWORK" on p. 6. 

CHANGES IN CITY POLICIES Increasing clarity in the cunent draft required minor policy 
decisions to be made in the Code to reduce uncertainty about operational procedures, particularly 
for the St& In the process of clarification, a few broader policy decisions were also made: 
right-of-ways, Preservation versus Rehabilitation, limits on historic protection, claims of 
hardship, etc. At this point we see a need to clarify three more policy issues in 2.9: 

How do we correct mistakes in historic district nominations? 
* How do we reconcile energy conservation with historid preservation? 
* How do we resolve the conflict in the College Hill West Historic District 

between RS-20 zoning and historic preservation regulations? 

e Correcting Mistakes in Listings In determining historic significance for a structure or 
element, it may be necessary to consult the nomination paperwork. Unfortunately, the 
consultants the City hired made many, many errors in their paperwork on important issues in r: 

=I= 
CollegeHill West. One problem is with date of construction, which determines whether or not 
the structure is Historic and/or Contributing. For example, the garage at 121 NW 3 l* was 7 
identified as Historic/Contributing although was less than ten years old! Other mistakes involve e 
unrecognized second story additions and even mistaken identity of the owner. I 

a 
D The mistakes falsely document the historic value of properties and may cause inappropriate 0 

decisions to be made to protect them Owners should have means of recti@ing the rn 
naistakes, at least in City decisions, and the process for correction should be made clear A 

' VI 
(and easy) in the Code. o 

Energy Conservation Our country and our City have placed a high priority on energy 
conservation. This is an important issue for those buildings we want to last for a very, very long 
t h e  as annual energy savings can really add up. Credible authority tells us that the cost of 
heating and maintaining a building adds up to 80% of the total cost of a building over its life, 
while the cost of construction is 20%. 

We believe homeowners value energy efficiency. Homes that are warm and don't cost a lot to 
heat will attract families who will want to Live in and maintain them. Thus, the energy-efficient 
historic homes will 'se proie~ted for a longer $ h e .  . 

Corvallis should decide how to merge the goals of historic preservation and energy 
conservation. The conflict in the arena of energy efficient windows is quite obvious. We believe 
for historic districts, a compromise should be made on a codbenefit basis. We propose that 
energy efficient windows that truly maintain the external appearance of the original sashes, at a 
distance of 25 feet, should be allowed subject to Director-Level review. In the College Hill West 



~ i s t b r i c  District, most sashes are painted, and they look the same whether made of wood or other 
materials. Substitutes which change the appearance and are merely cheap should not be favored. 

o High Deasity Zoning Historically, College Hill was a residential neighborhood. The 
neighborhood school and churches were the only exceptions. At some point late in the 20" 
Century, in order to increase densification, zoning was changed in a few spots to High-Density 
RS-20 zoning. That zoning conflicts with historic preservation by motivating owners to make 
big changes &om the historic residential character of the neighborhood. Now would be a good 
time to resolve that conflict. 

11. PROPOSED QUASI-JUDICIAL REVIEW FRAMEWORK 

 h he section on Exemptions 2.9.40 and Director-Level historic permit decisions 
2.9.180.03 are pretty clear and objective, and they specify appropriate treatments for merent  
situations. However, in the Quasi-Judicial section of the current draft, many things are lumped 
together. First, "alterations" and "new construction" were combined in HPAB workshops last 
summer in spite of the fact that there are different preservation logics for these two types of 
changes and in spite of Staff advice to the contrary inherent in the original draft of the revisions. 
Second, under the blanket rubric of "historic resources," the HPAB applied the same approach to 
individually-listed properties, Nonhistoric/Noncontributing properties, publicly-owned 
properties, trees, outbuildings, back yards, etc. in spite of the fact that each type deserves a 
dserent  level of historic protection 

The purpose of the following proposal is to disaggregate the Quasi-Judicial decision 
making process so that the appropriate treatment is afforded to each designated historic resource. 
We don't believe it is desirable to use a "one size fits all" approach which will sometimes 
impose standards that are too high and at other times, m y  apply standards which are too low. 

-A 

While charied &th historic protection, the Quasi-Judicial Body will, in fact, also be 
making broader land-use decisions that establish the best use of 5004- properties worth hundreds 
of millions of dollars. Ultimately, their decisions require a kind of Cost / Benefit analysis. Four 
elements are involved: 

A. Degree of Proposed Change to Historic Resource 
B. Historic Significance of Resource 
C. Nistoric Preservation GoaB for Difierent Resources 
D. Latitude of Flexibility in Different Situations 

These topics are also explained in fiurther detail in section IIIA of this document. 



. . 

A. Decree of Change to Historic Resource 

The proposed Quasi-Judicial framework begins with a list of different changes that an- 
owner may want to make to a historic resource. Changes allowed under Section 2.9 include: 

Little Change 
Repair of Existing Resource lr‘ 
Restoration of Existing Resource I 
Alteration: addition or removal I 
Demolition or Moving of Existing Resource I 
New Construction on a Vacant Lot \1, 

Big Change 

These changes a e  arrayed from small changes to large changes, i.e. "degree of change." In the 
latest draft of 2.9 the first two levels (repair and restoration) tend to be in Exemptions or in 
Director-Level . , decisions. 

B. Historic Significance of Resource 

The next part of the framework is the overall historic value of the resource, or "historic 
significance." The underlying idea is that the level of protection should be proportionate to the 
historic value of the resource. 52 

I - 
[X1 

In the first cut at operationalizing this variable, we recognize that there are different types 7 
of "primary" structures. Consider the following array of historic significance by historic < 
resource types: I 

High Value 
National Public Treasure (Monticello, US Capitol, etc.) 'I' 9 
Individual Listings in Corvallis I G) 

m 
~istor&/~ontr ibut in~ Properties in Historic Districts I ..A 

I VI 
HistoricNoncontributing Properties in Historic Districts N 

Nonhistoric/Noncontributing Properties in Historic Districts I 
Vacant Lots in Historic Districts J/ 

Low Value 

The last two, Nonhistoric/Noncontributing and vacant lots, have little or no historic value worthy 
of  protection They just happened to be in the wrong place at the wrong time when a historic 
district was created. In our opinion, few structures in Corvallis, if any, are national public 
treasures. Are there any? 

addition to the prkmary stmc@ure, vmious stn~ctwres on a propet=@ czn also he rdkei! in 
terms of priority in regard to historic significance. 

High Value 
Primary structure 'T' 
Secondary structure (if any) 
Outbuildings 
Sidewaks 
Landscaping and gardens 

I 
I 
I 

J/ 
Low Value 



Exceptions such as Bill Hewlett and Dave's Packard's garage in Palo Alto notwithstanding, most 
secondary buildings and landscaping have less historic value than the primary structure on a 
property. Thus, not all of these resources deserve historic protection. Certainly this is true of 
metal garden sheds fkom Krnart. (Another exception: Sometimes sites like Gettysburg are fhe 
historically ~ i g ~ c a n t  resource, and structures are less signif"1cant. However, most of the 500 or 
so designated historic resources in Corvallis are significant because of the primary structures.) 

C. Historic Preskrvatiora Goals for Different Resources 

The next part of the framework is determining 'the historic preservation goal for a ' 
particular resource. Goals are logically different for "historic" and "nonhistoric" and for 
"contributing7 and "noncontributing" properties in a historic district. ~omet&es the goal is 
maintenance -and other times It is mitigation. .These divergent 'goals include: 

- . .  

Rehabilitation = maintain integrity in repairs and additions 
Restoration = improve integrity and compatibility . . 
Removal = eliminate incompatibility 

Goals d s e r  depending on the- degree of change proposed and the historic significance of 
the resource. See TABLE 1. Historic preservation goals are not appropriate in situations 
labeled 'TIN.'' Compatibility with the primary structure is sometimes tbe goal; compatibility 
with the district is the goal other times. In a few cases dserentiation is a g o d  Finally, Quasi- 

E 
=r 
11111 

Judicial review criteria may be necessary to determine the goal. 03 
==i 

TABLE 1 explains why different are appropriate for adjoining properties in a < 
I 

historic district. Goals are specified for each combination of level of change and historic value. 3 
There are many dSerent possibilities. For a national public treasure which has high value, strict B 
preservation is appropriate in making repairs, and new primary construction is not applicable a 

rn 
because the treasure & the primary structure. For a vacant lot -with no historic value, there are no ' a 
repairs to be b e e ,  and compatibility with the surrounding district is likely the appropriate goal 

"Flexibility" is not the same as "arbitrary" or "capricious." Flexibility means dif3ereni 
prescribed rules for Werent situations. We believe that Quasi-Judicial decisions in all of the 
multiple situations should be regulated by clear and objective criteria. 

There are general s-taridards which we compare to proposed changes, for example: 

Original size 
Original style 
Original materials 
Original orientation 
etc. 

Relative to stated standards, the language in the code uses terms like "match," "minimal impact," 
"smaller than,'' "consistent with," "compatib1e w&," etc. 



TABLE 1 

GOALS FOR QUASI-JUDICIAL DECISIONS INVOLVING PRIMARY STRUCTURES* 

NEW PRIMARY 
CONSTRUCTICIN 

N A  

N A  

N A  

N A  

Manage Compatibility 
W/ District 

Manage Compatibility 
W/ District 

Resource Type 

NATIONAL 
PUBLIC 
TREASURE 

INDIVIDUAL, 
LISTING 

HuTsPine/ 
CONTR~BUTINQ 

HISTORIC/ 
NONCONTRIBUTING 

NC~NFKISTORIC/ 
NONCONTRIBUTING 

VACANT 
LOT 

:'' Review criteria are developed in Section IIIA of this document. 

DEMOLITION 

Prohibit Demo. 

Restrict Demo. 

Restrict Demo. - 
Depends on 
Review criteria 

Allow Demo. - 
Depends on 
Review Criteria, 
Esp. Integrity 

Encourage Demo. 
Mitigation 

N A  

REPAIR 

Strict Preservation 

Rehabilitation 

Rehabilitation 

Rehabilitation 

N A  

N A  

RESTORATION 

Conform to Original 

Conform to Original 

Conform to Original 

1. Conforin lo Original 
2. Mitigate Integrity 

1. Conform to Original 
2. Codorln to District 

N A  

ALTERATIONS & 
ADDITIONS 

Linlit Alteration - 
1. Conform to original 
2. Differentiate Addition 

Allow Alteration - 
1. Conform to Original 
2. Differentiate Addit ion? 

(Review Criteria) 
Allow Alteration - 
1. Conform lo Original 
2. Compatible w1District 

Allow Alteration - 
1. Conform to Original 
2. Compatible w1District 

Allow Alteration - 
1. Comnpatible wIOriginal 
2. Compatible w1District 

N A  



Changes always require some degree of flexibility or discretion. The question is, how 
much deviation fi-om the standard will be allowed in a particular case? We believe that the 
appropriate Quasi-Judicial decision will be in favor of flexibility in some cases and in fhvor of 
strict adherence to standards in other cases. See TABLE 2 which shows the desirable levels of 
flexibility or restriction. In all, decisions depend on review criteria which are discussed in 
section IIIA of this document so it is extremely important they are also made clear and objective. 
However, in some cases more latitude is allowed. 

E. Final Cornmeats 

The emphasis in this PROPOSED QUASI-JUDICIAL REVIEW FRAMEWORK is on 
the general case rather than the exception. Most historic properties in Corvallis are privately- 
o w e d  residences in historic districts. Publicly-owned national treasures, important 
archeological sites, and fiimous garages - significant as they are -- are also rare. These 
exceptions should not .drive the usual process. Exceptions can be specified as exceptions in the 

. .  . . Code ks necessary. 

It is lmpoamt to note that there is no implication in this fiamewrsrk to prevent a 
concerned owner from applying higher standards in terms of preservation goals or more 
restrictiveness than specified by the Code. It simply applies a costknefit analysis to creating 
targets which reflect equitable public policy and reasonable regulations for the usual situation. 

111. CLEAR AND OBJECTIVE QUASI-SUDPCUH, REVIEW CRPTEN,A 

In spite of Ken Gibb's original charge, the biggest remaining probiem in the draft is a 
lack of clear and objective standards for the Quasi-Judicial Body to use in W g  their 
decisions. We agree with EPAB Member Steve Gadd's assessment about the process to date: 

Examples of misdirected time: Not enough time spent on developing clear 
and objective review c~iteria so applicants could better understand 
how to get theirproposaZs approved (See our M P E N D E  B or Staff P-23 1). 

We would like to make the Code more user-friendly and transparent for the Quasi-Judicial body, 
the City S t a  the property owners, and everybody else to use 

The concept is illustrated by the following example taken Erom the Joint Work Session 
Minutes ficorn November i6,2005 and discussed in the previous CHNA testimony. (Ht may not 
be the perfect example, but it is in the public record and it represents other scenarios that are not 
in the public record.) It appears that "gateway" is being applied as a historic review criterion. 
(SEE our APPENDIX C or the S t e s  P-236) We can accept the general concept of "gateway;" 
that's not the problem. If it is going to be used, we want it stated in the Code. Pulling review 
criteria out of thin air does not work for anyone involved. 



TABLE 2 

LATITUDE OF FLEXIBILITY IN QUASI-JUDICIAL DECISIONS INVOLVING PRIMARY STRUCTURES* 

Resource T p e  

NATIONAL 
$UBLIC 
TREASURE 

Restrictive Restrictive and 
Proscriptive 

Restrictive and 
Proscriptive 

Depends on 
Review Criteria 

Slolnewhat Rigid Somewhat Rigid 

Hlorowlc/  
CONTRIBUTING 

Flexible 

HssroRle/  
NONCONTRIBUTING 

Flexible 

Slomewlmt Rigid 

Flexible 

Depends on 
Review Criteria 

N.A. I N.A;. 

Depends on 
Review Criteria 

N.A. 

Depends on 
Review Criteria 

Depends on 
Review Criteria 

* Review criteria are developed in Section IIIA of this document. 

Depends on 
Review Criteria 

Prohibitive 

Somewhat Restrictive 

Depends on 
Review Criteria 

Depends on 
Review Criteria 

Very Flexible 

NEW PRIMARY 
CONSTRUCTION 

N.A. 

N.A. 

N.A. 

N.A. 

Depends on District 
Compatibility 

Depends on District 
Compatibility 



For everyone to see, we would like to include in the Code a list of all the various review 
criteria that the Quasi-Judicial Body will use in making historic review decisions. We should 
consider including all of the following: 

1. "Degree of Change" Criteria 
2. Historic Significance and Integrity criteria 
3. Some Non-Historic Criteria 

The resulting list would be approved by the Planning Commission and City Council so that the 
approved list will give necessary direction as to the community's values. 

"DEGREE OF CHANGE" CRITERIA The Quasi-Judicial Body's Review Criteria in 
Section 2.9.100.04. seem to guide the decision about how much change will be allowed to 
historic resources. 

1. . Compatible with designated resources (structures .and district) : , . . 
. . 2. Minimal impact to primary faqade or on primary structure 

3. Compatible in proportion, detailing, materials, type, etc.' 
4. Consistent with design, style or architectural details 
5. Smaller than existing structure 
6. Match pitch and structure of roof 
7. Compatible with building orientation 
8. Consistent with existing development patterns 

In addition, review criteria used by the Staff should also be specified as review criteria 
for the Quasi-Judicial Body. The following are a "first cut" at identifying "Degree of Change" 
review criteria implicit in Exemptions and Director-Level decisions; they were taken  om 
Section 2.9.90 and 2.9.100.03 of the draft of the revised code. 

9. Reversibility and removability 
1 0. Visibility 

~BISTORTC SIGNIFICANCE AND INTEGFUTY CRITERIA There exists a list of commonly 
used historic significance criteria which elaborate historic value. Variations are included in 
2.2.40.05bl and b2 of the latest draft revision (in Chapter 2.9 of the existing Code). They are 
also in 2.0.100.01clc1a-d relating to trees, but it is not clear now that the criteria will be used by 
the Quasi-Judicial Body to make decisions about changes to buildings or how they will be used. 

1 1. Historic integrity 
12. Association with significant historic events 
13. Association with significant persons, groups or institution 
14. Distinctive characteristics 
1 5. Prime example 
16. Work of master 
17. High artistic value 
18. Source of information about history or prehistory 
19. Significant contribution to historic character 
20. Visual landmark 

9 



B.A. Beirle's list fiom the January 25, 2006 Planning Commission seem to parallel the list 
immediately above (ie. items 11-20). 

Review criteria used by the Staff should also be specified as review criteria for the Quasi- 
Judicial Body to elaborate historic significance. The following are a "first cut" at identifying 
"Historic Value" review criteria implicit in Exemptions or Director-Level decisions; they were 
taken -from Section 2.9.70 and 2.9.100.03 of the draft of the revised code. 

21. Designated or called-out 
22. Non-contributing status - . 

SOME NBN-HISTORIC DECISION CRITERIA Public policy requires that our City should 
attempt to achieve many goals, and sometimes divergent goals must be balanced. The following 
two criteria must be considered when making decisions about protecting historic properties 

. 23. code requirements and, safety concerns 
'24. Livability: energy cdnservation, heating /cooling, satellite dish, handicapped 

Simply stated, sometimes these are more important than historic preservatioa Of course "whenyy 
must be specified in the Code. 

S ~ I M A L R Y  So f a  we have identified 24 review criteria, some of which are subordinate 
to others. They can be distilled and prioritized to form a comprehensive, but parsimonious, list 
which suits the policy desires of the citizens of Corvallis. There is a cbance that the first list of 
criteria will be too short and.that a few mistakes might slip through. However, we believe the 
benefits of clarity overwhelm that possibitity: Besides, if an omission bas been made, it can be 
corrected laterthrough the legislative ,process so that it will not cause a problem again. 

. . 

B. Define and Operationalize Oaaasi-Judicial Decision Criteria 

We recommend the following process to make review criteria more objective: 

Step 1 : Define - look to authorities and our joint experience, 
codify in Section 1.6 of the Code 

Step 2: Operationalize - identlfjr a means of measurement, 
which can be verified 

Step 3 : Spec* and apply parameters for making judgments 

Consider the following simplistic and hypothetical example. "Landmark" is #20 in the list of 
Q~asi-Judicial review criteria and was discussed at HPAE3 workshops last summer. 

STEP 1 The concept is defined after consuPting authoritative sources, and let's imagine 
the following dekition is adopted and the definition is hcluded in Section 1.6. 

",4 prominent idenhfiing feuhdre of a landscape which has been identiJied 
for historic protection by bhe C i v  of Cowallis andplaced on an upproved list." 



STEP 2 In the case of landmarks, a prescribed list is the basis of measurement. The list 
encapsulates the concept of "landma&" and ranks resources in declining order of 
"landmarkness." Historic advocates prepare the list and then get it pruned and approved by the 
City Council with public input. In our opinion, compared to national treasures.such as 
Monticello or Colonial Williamsburg, there shouldn't be too many of5cial historic landmarks in 
Corvallis, but the approved list might include: 

Benton County Courthouse 
OSU Memorial Union 
First Presbyterian Church 
Sycamore trees on Harrison Boulevard 

(As an aside, the blanket of "historic designation" is not a good measure of prominent historic 
landmark, because there are many other reasons that a structure can be designated. For example, 

' 

most Nonhistoricl Noncontributing homes in historic districts, although "designated historic 
' ' 

resources" are not "prominent historic landmarks.") 

STEP 3 The list of landmarks is used to determine "prominent historic landmark'' status 
of any resource. That is, either a particular structure meets the minimum threshold (ie. on the 
official list) or else it is not. The owner, the Qtusi-Judicial Body, the Staff, and everyone else 
can check the list to see if Fred Meyer or Jim's old garage is a "prominent historic landmark." Fn 

X - 
97. Additions Dzferentiated from Historic Gomst~anc~oan a 

7 
An unsettled "clarity" issue in the existing code is how to apply Guideline #9 from the < 

Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation to additions: I 

2 
"the new work will be dzyerentiated from the old." Gl 

m 
.A 

This guideline does not speck& answers to questions such as: How?, When?, By whom?, or VI 
How much? Under federal law, the City of Corvallis has considerable latitude in determining . CD 

how the guideline will be applied here. Historic significance should be considered. ~ lex ib i l i t~  ' 
should be allowed for low value resources, and restriction should be greater for high value 
resources. 

Rigid adherence makes sense for highly significant national treasures, like Monticello, 
which are studied by scho1ars. Differentiation makes less sense for a private home in a historic 
district, especially when that home would not qualify for an individual listing on its own. Many 
homes in College Hill and Avery-Helm were designed by local carpenters simply trying to get 
the job done -- and without much thought to style or design. In such cases, it would be more 
ir~dpommt i~ meet the ahemie goal of presem-iag die liis~oric character of "Lire districts by 
maintaining the integrity of the home's basic design than to differentiate the addition. 

TABLE 4. and TABLE 2 outline how to deal with this issue in the column "Alterations 
and Additions." Guideline #9 was written for structures of key historic significance Like local or 
national public treasures. Certainly it has no relevance at all for sitnactwes which are designated 
no~or i c /noncon t~bu thg .  



For individually listed properties, the historic review criteria should be applied. In this 
case, the relevant criteria are #15, #16, and #17 (p.11). If the artistry or architectural design of the 
building is the basis for its historical significance, viewers might need to understand the 
dserence between the new and the old. On the other hand, if the basis for historic value was an 
event or a person, or happening to lie within the boundaries of a historic district, the 
differentiation of the addition may be meaningless. 

We should consider costs and benefits. For most homes in historic districts (with the 
exception of those which are also individually listed), compromising the design of the house will 
have a more negative effect on protecting the historic character of the district than the value 
created by the dserentiation of the addition. For changes to such homes, an alternative to 
imposing limitations on owner's desire for integrity of the home would be to differentiate ' 
changes thmugh documentation in files recorded . . either a t  the City level or.the national level. .: . . . .  . . .  . . . . .  , . . . . . . . . . .  - . _  . . . . . . . . .  . : . . .  . . .  . . . . . . .  . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  . . .  . . . .  . .  ..... .;.. . . 

. _ /  . . _ . . . . . . . . . . . . ~  . . . .  . . , .  .- . . .  -: . . . .  . . 
. . .  

. . 
. . . . . . . . . . . .  - 

. . .  ID. -Sersarati Out ~is.koric ~istr icts  . . . . .  . . 
- . .  . . 

. . .  . . .  . - .. . . . . . .  . . . .  . , -.. . . . . . . . , . '  . . 

One problem with clarity in the Code is that many concepts have been mixed together. 
The result is confusing, certainly to laypersons. Mixing individually-listed resources with 
resources in a historic district is a big offender.. This problem needs clarificatioa 

In order to be both clearer and more objective, we would like to have a separate section in 
Chapter 2.9 which would deal with the unique aspects of historic districts, or at least the College 
Hill West Historic District. Whatever provisions are included in this section would reflect the 
values and approaches the citizens of Corvallis want to have applied to our neighborhood. When 
OSU becomes a historic district, they also intend to req~est a'separate district. with a separate 
section in 2.9. (See Vincent Martorello's letter of January 25,2006, part of which is included as 
APPENDIX D.) This was the approach they used in setting up the OSU Campus Master Plan 
which was approved by the Pl&g Commission and the City C ~ ~ c i l  in 2004. 

.-. :.: . - ' . . .  . - 
. . . . . . . . .  . . . . : . . .  . . ........ : .  . . . .  . . . . . . . .  . .  . . . . . . . . .  . . .  :. . 

. . : .  

In the rough draft of our separatehistorical se&ion,:~e would fbllowt'he &ampleof the 
format used by OSU to (1) administer its proposed National Historic District and (2) to create a 
structure for its recent Campus Master Plan. The development s f  the language would not be a 
burden (or expense) for the City because we would complete the code language following OSUYs 
format, and with the help of professional planners on the OSU planning staff. (They have 
already volunteered.) Part of this work is already completed Of course, our draft would have to 
be approved by the Staff, the Planning Commission and the City CounciL Our logic is detailed 
in the section, PROPOSED QUASI-JUDICIAL, F'RAI$/dEWOPU( on p.5. 



Iv. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE mPL3tCATIONS 

Our proposal focuses on the six suggestions listed on the first page of this document. 
Sirace the first suggestion is complex, it is intertwined in most of the discussion, but particularly 
in sections 11 and 111. The locations of the remaining five are listed by page number. In the 
document, we present some background, a decision making fiarneworlc, an explanation of clear 
and objective criteria, and in this section we wrap it up. 

Everyone involved will benefit fiom improving the Code. This would reduce the amount 
of time required by the Staff to make Historic preservation Permit decisions and the resources 
required to make them It would also improve the perception of some property owners that they 
were treated in m arbitrary manner by the MPAB, and m n y  others who now choose m t  to 
participate in the historic preservation process altogether. It would aid the HPAB in creating 
their forthcoming Historic Presewation Advisory Guidelines. It would benefit contractors and 
realtors. Finally it would benefit those who review the Quasi-Judicial Body's opinions. 
(Remember, this could be the Planning Commission!) 

To be fiank, we wony about the potential for arbitrary and unreasonable land use 
decisions. To prevent that fiorn happening, we favor clarity and objectivity in the Code. 
It is the job of a Quasi-Judicial Body to interpret our City's historic preservation laws - subject 
to our City's legislation It is not their job to interpret state md federal requirements when they 3C - 
disagree with the City Attorney. And since the judges should not be making the law in the 88 
courtroom, as it were, ow current legislation process and resulting Code will provide the Quasi- 7 
Judicial Body direction about the scope of the discretion assigned to them by the community. It < 
will streamline their job and make it easier for t h e a  It m& sometimes limit their discretion to 8 

match the standards of the community. TI > 
6, 

Beyond the current legislative process, some additional actions would be usefial. Tpl 
2 Enforcement and incentives seem to be attractive solutions, but both h v e  problems. Given Q) 

today's practical realities, strict and broad enforcement is not affordable, and truly motivational 2 

incentives will not be forthcoming. Two other solutions are discussed below. 

DESIGN OF ih QUASP-J~PCIAL BODY Great care must be taken in the desi& including 
the charge and rules for membership, of the new Quasi-Judicial Body which will make land use 
decisions for the City of Corvallis. Based on the assumption of a clear and objective set of laws 
in the Code, the job of the Quasi-Judicial Body is to interpret the law, evaluate the bgic, and 
review the evidence. 

To achieve our agreed upon goals, the Quasi-Judicial Body must make reasonable 
dzcisioix. It is critical iliai the Quasi-Judicial Body consider costs as well as benefits in 
preserving the historic character of a district. Not every old i;hing deserves historic protection - 
especially considering that the benefits are public and the costs are borne privately. The Quasi- , 
Judicial Body must make obiective decisions. The Quasi-Judicial Body wiIl be reviewing 
decisions like a co~lrt, and should not be "legislating fiom the bench." Judges must be impartial, 
that is, without conflict of interest. Judges should not be activists with personal agendas. 



The current code allows the HPAB to bring applications to itself. The advocacy role 
is a clear con£lict of interest for a Quasi- Judicial Body. The Quasi-Judicial Body must make 
consistent decisions. There is a perception that HPAB decisions are determined by the 
composition of the board on a particular evening when they should be made on the basis of 
standards. 

It is useful to have a board rather than a single judge to benefit fiom difTerent types of 
expertise and experience. Due to the creation of two historic districts, we believe that the Quasi- 
Judicial Body should include designated representatives of the two districts to ensure that . . the' 

. . .  . : .  
' owners' point of view is represented. . . .  . . .  

. . . . . . . ' .  . , . .  . . . ,  . 

Apparently decisions about thedesign of the ~uasi-Judicial Body will be made inan6th&: . . . . . . .  . . . . " .  
' 
. venue. For right now, we would like to recognize that this discussion will be an important p ' "  . . . . . . . . .  , l .  

..... o f  good outcomes. . . .  . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  . . .  . . . .  . 

EDUCA~ON 1 COMMUNICATION The forthcoming Historic Preservation Advisoiy 
Guidelines are a good idea, but to have any effect, it is essential that they are user-friendly. 
The current draft will require lots of work to provide the kind of information that users need. 

Corvallis needs a way to alert buyers about the historic status of properties. -Then new !? 
I owners should not have reason to be surprised to find that the property they have just bought is - 

encumbered. (This is a common problem.) One possibility would be to put a notation on the [10 

realtors' multiple listing service (MLS) form. This approach would require.the listing agent to 7 
fYld out about historic preservalion status, and the checked box would be a red hag for the . <. 

I 

buyers. CHNA will & to help the City make this happen ? 
t) 
rn 
2 

Q) 
h) 
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1. 

Seeburger, Kathy 
. . 

From: Peter  all [corins@tekport.com] . . .  
. . .  

Sent: Tuesday, December 27,2005 10:44 AM .. ' . . . . , 
. . . . . . .  . . . . .  . . . . .  . . . .  

I 
. '  . . . . . . . . . .  . . . -  . To: Seebu;ger, Kathy 1 . : :  -, . : ' ;:. . . '. . . . .  . . . . 

. . .  
Subject: Notice of LDT05r00001 . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . . 

I am a properiy owner of 2 partials in the Avery-Helm district, and a lifelong Cowallis resident. One properly contains an 
old house that was moved to  the current site probably around .I 948. The other propetty doesn't contain anything hisjoric 
and is a single story home that was remodeled into an office many years ago. 

I am having problems with the "quasi-judicial public hearing review process" just because I am in the district. I have s o m  
development experience in Deschutes C y t y  and a similar process there cost me many thousands and resulted in X 
having to take my plans directly to the county commissioners. I don't have any immediate plans but I am concerned 
about future tree removal. 1 was issued a permit at one time to remove a large tree that is causing damage to my 08 

That tree was supposed to be removed by the city at one time because they were going to put angled parking in front 
our office to create additional parking to help replace some parking lost during the riverfront development. That plan w q  
nixed by the historic group, B 

6) 
I am also concerned about my ability to use the property as it might meet my needs. Both "historic" properties were m 
purchased to be available for parking if I were to develop another adjacent commercially zoned partial that 1 also own. la 
have owned this property for over 15 years and have been a partial owner for many years before that. I feel strongly the 
the historic designation has reduced the value of my property. I also feel we should need to recognize the future Cr3 
expansion of downtown Corvallis since it hqs been a consistent goal to have a viable downtown. 

Lastly, I think if a community wants to encourage "historicaln preservation, the property owner ought to be given some 
incentive (tax limitation, etc) to voluntarily sign up for the program. It should not be forced on anyone. I am discouraged 
from improving my properties because of the extra time and costs. I am not one who is seeking any tax credits. Please 1 
pass this information on as comments to the proposed Land Development Code Text Amendment. Thanks far your 
consideration. 

Peter W. Ball 
Corvallis Insurance Services, Inc. 
PO Box 760 
Canallis, CR 97339-0760 
541 -757-;' 990 Phone 
541 -757- 'I 452 FAX 



APPENDIX B 

I choose to vote against the adoption of the CHAB revised chap 2.9 and associated 
chapters for the following reasons. 

In general, the CHAB has  spent a lot of theJime allowed for the revisions discussing 
methods to make the code more restrictive instead of more objective and streamlines as 
chartered by Ken Gibb 

'Accordingly, the primary goai of this proposed Text Amendment is to improve theclarity 
and objectivity of the  criteria and standards that guide land use decisions afiecting 
historic resourcesn. (June 9,2005 memorandum to the Mayor and city council from Ken 
Gibb. 

Examples of misdirected time: 
' 

Too much discussion on how the code could be written to control properties that are not . . .  
listed eithei nationally or  lodly. 

Tm much discussion on adding the Secretary of Interiors Standads  and Guidelines for 
"Preservation" when it was acknowledged that the Rehabilitation treatment indudes the 

. . . . . . .  . . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  s,hndards for preseplation. . . 
.... . . . . .  : . . , .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  . . . . 

Too much time discussing how to enforce the code rather than how to encourage 
property owners to have ownership in the process. 

Not enough 'dme discussing i tem that wuM be exempt or decided at the staffldirector 
level to streamline the process. 

.,+ Not enough time spent on developing dear and objective review criteria so applicants 
could better understand how to get their proposals approved. 

Not enough time discussing and understanding the unique circumstances that initiated 
the  listing of the College Hill West HD and the need to create a process unique to 
Corvallis and College Hill West on how to address this local situation. 

Not enough time discussing and understanding the needs of the property owners and 
their needs for energy conservation and livability. 

Not enough time spent on discussing homeowner safety and their rights and needs to 
reduce exposure to hazardous materials (lead in paint and asbestos). 



. . . . .  . . . . .  . . .  . . .  
I _ . . . . . .  .: . ... . . .  . . , .  

~ k f e r e n c i n ~  thcp&perty at 5 w s'ixth~trekt &d SW west=& ~oklovard, Mr. Giiei said the HPAB . . 

denied the iniiial application but suggested application im~overnents. . #TI& application was 
. resubmitted, addressing sdme of the. HPAB's concerns but introducing s6'rne =ew elements; the 

appiication was denied with an explanation.. The application w'as resubmitted again, several 
neighbors ofthe property testified opposing the project, and: the application was. denied agaia The 
application .was resubmitLed. ag& and the HPAB appioikd the applicationwith some conditions 

. and additiod m ~ d ~ c a t i o n s . .  The applicant withdrew one application ...aft er hearing the objectiona 
o,fncighbo&bdthe comments of  HPAB members. He said the scenario~illustrates that the HPA8 
provided consultation in conjunction with its decisions. The property is .a. gateway element to a . . . . . .  
historic district? .'kid fhe.~i*.licaiit iecbgnized the impact the goposed s k c t y e  -would have on the 
neighborhood and wanted to be a good neighbor. :The applicant worked with the HFAB to meet his I 

. . .  . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . .  . , . .  . . . .  . . . . .  . . .  
. . 

. . . . . :  . . . .  objectives. . .  .. . 'T3.  b . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . , . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . 
. . .  . . . . . . . . .  : . . . . .  . . . . . . . I . .  .................... ..: <:  . . 

. . . . 
. . .  . . . . . .  

. . 
. . , .  

i;, 
. . - .  . rn 

~ounoiVP lanning ~ o m m i . s s i o m ~ ~  work $&ion Minutes - NbGeqbei 16,. 2005 , ..' " ' . Page 627 A 
: . Q) 



APPENDIX D 

Facilities Services; 100 Adam Hall; Corvallis, Oregon 97331-2001 
T 541-737-2969 1 F 541-737-4242 1 httpYIfaweb1 .baf.ont.edu/towow/ 

, oiqoi State 
U I I I V E I S I T Y  

. . . .  

. . .  
. . . . .  .. , 

. . :  : January 25,2006 
. :" . . . . ., . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . I . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . .  . . . . 
. . . . .  . . . .  

,... . . . . . . .  . . . .  . . . .  : . . . .  . . . . . .  :.:~obert Richardson, , .\ . ;. . .  . . . . . .  
. . 

. . 
: city *f c-j;vall&. . .  . . . . . . . .  . . .  

. . . . . . .  
'. 50 1 SW  adi is on Avenue 
Corvallis, Oregon g733 1 

Re: Chapter 2.9 Update review 

Dear Bob; 

Please accept this letter as written testimony on behalf of Oregon State University (OSU). 

OSU would like to request the City Council strongly consider allowing 0SU to prepare 
i k o m  Historic Preservation Zonine Q&ir$. The language within this zoning district 
would be in accordance with OSU's pending Historic Preservation Plan (HPP). 

OSU is in the process of completing a nomination application to have a portion of its 
campus listed on the National Register of Historic Places. The Historic District will be a 
critical component of the HPP and serve a s  the catalyst for many design standards and 
zoning regulations. OSU is moving forward with its own historic preservation-zoning 
district so specific and unique features of the OSU campus are addressed more precisely. 
OSU finds that some of the language within the Chapter 2.9 update does not adequately 
address the unique needs of OSU. 

. OSU would suggest that zoning code Ianguage is prepared for each Historic District 
4- 

within the City of Corvallis (i.e., each Historic District have its own historic preservation 
zoning district). Each Historic District has unique features, character, and components. 
By establishing a series of individual Estoiic Preservztion Zoning Districts within the 
Land Development Code (LDC), the City would ensure that property owners within those 
districts have can address the specific needs of the Historic District. Chapter 2.9 provides 
a general approach to preservation. However, a general approach might not be adequate 
for the needs of each Historic District. By allowing residents to have a more specific 
voice into the creation of zoning code language, the City may reach its goal of 
encoura,&g historic preservation. It would seem home owners may be more inclined to 
become part of a Historic District if it were known that the property owners have a high 
level of influence in how the Historic District would be managed. 



Memorandum 

To: Planning Commission & City Staff 

From: Tony Howell 

Date: February 7,2006 

Subject: Comments & questions on Historic Preservation LDC Draft ~ i e n d m e n t  

In addition to the questions and issues listed below, I'm still interested in getting information on 
how tax benefits work (requirements, how much, how long, etc.), including the federal income 
tax credit for National Register properties and the local property tax freeze. 

Chapter 2.9 Historic Preservation Provisions 

2.9.1 0 (A-39): Let's clarify what is covered, especially in Districts. It took me awhile to sure that 
Non-historic1Non-contributing homes in Districts were still considered "historic resources." 

2.9.20 Purpose (A-39): I'd like to add the Secretary of the Interior Rehabilitation Standards to 
the Purpose section, so that readers don't have to go find them in another document. We could 
reference in this section how they were used, and then list the actual standards below in a 
footnote with smaller font (but at least readers would know what they are). m 
2.9.70.b Exemptions (A-44): This section (and Definitions) is probably the best place to 

X 
3C - 

discuss HPAB's recommendation that in-kind replacement of windows should only be allowed 00 
when deteriorated beyond repair. 

-. 
2.9.70.d (A-44): Add language that the installation of signs will not damage or obscure I 

significant architectural features of the structure. Tl 
b 

2.9.70.h (A-44): I think Accessory Development is appropriate for an exemption in some a 
.ill . 

capacity, especially for Non-H/Non-C. However, 200 sq. ft. may be too large for some historic -d 

situations (especially if there are cumulative exemptions). I also need info on how it relates to Q) 
-4 

4.3.30 requirement that Accessory Development is subject to same requirements as main ' -  

structure. 

2.9.70.1 (A-45): This section needs work to make the list clearer. Criterion 5 also appears to 
require a high level of expertise on the part of staff to determine. 

2.9.70.m (A-46): Fencing. Since in-kind replacement of wood fencing is already exempt, does 
this allow replacement of stone fencing (for example) with wooden fencing? Why is Removal in 
the title? 

2.9.70.p (A-47): Foundation exemption works for Non-H/Non-C and some Historic structure 
situations, but not all. Need to discuss how to protect hollow block and brick foundations, 
perhaps by requiring in-kind repair or replacement except for wood foundations. Are significant 
characteristics of foundations always listed in inventory? Wording here is very similar to 
wording in Director-Level section, so does this section restricted to those with change in 
foundation height? 



2.9.70.q (A-47): Gutters. How will staff evaluate "evidence" on similarity to what was typically 
used? Could Non-H/Non-C structures be exempt outright? 

2.9.90.02.d (A-51): Should list of required info include c.2? 

2.9.90.04 (A-51): So far I'm not convinced that we should eliminate public notice on Director- 
Level decisions, which also indirectly rules out appeals by anyone except the applicant. This 
conflicts with 2.9.90.08.a, which says a Notice of Disposition will be sent to anyone who 
submitted written comment; and conflicts with 2.1 9.30.03, which says that there are only 
appeals of discretionary decisions. 

2.9.90.06.a (A-52): Can we be more specific about where flexibility would definitely occur (as 
an incentive)? Example: currently, people frequently avoid changes that would trigger having to 
pave driveway or pave entire alley. Add language to provide flexibility related to interior 
remodels that maintain historic integrity (even though not required). Change "restored" to 
"rehabilitated." Add language related to waiving Bldg Code or other requirements that are not 
life or fire safety, sanitation, etc., where compliance with the Code would negatively impact 
historic integrity of either interior or exterior. 

2.9.90.09.b (A-57): I'd like to include language in the end of this section that the granting of a 
hardship appeal should only grant relief from those elements that cause the hardship. 

2.9.1 00.01 .c.2.b (A-60): The language of this item addressing trees adjacent to District 
currently ends up in a roundabout way being the same as 2a. What was intended? 

2.9.1 00.03 (A-60): This intro needs clarifying, since it is not obvious that the parameters for 
Director Level decisions are also the review criteria. 

2.9.100.03.a (A-61): Foundation language seems to overlap with Exemption language; does it 
only apply when elevation is raised? Why is "similar" used rather than "in-kind?" Should Non- 
H/Non-C be allowed to have any restriction on materials? 

2.9.100.03.b (A-61): Solar. Since most alleys run N-S, visibility from alley will not give much 
additional flexibility for solar (which would face south). I'd like to discuss more flexibility for solar 
facing side yards (that don't front the street), with some limits that the panels are parallel to roof 
and less than 12 in above roof (or some industry standard), as well as reversible. This would 
require panels to match the roof slope, and to be less obvious when viewed from the front. If 
panels are allowed visible from side yard, we could also reinstate "damage or obscure" 
language. 

2.9.100.03.b (A-61): Roofing. I think this should be restricted to composition shingles, or 
materials documented to have been used on fhe sfrucfure during its period of significance (see 
Beierle wording). Allowing materials used on any structure during the period is getting into 
conjectural replacement, which is not allowed elsewhere. 

2.9.100.03.e (A-61): How do the sign requirements apply to commercial buildings? Add 
requirements that the sign attachment does not damage structure, and that it does not obscure 
or replace historical features (e.g., Apperson Hall). 



. . .  
. . 

... ' 
. . . . 

. . .  . ... . . . . : . .  .: . ' 
. . 
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2.9.100.03.f (A-61): Could this language for Mechanical Equipment work as an Exemption for 
Non-H/Non-C structures? 

2.9.100.03.i (A-62): Is there language that might avoid problems with multiple small additions 
over time? 

2.9.1 00.03.j (A-62): Gutters. Add language that must be reversible. 

2.9.100.03.k (A-62): Fences. Include replacement of existing fencing. 

2.9.100.03.m (A-63): Replicating original features. This appears very discretionary, and could 
easily be conjectural, even with photo. Original building plans aren't always what was built. 
Some remodels also have historical value (shakes and curved porch roof Huffman House, fish- 
scale siding on Gorman House), and requires discretion to decide whether that should be 
sacrificed. 

2.9.1 00.03.n (A-63): AlterationsiNew Construction to later additions. What documentation 
could an applicant provide (that the proposal will not damage significant features) that would not 
result in a discretionary decision? What if the "later addition" was built to replicate the original, 
or went through a prior HPP process? Can you do an HPAB review, build it under restrictions, 
then come back under this provision and build it any way you want to? 

2.9.100.03.0 (A-63): Awnings. How do we address commercial buildings outside the 
Downtown Ped Core, which soon will have LDC Update PODS language requiring awnings? 
Some awnings are historical features or replicas, but this appears to allow all to be replaced 
with canvas. (Beierle wording covers some of the problems.) 

2.9.100.03.p (A-63): Exterior stairways. The last line requires that the design be architecturally 
compatible with the historic resource, but this makes it a discretionary decision. Example: Bldg 
Code requires taller railing on stairway and porch, but that would require modifying the pillars 
that the railings are attached to. How will staff evaluate the design and weigh trade-offs among 
different historical features? 

2.9.100.04.a.7 (A-65): Foundations. Each clause should be separated by "or." 

2.9.1 00.04.b (A-67): The Review Criteria do not address all of the Standards for Rehabilitation. 
I'd like to go through the recommendations in testimony to make sure we translate each of the 
Standards into clear review criteria. I also think including the guiding principles that underlie the 
process of weighing significance would be: very helpful, such as those in Beierle testimony (p. 
7): context, quality, quantity, and integrity. These are somewhat like the general criteria we use 
in Conditional Development, etc. 

2.9.100.04.b.l (A-67): Add section: "or c) Be essential to maintaining the structural integrity of 
the resource." 

2.9.1 00.04.b.2.c (A-68): Inclusion of "proposed new architectural elements" seems to conflict 
with requirement that "conjectural architectural details shall not be applied." 

2.9.100.04.b.2.i (A-69): What is expected if current LDC standards, such as for setbacks, 
conflict with historical lot development pattern? 



. . .  . . . . .  . .  . . . . . . . '  
. . .  . ; ' . ~ is tor ical  ~ r e s e & a t k n , ~ ~ ~ , ~ ~ a f i ,  
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Chapter I .6 Definitions 

Designated Historic Resource, Nationally-designated (A-1 0): Clarify that all properties, 
including Non-H/Non-C within District are considered designated historical resources. 

In-Kind Repair or Replacement (A-12): Consistently refer to "repair or replacement." Since 
this definition is used to establish exemptions, it needs to be very precise. How can we clarify 
this section to ensure that materials really match the originals in all significant ways, including 
decorative features? For example, double-pane windows should not be considered in-kind for 
single pane windows, and the narrow window muntins of the mid-1 800s should not be replaced 
(as an exemption) by modern width muntins. Making easy exemptions for the use of modern 
poorly-matched replacement materials reduces the motivation to make efforts to repair original 
materials. 

Chapter 2.1 9 Appeals 

2.19.30.03 (A-82): Does this mean there are no appeals of a Director Level decision, since it is 
not discretionary? (Conflicts with 2.9.90.09). If there are appeals, what is the mechanism, 
without a notice, for anyone other than the applicant to establish standing? 

Chapter 3.31 HPO !? II 
A 

3.31.10.b (A-84): "Effect and accomplish'' is rather odd wording, and needs some work. - 
m 
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From: Leanne Giordono [Igiordono@programandpolicy.com] 

~ t :  Tuesday, February 07,2006 8:42 PM 

To: Towne, Fred 

Cc: Mark Giordono; Ward 4 

Subject: HPAB Comments 

Ne own an historic/contributing home in the College Hill Historic District. Here are our com~nentslconcerns regarding 
the HPAB chap 2.9 guidelines, as well as a "wish list" to address those concerns: 

i) The city seeks homeowners to underwrite the preservation and rehabilitation of legislated "public goods", without 
reimbursement or other funding support. These guidelines comprise an unfunded mandate that places an undue burden 
In homeowners. 

We wish that I )  participatiorz would be made voluntary; and/or 2) tax refunds/credits wouM be made available fiom the 
:ityl in the event of changes that comply w/historicpresewation/rehabilitation guidelines; and 3) the guidelines would 

.,-eat public and private properties dzffeeuently. 

) The HPAB membership is unrepresentative. 

We wish that I )  7nenzbemlzip into the HPAB were held by public election (like the School Boa?-d); and/or 2) ~nembBh@ 
l z  the HPAB included a representative proportion of citizens living in the historic districts. X 

z - 
m. 3) The guidelines do not recognize the benefits of progress and the potential hazards from old methods (e.g., lead q m t ,  

tos) and materials (e.g., stripping lead paint). < 
I 

We wish that the code wozlld include I )  provisions for replacing hazardous materials and using potentially hazar-s 
1 etlzods for rehabilitation; and 2) provisioas for replacing and/or rehabilitating objects madeporn materials and 
!etlzods that a7-e extuenzely costly to replicate (e.g., forged iron-~vorl). & 

Fn 
%. .A 

) H ~ A B  does not actually provide valoable feedbacldguidance during the education process, or adviceleducation~ the 
, ublic. . 

'e wish that I )  the HPAB wozlld be held accozlntable for feeclbuckprovided during the preparation process (e.g., by 
~ i n g  held responsible for developing and presenting counter-puoposals and estimates in the event of an application 

denial); and 2) the HPAB wozlld be required toprepare and distribzlte information about historic 
~ese7vation/rehnbilitatiorz 77zaterials and methods upon request. 

5) HPAB guidelines are not really guidelines at all if you end LIP going before the KPAB, because they end up with all 
e discretion and can do anythmg they want. Based on the guidelines, the HPAB has the option of inflexibility 

, specially for h~storiclcontributing houses), which is a major disincentive against participation. 

'e wish tlzat I )  the guidelines wouldprovide some incentive for the HPAB to consider something other than their own 
~rsonnl interest in lzisto ric preservation (see the su,o,otions above for more-concrete recommendations); and 2) the 

pidelines would demons~ate tlzat the HPAB will be required to consider other factors that inflzzlence the welfcrre of the 
~i,alzborlzood and citizenry of Co7vallis, such as environment, property values, etc. 

.c you in advance for listening, and responding to, our concerns. 

:anne and Mark Giordono 
.25 N W  28th Street 





Towne. Fred 

From: 
tnt: 

.o: 

Eric Seabloom [seabloorn@science.oregonstate.edu] 
Wednesday, February 08, 2006 9:27 AM 
Towne, Fred 

Subject: LDC meeting 

Dear Fred Towne - 

I am a homeowner in College Hill and want to follow up on my comments on 

section 2.9 of the Land Development Code that I made in the HP-4B meeting 

on Sept. 13, 2005. My concerns are more relevant to versions of the LDC 

proposed by the HPAB than the latest version provided by the City 
Planning staff. I support the latest'version. 

. . .  . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  . - .  , . . .  . . . . .  . , 
, . . .  . . . .  . . . .  - . ., . . . . .  

. . 
. . " 

In brief, the main point of my comments in the meeting. wis to express iny 

concern about the HPAB shifting focus of the code toward strict 
preservation. When I purchased my home, it was under a certain set of 
guidelines and agreements from the City that allowed for making 
reasonable alterations to my home. The changes to the LDC proposed by 
the HP-B would seriously alter what is possible, and in effect, would 
alter the nature and value of my home. I find it very disconcerting that 

this board considered changes that would severely impinge on the 
property rights of homeowners in the historic district. For example, it 
appears the HPAB1s version of the code would not generally allow home 
-epair with new materials or the ability to build additions. The issue 
~f additions is of particular relevance to changing property values. 

I also expressed my sense that the overly restrictive nature of the 
HPAB1s code, with its emphasis on strict preservation, rewards property 
owners who do nothing to their houses. At the same time, it places 
roadblocks in the way of homeowners who sincerely want to rehabilitate 
their homes. The biggest threat to the historic nature of our 
neighborhoods isn't homeowners that love their homes and want to 
carefully rehabilitate and improve them; it is the gradual loss of 
historic value due to neglect and decay. 

committed homeowners should be the board's natural allies, and I think 
it is telling that it is this group is the most concerned about the 
proposed changes. In part, the apparent disconnect between the HPAB and 
the owners of historic properties in Corvallis may stem from the 
criteria for board membership. There are currently no requirements that 
historic homeowners or their neighborhood associations be represented on 

the board. This omission must be rectified. 

On September 13, the HPAB attempted to reassure me that legal code was 
necessarily complex and that the forthccming guidelines would express 
the true attitude of the current board. I found this less than 
reassuring, as it is only the legal code that will determine the 
activities that are permissible in our neighborhood. The board 
membership is transitory and guidelines are not legally binding. In 
addition, I have worked for city, state, and federal regulatory agencies 

2nd am no stranger to legal code. These documents do not have to be 
:omplex and opaque. well-written code can provide clear, concise, and 
objective guidelines and a clear statement of an overarching mission. 

I support the latest version of the historic revisions to the LDC and 
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. . . . .  . . 
. '  still have concerns about til= HPKB, as I have expressed above. 

. . . . .  

Sincerely, 

Eric Seabloom 

Eric Seabloom 
Department of Zoology 
Cordley Hall 3 0 2 9  

TEL: 5 4 1 - 7 3 7 - 3 7 0 2  
LAB: 541-737-5527  
FAX: 5 4 1 - 7 3 7 - 0 5 0 1  

Oregon State University seabloom@science.oregonstate.edu 
Corvallis, OR 9 7 3 3 1 - 2 9 1 4  
http://science.oregonstate.edu/-seabloom/ 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  



MEMORANDUM 

From: Fred Towne, Senior Planner 

To: Planning Commission 

Date: February 15, 2006 

Re: Public Comment Submitted s ince  the February 8th Planning 
Commission Hearing (LDT05-00001) 

Attached is the public comment submitted to the Planning Commission since the February 
8th public hearing on LDT05-00001, Historic Preservation Provisions. 





M E M O R A N D U M  

TO: Planning Commission and City Staff 

FROM: Denise Saunders 

DATE: February 1 1,2006 

RE: Proposed Changes to fistoric Preservation LDC Drafi Amendment 
(Chapters 2.0,2.3,2.5,2.9) 

Global changes: 

''Designated Historic Resource" is a defined term and should be capitalized throughout 

Replace "State Historic Preservation Office" with "SHPO" everywhere exist where it 
fist-~pp~xs-in the definition section 

Chapter 2.0 

2.0.50.03 a.: if the proposed changes to 2.3.30.04.k and 2.5.40.04k remain then 
adjoining p rope~y  owners should get prenotification. In addition, I suggest the following 
changes: 
4th and 5th lines: add "and persons" after ccorganizations" 
sth line77 add "property" before ccbound~es77 

2.0.50.03 b: should "or organization" be added after cccitizen7y in the second h e ?  

2.050.04. b. 1.: instead of "property owners" say "owner(s) of the property that is the 
subject of the application," otherwise "property owners" could be interpreted to mean 
adjoining or other potentially affected properties. 

Chapter 2.3 

2.3.30.04.k: do we need the first part of this clause, i.e. "If the proposed development is 
adjacent to a Historic District7'? If so, "Historic District" is not a defined term, suggest 
using ccHistoric Preservation Overlay" instead. Also, if we leave th s  provision in then 
these adj acect praperty w,vne:s shau!d p r ~ b a b b  get Pre;;otificatiao l ider 2.0.50.03 a. 

Chapter 2.5 

2.5.40.04k: same comment as for 2.3.30.04.k above 

Chapter 2.9 



2.9.100~: "historically significant tree" should be capitalized; everythmg after the first 
sentence should be deleted as it repeats what is in the definition section. 

2.9.100.02: I don't thnk we need this section. Everything it says is covered by the 
following two sections. 

2.9.100.03h: what does "required" refer to? Required by state or federal law? By a 
doctor? 

2.9.100.031: shouldn't "is not" be inserted before "visible"? 

2.9.100.030: is the last sentence necessary? Would there ever be a case where a canvas 
awing would not be approved under this language? 

2.9.100.03p: insert "Designated" before "historic resource" and capitalize the entire term 

2.9.100.04al: I thmk the section reference at the very end should be to the definition 
section. 

2.9.100.04a2: add "The application of' at the very beginning; delete "attached" 

2.9.100.04a4: add "or which impact significant architectural features" after "material" to 
make the provision consistent with the title. 

2.9.100.04bl: second sentence, delete the words "if applicable" as they are redundant 
with the following sentence; third sentence replace "activities" with cccriteria", insert 
"Designated Historic" before cLresowce's" and capitalize the entire term. 

2.9.100.04blb): when is it "applicable"? when is it oli: for the Alteration or New 
Construction to be compatible with the District and not the Designated Historic 
Resource? 

2.9.100.04b2: what are "comparable designated historic resources?" 

2.9.100.04b2c): second sentence replace "existing" with "original"? 

2.9.100.04b2h): first sentence replace "existing" with "original"? 

2.9.100.04b2i) replace "'given" with "consistent with"? 

2.9.100.04b2j): replace "existing" with "original"? 

2.9.100.04b3: change title to "Criteria for Removal of Historically Significant Trees"; 
replace "An Alteration or New Construction request" with "A Historic Permit request"; 
delete the parenthetical or change to reference the definition section. 



"WO questions for Wed, Feb.15 

9m: Trelstad, Brandon [brandon.trelstad@oregonstate.edu] 

,dnt: Tuesday, February 14,2006 9:00 AM 

To : Schlesener, Kelly; Towne, Fred 

Subject: Two questions for Wed, Feb.15 

-ti Kelly and Fred, 

have found two issues (for me at least) in the fairly mundane chapters you identified for coverage this Wednesday. 

Can you tell me if I understand this correctly? In Chapter 2.0, there is no prenotification requirement to neighborhoods for HPAB- 
eve1 permits or applications to change an HPO. Public notice is only required to be provided to properties within 100 feet for HPO 
2hanges. My question is: why not include changes to HPOs in the 300 foot notice level? If it is because it makes the process 
simpler somehow, that's great, I was just wondering. 

My second question is a little clearer in my mind. In Chapter 4.7, interpretive signage doesn't seem to be addressed. By this I 
mean small (perhaps under 2 sq.ft.) signs marking significant features of a site, such as historic (or interesting) benches, trees 
outbuildings, landmarks, etc. Perhaps small 'plaques' like this are exempt if they are smaller than a certain size, but I couldn't find 
any info or specs on pages A-92 or A-44. The paragraph on A-44 uses the word "interpretive" but 4.7 doesn't conjure what I think 
of as interpretive signage. Make sense? 

2 
No need to get back to me by email if it would be easier to address this Wednesday; either way ok with me. Thanks much- 
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BA Beierle 

Code & Design Guidelines 
Code is municipal law written for all historic resources, not just residential resources. Currently, 
resources subject to review include: residential, commercial, institutional, and industrial 
resources as well as cultural landscapes (tree canopies, parks, etc.). In the future, additional 
resources and districts may also qualify for review. Code is written with this broad view. 

Design Guidelines may be voluntary or mandatory, and provide in-depth, specific information for 
design considerations. The HPAB is also developing Design Guidelines for historic resources. 
The Code and Guidelines are companion tools to conserve historic resources and to assist 
resource owners in taking advantage of financial incentives (federal tax credits and state property 
tax fieezes) available to them. 

Some jurisdictions provide only general design guidelines for all historic resources; others 
rn provide general design guidelines AND specific guidelines for particular districts or some other x 

class of well-defined historic resources. The OSU collection of historic resources is sufficiently I= - 
distinct from other Corvallis historic resources to merit separate design guidelines. If there were 00 
a downtown historic commercial district, those resources would also qualify as distinctive 7 
enough to merit custom design guidelines. On a residential level, it is less clear whether existing < 
or potential districts are distinct enough to merit separate consideration. (Corvallis' outstanding 
stock of historic Bungalows both within and outside our historic districts may merit their own D 
design guidelines as a well-defined class of resources.) It is not clear, however, how the HPAB a 
could use design guidelines if they are not somehow referenced in the code. 

rn 
.A 

00 
0 

Hierarchies or Mine 's Higher than Yours 
The National Park Service (NF'S), states and municipalities designate historic resources. In 1970, 
Congress elaborated on the 1916 National Park Service Organic Act, saying "all units of the 
system have equal legal standing in a national system." Resources in a National Register 
designated district are not less important than any individually designated resource. In Benton 
County, Hull-Oakes Lumber Mill is a national register district. No one structure in the district is 
more important than another. The planing mill, pond, steam house, and sheds each contribute to 
the collection of resources that compose the district, and as a group, the whole is greater than the 
sum of the parts. Residential historic districts h c t i o n  the same way. Each dwelling, garage, 
md shed contributes to the rli~izlct, md - as a w h ~ l e  - make a stteme_n,t lager thm separate 
components. Historic/contributing, historic non-contributing, and non-historiclnon-contributing, 
resources each add to the fabric of the district. Inside the district, each has merit, and changes 
made to one impact the others. 

Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation 
Give 'em back. To date, the Standards have sewed Corvallis well as cornerstones of the 
decision-making review criteria process. While the effort to craft a sturdy ordinance is 



formidable, as human beings capable of error, some things may slip through procedural cracks. 
The Standards provide consistency in the process and an important link between the existing 
ordinance and the new version. 

Significantly, without the Standards, this draft ordinance is silent on archeological resources. 
By including the Standards, if some unanticipated discovery occurs, there is a way to respond. 
Without the Standards - or some new chapter on archeology - potential knowledge would be 
forever lost. 

Differentiation 
One of the Secretary's Standards calls for differentiation of old and new for additions and new 
construction. A successful addition is located on a secondary elevation, is subordinate in size, 
and incorporates design elements that reflect those of the historic structure. Typically this is best 
achieved with a change in plane: an addition is set back or set forward - by inches - &om the old; 
a new roofline is set above or below the existing. Differentiation can also be accomplished with 
a visual change in the surface, or an element that marks the place where the change occurs. 
Sensitive differentiation adds to the resource's overall design, not detracts. 

Discretionary Review 
Similar to compatibility review criteria for conditional and planned development, the following 
proposed language provides guidance to the HPAB in balancing priorities. These criteria 
establish the flexibility needed for discretionary preservation decisions: 

Context, the resource's contribution to Corvallis' significant historic themes; 
F Quality, the craftsmanship of the resource; 
t Quai~iiQ-, liijw many examples exist, and 
t Integrity, how changed the resource is from its original intent. 
These considerations have a dynamic relationship with one another that directly impacts 
decision-making. 

Composition of the Board 
To satisfy Certified Local Government (CLG) requirements, members of the HPAB must possess 
historic preservation knowledge in specific areas: planning, architecture, engineering, historic 
preservation, history, architectural history, archeology, and others. Currently, two of the HPABYs 
seven members live in College Hill West; another lives in Avery-Helm. 

Windows, or "Let there be light') 
If a property owner is replacing wood windows with wood; of the same dimensions; double hung 
\;Ji 6-.- .4.l..d-..Ll L.- I? " 4 s  - m ~ ~ ~  UVUUIZ llung; the same iiwbei. of divided lights with like divided lights - of the 
sanle size, why is this not clear and objective criteria that is eligible for director level review? 
The answer is: "It depends," and "depends" merits discretionary review. 

If a window is not deteriorated, repair is the first option not replacement. OSUYs HP permit 
application for Weatherford Hall called for casement windows. The HPAB preferred repair of 



existing reparable windows and replacement of others with like wood, like double-hung of the 
same dimension with the same dimension divided lights. Due to the comprehensive nature of the 
project, rehabilitation of the work of a master (quality), the uniqueness of the resource (quantity), 
and the return of the resource to its original intent and orientation to the landscape (integrity and 
context), the HPAB exercised its discretionary review and struck a compromise. No casement 
windows were installed and all the windows were replaced with new like-for-like wood 
windows. Even though a strict interpretation of the Secretary of Interior's Standards (existing 
review criteria) would preclude this interpretive latitude, the windows in this case were only a 
component of an entire comprehensive rehabilitation. The dynamic relationship of context, 
quality, quantity, and integrity allowed the HPAB to consider the project as a whole. 

In another example, a property owner wanted to replace a large central window with a new 
wooden window of the same size, double-pane glass. The window did not need repair. In this 
case, the resource maintained substantial integrity: the bungalow was exactly as it had been built. 
No additions, no changes, pristine. When the HPAB pointed this out, the applicant remarked: "I 
had no idea my house was so special," and withdrew the application. 

Not every, but most applications regarding window replacement are complex and merit full 
discretionary review. Return windows to HPAB. !z 

=I: - 
Energy Conservation [XI 

Every structure is a complex combination of processed materials - eachgontributing to total =i 
embodied energy, which is different than the operational energy needed to heat, light, and water a < 
resource. To reduce waste of embodied energy and its environmental impacts, we continue to I 

use durable and adaptable buildings. 9 
C) 
m Effective approaches to reduce operational energy costs include: insulating roof (ceilings), walls, 
A 

and hot water pipes; lowering thermostat and hot water heater settings; maintaining tight-fitting co 
doors and windows; installing weather-stripping and awnings; maintaining glazing seals. h) 

Regarding windows, maximum conservation occurs - not from double-pane glass, but from 
traditional removable storm windows that provide higher R-ratings and are historically correct. 

Historic rehabilitation can be energy efficient and life-cycle cost effective. Components of a 
building, such as historic windows and doors, although traditionally not designed with energy 
conservation in mind, can be retrofitted to meet current standards of energy use. This can be 
achieved at less immediate and long-term cost than replacement units, while preserving 
signzJicant historic fabric. In fact, studies have shown that the replacement of historic wood or 
metal single-gl~zed vindews with c e ~ t e ~ p e m r y  mits, such as -vin~fl O r  aliminzrm d~uble-glazed 
sash, cannot be justijed on the basis of life-cycle costs. DoD and other federal agencies have 
discovered that preservation of these components meets mission requirements at a lower cost to 
the government. 

The Benefits of Cultural Resource Conservation, US. Department of Defense. 



iowne, Fred 

"rom: Mclntosh, Patty [patty.mcintosh@oregonstate.edu] 

Wednesday, February 15,2006 3:32 PM 

To: Towne, Fred 

Cc: Martorello, Vincent 

Subject: Public Comments to HPAB-2-15-06.doc 

- I  ed, 

ease find attached OSU's comments as per the request for a continuance for public comments from the February 8th Planning 
sxnmission meeting. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Vincent or myself at your convenience. 

atty Mclntosh 

Senior Space Planner 

ISU Facilities Services 

541) 737-0917 





OSU Facilities Services 
Campus Planning 

February 15, 2006 

February 15,2006 

City of Corvallis 
C/o Community Development Planning Division 
PO Box 1083 
Corvallis, OR 97339 

ATTN: Planning Commissioners 

Please accept this letter as written testimony on behalf of Oregon State University. OSU 
would like to reiterate the consideration by the Planning Commission to allow OSU to 
prepare its own Historic Preservation Zoning District. 

At the February 8~ public planning commission meeting, some concerns about OSU's 
commitment to historic preservation were expressed from some neighbors. OSU finds 
itself very committed to historic preservation. As an example of this commitment, OSU 
cites the following: 

1. Historic preservation policies within the Campus Master Plan establish the 
framework guiding future development in a manner that is compatible with the 
lzlstoric resources across campus. 

2. Requesting and receiving a $10,000 grant from the State of Oregon State Historic 
Preservation Office for purposes of hiring a historic preservation consultant. The 
consultant is currently in the process of completing a nomination application to 
the National Register of Historic Places. OSU is intending to designate a portion 
of its campus to the National Register of Historic Places in November 2006. 

3. OSU has been invited to apply to the Geity Foundation for a Campus Heritage 
Grant. The funding fi-om the grant will be used to fillfill OSU's obligation to 
complete a Historic Preservation Plan, as described in the Campus Master Plan. 

4. The Historic Preservation Plan will establish the framework for historic 
preservation. OSU envisions the Historic Preservation Plan functioning for 
historic resources as the Campus Master Plan functions for general development 
(i.e., the Historic Preservation Plan will set the policy and regulations for how 
OSU will implement historic preservation approaches.) The Historic Preservation 
Plan will contain a Historic Preservation Zoning District that describes the 
spscific reg~lations that goverr, OSU7s approzch. OSU intecds to work with the 
Historic Preservation Advisory Board and the community during the preparation 
of the Historic Preservation Plan and zoning code language so OSU can fully 
disclose its intentions and develop a plan that addresses community interest. 
Once approved by the City Council, the OSU Historic Preservation Plan and 
Zoning district would enable OSU to proceed with its preservation and 
rehabilitation approach without the need for City review, except in those 



OSU Facilities Services 
Campus Planning 

February 15, 2006 

situations when the project proposal is not consistent with the plan or zoning 
district language. OSU would approach the completion of the Historic 
Preservation Plan and Zoning District in similar fasluon to the Campus Master 
Plan (e-g., cooperatively work with neighbors and City staff to incorporate the 
appropriate measures to ensure specific interests are safeguarded). 

This concept has been discussed with the State Historic Preservation Office, city staff, 
and members of the Historic Preservation Advisory Board. General support from these 
groups has been given to OSU. OSU would request the City Council express their 
support as well. 

The benefits of such an approach to historic preservation are similar to those previously 
cited for general development during the Campus Master Plan approval process. 

More specific accountability of OSU to the City and the neighbors, 
A transparent and disclosed approach to Historic Preservation by OSU, 
The ability to specifically address the unique character of OSU7s campus 
Less administrative review and cost for the City. 
The ability to incorporate mitigation measures to safeguard those concerns 

, brought forward by interested neighbors and community representatives. 

OSU already has a development-zoning district w i t h  the City of Corvallis Land 
Development Code. OSU is not requesting anything that has not otherwise been 
provided, and finds that this request will enhance the existing OSU zoning district by 
addressing the specific approaches to historic preservation. 

Which will be incorporated into the Land Development Code? OSU would like to 
express its support to the College Hill Neighborhood Association letter dated Febnlary 
15,2006. 

The letter identifies specific language for demolition: 

b) Ifwithin a National Register of Historic Places Historic District, Demolition of the 
resource would not adversely afect the integrity of the District. To address this 
criterion, the applicant shallprovide an assessment of the dernolition 's efects on the 
Izistoi.ic character of the District, and the Historic Sigr~iJicrrnce and Integriv of the 
subject designated historic. Integrity is described in Section 2.2.40.05. b. 1 rind Histovir 
Signzficance is cit7f11ecl' iri Section 2.2.40.05B.2. [or Chapter 1.61. 

This type of language addresses the issue of how non contributinglnon historic resources 
within a district can be evaluated for demolition, which OSU addresses in its January 21, 
2005 letter to the Commission. The Commission should provide an equitable process to 
demolition those resources. 



QSU Facilities Services 
Campus Planning 

February 15, 2006 

OSU also supports language that establishes parameters on how historic signxf3cance is 
determined. The College Hill Neighborhood Association proposed to examples: 

a) It [the resource] isfi.~rr&rne~ztnlly related to the work aclzievemerzts, 
o r  lifr ston. of a person, group, organization, or institution that has made 
a signzficant contribution to the City, County State or nation. 

c) The tree isJlrlncIumentc1Zly reliited to the +1:07"k, nchie~wnents, or lve story 
of a person or group of Historic Signzficance. 

Item 2.9.100.01~. addresses the concern OSUraised with regard to using an age of 50 
years to determine if a tree is considered historic. Please refer to OSUYs letter dated 
January 21,2005. OSU has not received any response to its letter dated January 21,2005 
with regard to determinFng a historically significant tree. 

OSU also supports the premise that secondary structures will not be presumed to have a 
historic significance because they are contained within a historic district. 

OSU would like to reiterate its support of establishing separate code language for each 
district. By establishing code language that specifically governs the unique features of a 
particular district, the Commission can ensure such character is adequately preserved. 

OSU would like to reiterate its position on relaxing the standards of using a private street 
right of way. Chapter 2.9 requires either review by the Director or HPAB for those 
alterations visible from a priv,ate right of way. OSU street network is primarily a grid 
pattern composed of private street right of way. By establishmg such a threshold, the 
City unfairly encumbers OSU with a proportionately higher level of review than would 
otherwise be experienced within other Historic Districts. Such a trigger will also 
potentially increase the number of quasi-judicial reviews by the City, which negates the 
efforts achieved through the campus master planning process. OSU would request that 
specific language within Chapter 2.9 be inserted that exempts OSU fiom the private street 
threshold. A more appropriate and equitable threshold may be one already in place 
w i k n  the OSU zoning district, which is the main entrance of adjacent buildings. 

Specific Sections referring to private street right-of way include Section 2.9.6OY2.9.70(e), 
Cn), Ci) 



OSU Facilities Services 
Campus Planning 

February 15, 2006 

OSU would also like to reiterate its position on roofing If the roof cannot be seen fiom 
the ground plane, then why should it be subject to the preservation approach described in 
Chapter 2.9? The threshold for regulation should be visibility; this is consistent with 
other areas of the Code. 

OSU would request a response to its letter dated January 25, 2006. 

Sincerely, 

Vincent Martorello, AICP 
Interim Director, Facilities Services 
Associate Director, University Planning 



From: Fred Towne, Senior Planner 
, 

To: Planning Commission 

Date: February 22, 2006 

Re: Primary Issues Addressed by Public Comments (as identified by staff) 

Following is a brief statement of the issues raised by the Planning Commission and in 
public comment that staff believe are the primary issues to be addressed in this process. 
The information presented below is not intended to provide a full analysis of all the 
testimony on a given issue; however, it should provide sufficient detail to initiate discussion 
among Commissioners. It also is not intended to identify every issue raised. As we 
proceed through this process, Commissioners should raise all issues of importance to them 
in addition to the issues below. 

1. - Treatment of Districts versus Individuallv-desiqnated Resources 

Properties anywhere in Cowallis may be individually listed on the Cowallis Register of 
Historic Places (Local Register) or on the National Register of Historic Places (National 
Register). Some of the these properties have been listed on both registers. Both Local 
and National Register resources are regulated by the proposed standards. Other 
properties in Corvallis have been deemed historic resources by having been included in 
a National Register of Historic Places Historic District, two of which have been established 
in Corvallis (College Hill West Historic District and Avery-Helm Historic District). Properties 
in these districts were specifically classified during the process of inventory that resulted 
in the creation of each district. In short, classifications within a Historic District are: 
HistoricIContributing; HistoricINoncontributing; or Nonhistoric/Noncontributing. Individually 
designated resources that are not located in a Historic District do not have these 
classifications. The HPAB used these designations and classifications in its work on the 
LDC standards. Basically, all Local Register and National Register resources that were 
individuallydesignated and all HistoricIContributing and HistoricINoncontributing resources 
are treated the same. One difference is that modifications to a resource in a Historic 
District are evaluated for consistency with the District as well as for consistency with the 
resource itself. Nonhistoric/Noncontributing resources have several allowances as 
Exemptions, Director-level Permits, or HPAB-level Permits that other resources do not 
have; however, since they are located within a Historic District, significant modifications still 
require a permit and review for potential negative impacts to the Historic District. The 
HPAB and staff did not choose to move beyond this in terms of development of varying 
standards based on whether a Rresource is in a Historic District or not. 

Several pieces of testimony (College Hill Neighborhood Association, Oregon State 
University) have requested that standards for properties in Historic Districts be contained 
in a section of Chapter 2.9 that is separate from the standards for Historic Resources listed 



individually. The Historic Preservation Advisory Board (HPAB) and staff considered this 
concept during the work-sessions that developed the current draft and chose not to follow 
this path. In part, this was done to simplify the standards, but the HPAB also believed that 
the various designations and classifications of historic resources in Corvallis could be used 
to accomplish the same goal. Although neither the HPAB nor staff chose to make any 
significant distinctions in standards for the various designations and classifications of 
historic resources in Corvallis, this could be done by calling them out differently in the 
sections addressing Exemptions, Director-level Permits, or HPAB-level Permits. 

2. - In-Kind Repair and Replacement- Windows 

In-Kind Repair and Replacement is identified as an Exemption from Historic Preservation 
Permit requirements. Based on a staff-recommended change to the standards developed 
by HPAB, it is specifically defined in Chapter 1.6 as: 

In-Mind Repair or Repilacernenit - Repair or re~lacement of existins materials or 
features that match the old in desiqn, color. texture, materials, dimensions, shape, 
and other visual qualities. This includes replacement of roofinq, doors, windows, 
sidinq, and other structural elements, provided the re~lacements match the old in 

1 .. . ,..-- the manners described herein. ,'17-/;i:;;~ I e;;,-;r GI , G ~ / ~ c a - - - Y L  I l lGl l l  ul -r CI~L~~~G'Z~~G.; a -ILis:,' , 5 ~  

Staff proposed the change based on public testimony presented at the HPAB work- 
sessions, which included information that was presented to property-owners during the 
discussions leading to the formation of the College Hill West Historic District. The change 
proposed by staff would allow the replacement of windows (the intent was allowance for 
energy-efficient windows) within the definition, while the HPAB version would allow such 
replacement only when an existing window is deteriorated beyond repair. Testimony 
indicated that 39 of 144 Historic Preservation Permit requests included window 
replacement (roughly 27percent). Further staff review has determined that more than half 
of these replacement requests included changes in size, number, or location of windows, 
which under the staff-recommended proposal would still require these requests to go to 
HPAB for approval. 

Testimony has been presented in support of both sides of this issue. In support of allowing 
replacement are the desire to improve the current energy efficiency of structures (saving 
current owners money) and the desire to minimize property-owners' exposure to lead paint 
that could result from rehabilitation of old windows. There is also a degree of discretion 
involved in deciding if something is deteriorated beyond repair. 

In support of requiring rehabilitation of windows unless deteriorated beyond repair is the 
recognition that energy expenditures are required in the production of replacement 
windows, negating at least some of the energy savings resulting from the new windows. 
Both HPAB and members of the public also indicated that windows are a "character- 
defining feature" of historic structures, and consequently, their replacement should be 
given the benefit of review by the HPAB. 

In Workshop 6, staff had proposed additional language addressing the concept of energy- 
efficient windows: 



If the Planning Commission wishes to include staff's proposed definition and include 
provisions directly addressing energy efficiency, the last sentence of the earlier definition 
could be included, as follows: 

In-Kind Repair or Replacement - Repair or replacement of existing materials or 
features that match the old in design, color, texture, materials, dimensions, shape, 
and other visual qualities. This includes replacement of roofing, doors, windows, 
siding, and other structural elements, provided the replacements match the old in 
the manners described herein. When determining match materials and design for 
windows and for doors that contain glass, materials may be modern, energy 
efficient, glass materials, provided the outwardly visual design matches the old. 

3. - Inclusion of Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation (or equivalent) in 
Chapter 2.9 

The draft of Chapter 2.9 that was recommended by the HPAB included the Secretary of 
Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation as review criteria for HPAB-level Historic 
Preservation Permits. Staff proposed their removal. During the HPAB Workshops that 
developed the LDC provisions, this issue was discussed extensively. In HPAB Workshop 
5 (page P-l28), the decision was made to include the following statement in Chapter 2.9, 
with the understanding that specific review criteria would be added as needed. HPAB 
members were asked to identify any such omissions. 

The Historic Preservation Advisory Board has used the Secretary of Interior's 
Standards for Rehabilitation and Secretary of lnteriofs Standards for Preservation 
in the development of review criteria for Historic Preservation Permits. 

In Workshop 8, the HPAB altered this recommendation and added the standards in full. 
Staff believes that the standards as stated are not specific enough to provide a consistent 
review of permit requests. This is based in part on input from the public and on input from 
Roger Roper, Preservation Program Manager of the Oregon State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO). In an e-mail dated September 7, 2005, (page 0-2), he stated: 

"We feel that the Standards work best as a reference or foundation document for 
'the more specific design standards you develop for Corvallis. We do not 
recommend that they serve as explicit review criteria; they're simply too general." 



During this public hearing, a number of comments have been received that offer 
suggestions on how to address this issue. They include: direct support of either position; 
more precise rewording of the standards; inclusion of criteria addressing resources based 
on context, quality, quantity, and integrity; inclusion of criteria similar to those used in 
determining whether to apply a Historic Preservation Overlay; and a listing of up  to 24 
additional criteria. 

HPAB-level Permit review standards are contained in Section 2.9.100.04.b (page A-66). 
Staff's recommendation to remove the Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation 
was based on a determination that these criteria, when used by HPAB, adequately protect 
Historic Resources. The Planning Commission may choose any of the concepts 
presented. 

4. - Visibilitv from Allevs - 

The HPAB-recommended provisions would limit a number of Exemptions and Director- 
level permits such that they could not be visible from an alley to qualify. Staff has 
proposed that the visibility criterion only apply to public or private streets. This is intended 
as  a recognition of the concept of a historic resource's "primary facade." E 

=E: 

5. - Size of New Construction, Exempt or Director-level Review 

I 

Staff originally proposed a 200 sq. ft. threshold for Exempt or Director-level Review of a 
limited number and type of improvements, specifically in situations where the development D 

C) was not visible from public or private streets. These include accessory development and 
uncovered decks. This threshold was based on the building code standard that does not a 

require building permits for structures less than 200 sq. ft. in size. The HPAB- 
recommended draft established this threshold at 100 sq. ft. Again, public comments 
support both standards. One comment suggested that the threshold could be proportional, 
based on the size of the primary structure, so that an exempt activity could not overpower 
a small resource. Staff believes that the 200 sq. ft. threshold would not present such a 
problem, particularly when visibility from streets is not allowed, and also is concerned that 
not needing a building permit for structures smaller than 200 sq. ft. can create confusion. 
Nonetheless, such a solution could be functional. 

6. - Notice for Director's Decisions 

A number of comments raised the  issue that not providing notice for Director-level Permits 
would result in no person having standing to appeal the decision. Not providing notice is 
intended to minimize delays associated with Historic Preservation Permit approvals, t h u s  
providing an incentive for complying with the Historic Preservation program or for applying 
to have the Historic Preservation Overlay on one's property. One solution is to provide a 
Notice of Disposition to all properties within 100 feet of the site for which an approval is 

. granted, and allowing all those receiving such a notice to have standing for appeals. This 
eliminates the initial 14-day notice period, but provides an opportunity for an appeal. 



7. Siqns - 

In t h e  "Outstanding Issues" memo dated January 25, 2006, staff indicated the 
Constitutional issues the City Attorney's Office had raised regarding the regulation of sign 
content for historical interpretive signs. Staff and the City Attorney have not had an 
opportunity to further discuss this issue, as was requested by the Planning Commission. 
This issue can be discussed at a later date. 

8. Awninqs - 

Staff proposed a modification to the HPAB-recommended provisions to allow as  a Director- 
level approval the placement of canvas awnings on historic resources in the Downtown 
Pedestrian Core. This is a prescribed portion of the downtown in which "weather 
protection" is required for all development, and the intent of allowing canvas awnings is a 
recognition that this type of awning is common in all historic periods and their installation 
is not likely to significantly damage historic features. 

9. - Economic Feasibilitv 

Staff proposed some options for defining economic feasibility in a memo dated January25, 
2006. Public comment has also suggested some direction on this issue. One comment 
suggested that Section 2.9.90.09.b' Undue Hardship Appeals, could be used to address 
this  issue. Since such reviews are discretionary, a precise definition for economic 
feasibility is less crucial. One concern is that given a specific resource in a given condition, 
the identified process could result in different decisions for different people based on their 
financial. 





From: Fred Towne, Senior Planner 

To: Planning Commission 

Date: February 22, 2006 

Re: Public Comment Received between February 8,2006, and the Close of the 
Record on February 15,2006 

Attached is all the public comment received between February 8, 2006, and the close of 
the record on February 15, 2006. Some of this was distributed on February 15fh, but 
several additional pieces were received by e-mail prior to the deadline. In addition, 
Commissioner Weber's most recent e-mail is included. 





M E M O R A N D U M  

TO: Planning Commission and City Staff 

FROM: Denise Saunders 

DATE: February 1 1,2006 

RE: Proposed Changes to Historic Preservation LDC Draft Amendment 
(Chapters 2.0,2.3, 2.5,2.9) 

Global changes: 

'Besignated Historic Resource" is a deflned term and should be capitalized throughout 

Replace "State Historic Preservation Office" with "SHPO" everywhere exist where it 
first appears in the definition section 

Chapter 2.0 

2.0.50.03 a.: if the proposed changes to 2.3.30.04.k and 2.5.40.041s remain then 
adjoining property owners should get prenotification. In addition, I suggest the following 
changes: 
4th and 5th lines: add "and persons" after ccorganizations" 
5& line" add "property" before "boundaries" 

2.0.50.03 b: should "or organization" be added after "citizen" in the second line? 

2.050.04. b. 1.: instead of "property owners" say "owner(s) of the property that is the 
subject of the application," otherwise "property owners" could be interpreted to mean 
adjoining or other potentially affected properties. 

Chapter 2.3 

2.3.30.04.k: do we need the first part of this clause, i.e. "If the proposed development is 
adjacent to a Historic District"? If so, "Historic District" is not a defined term, suggest 
using "Historic Preservation Overlay" instead. Also, if we leave this provision in then 
these adjacent property owners should probably get Prenotification under 2.0.50.03a. 

Chapter 2.5 

2.5.40.04k: same comment as for 2.3.30.04.k above 

Chapter 2.9 



2.9.60, lSt paragraph: the terms "Alteration or New Construction" "Demolitions" and 
'"Movings" are not defined in the defimtions section and it took me awhile to find the 
definitions. I suggest including these terms in the Definitions section with a reference to 
the section # where the definition can be found. Alternatively, we can indicate in this 
section where they are defined, e.g. "Alteration of New Construction (as defined at 
section xxx)"; 

2.9.60, lSt paragraph In the new language I believe we can replace "historic resources 
listed in the Corvallis Register of Historic Landmarks (Local Register); historic resources 
listed in the National Register of Historic Places" with the term "Designated Historic 
Resources" 

2.9.60~: not sure this section is necessary 

2.9.70b, second sentence: replace "The repair or replacement" and " in-hd" with the 
defined term "In-kind Repair or Replacement" 

2.9.70e: seem to be missing some language in the 4~ line from bottom 

2.9.701.1): insert cclocally-designated" before ''historic resource" and delete "on the 
property that is on the local register" !! 

-r 
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2.9.701.4): replace e v e r m g  after "on an.. ." with "Locally Designated Historic CR - 
Resource or Nationally-designated Historic Resource" 

2.9.70m: delete all references to "wood" in this section I 

2.9.80b: rewrite the first part of the first sentence as follows: "Removal of a Historically 
i2 
C) 

Significant Tree or its hazardous portion is permitted where failure.. ." m 
d 

3Td sentence: who does the property owner submit information to? The Director? The CD 
City? HPAB? 00 

4th sentence" delete "if the removed tree was historically si,gnificantn if the tree wasn't 
historically significant this paragraph wouldn't apply 
Do we need the 5th sentence? 

2.9.90.01 : delete the last sentence - it repeats what's already stated in 2.9.90.02a.2. 

2.9.90.02b: ccHPAB-Level Alterations" doesn't see to be defined anywhere 

2.9.90.06: I think this section should be deleted 

2.9.90.08a7 last line: add "or who have requested such notic,eM after "written comment" 

2.9.90.08b: add "or who have requested such notice" at the end 



2.9.100~: cchistorically significant tree" should be capitalized; everythmg after the k s t  
sentence should be deleted as it repeats what is in the defhtion section. 

2.9.100.02: I don't think we need this section. Everythmg it says is covered by the 
following two sections. 

2.9.100.03h: what does "required" refer to? Required by state or fekral law? By a 
doctor? 

2.9.100.031: shouldn't "is not" be inserted before "visible"? 

2.9.100.030: is the last sentence necessary? Would there ever be a case where a canvas 
awing would not be approved under this language? 

2.9.100.03p: insert "Designated" before "historic resource" and capitalize the entire term 

2.9.100.04al: 1 think the section reference at the very end should be to the definition 
section. 

2.9.100.04a2: add "The application of '  at the very beginning; delete "attached" 

2.9.100.04a4: add "or which impact significant architectural features" after ccmaterial" to 
E 
Ir 
111 

make the provision consistent with the title. ElOl 
==! 

2.9.100.04bl: second sentence, delete the words "if applicable" as they are redundant < 
I 

with the following sentence; t h d  sentence replace "activities" with "criteria", insert "g] 
"Designated Historic" before ccresource's7' and capitalize the entire term. > 

6) 

2.9.100.04blb): when is it "applicable"? when is it ok for the Alteration or New 
m 
d 

Construction to be compatible with the District and not the Designated Historic CD 

Resource? 
CD 

2.9.100.04b2: what axe "comparable designated historic resources?" 

2.9.100.04b2c): second sentence replace "existing" with "original"? 

2.9.100.04b2h): first sentence replace "existing" with "original"? 

2.9.100.04b2i) replace "given" with "consistent with"? 

2.9. i00.04b2j.j): replace "existing" with "original"? 

3.9.100.04b3: change title to "Criteria for Removal of Historically Significant Trees"; 
replace "An Alteration or New Construction request7' with "A Historic Permit request"; 
delete the parenthetical or change to reference the definition section. 



2.9.100.04b3a): seems to be missing language 

2.9.100.04b4: add an introductory clause as follows: "A Historic Preservation Permit for 
the installation of a Designated Historic Resource on a new site following a Moving shall 
be evaluated against the criteria listed in 2.9.100.04bl and 2 above as well as the 
following criteria:" 

2.9.100.05: second line: insert "Designated Historic" between "moved" and ccresource" 

2.9.110.01d: should "orpart of one" be added? 

2.9.1 10.03a: not clear to me how this criteria is applied 

2.9.110.03bwe should clarify how age factors into the decision; i.e. what age does the 
structure have to be for the Demolition to be permitted 

2.9.1 10.04, fist paragraph: next to last line, insert "submitted to and" after "have been"; 
why was the last paragraph deleted? 

2.9.1 10.05a: sth h e :  delete "Demolition", insert "authorizing demolition" after 
"Permit"; I don't think the last sentence is necessary. If the resource is demolished, it 
wouldn't be subject to the Chapter anyway. 

Z: 
I 
6 

2.9.110.05b: e v e w n g  after the second sentence seems to be unnecessasy - if the 7 
demolition p e d t  is effective and the resource will be demolished, how could it still be < 
subject to the code when it no longer exists? I 

2.9.110.06a: rewrite first part of first sentence as follows: "Pfthe Director has received 
9 
C) 

notification f?om SHPO that. . ."; 5~ line: replace '%uilding" with 'cHistoric Preservation" rn 
N 
0 

2.9.1 10.06al: replace ccbuilding" with ccHistoric Preservation" 0 
e 

2.9.1 10.06a.2: replace "building" with "Historic Preservation" 

2.9.11 0.06a.3 : replace "buildmg" with 'TGstoric Preservationy' 

2.9.1 10.06b: replace "demolition" with "Historic Preservation" 

2.9.120.01d: rewrite second sentence as "The definition of Moving is limited to 
removal.. ." Delete "Evaluation of' in the next sentence. 

2.9.120.03~: "demolition" should be capitalized 

2.9;120.05: first line delete "the" 



Towne, Fred 
-. 

From: Trelstad, Brandon [brandon.trelstad@oregonstate.edu] 

7 t :  Tuesday, February 14, 2006 9:00 AM 

Schlesener, Kelly; Towne, Fred 

Subject: Two questions for Wed, Feb.15 

Hi Kelly and Fred, 

I have found two issues (for me at least) in the fairly mundane chapters you identified for coverage this Wednesday. 

an you tell me if I understand this correctly? In Chapter 2.0, there is no prenotification requirement to neighborhoods for HPAB- 
level permits or applications to change an HPO. Public notice is only required to be provided to properties within 100 feetfor HPO 
changes. My question is: why not include changes to HPOs in the 300 foot notice level? If it is because it makes the process 

mpler somehow, that's great, I was just wondering. 

Vy second question is a little clearer in my mind. In Chapter 4.7, interpretive signage doesn't seem to be addressed. By this I 
,can small (perhaps under 2 sq.ft.) signs marking significant features of a site, such as historic (or interesting) benches, trees 

outbuildings, landmarks, etc. Perhaps small 'plaques' like this are exempt if they are smaller than a certain size, but I couldn't find 
=rly info or specs on pages A-92 or A-44. The paragraph on A-44 uses the word "interpretive" but 4.7 doesn't conjure what I think 
' as interpretive signage. Make sense? 

"'0 need to get back to me by ernail if it would be easier to address this Wednesday; either way ok with me. Thanks much, X 
5: - 

Brandon 
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Written Testimony re: 2.9 Updates and related Chapters, February 13,2006 .qn u O:Q ..-.,. . - " , > I ?  

BA Beierle ' . L  

Code & Design Guidelines 
Code is municipal law written for all historic resources, not just residential resources. Currently, 
resources subject to review include: residential, commercial, institutional, and industrial 
resources as well as cultural landscapes (tree canopies, parks, etc.). In the future, additional 
resources and districts may also qualify for review. Code is written with this broad view. 

Design Guidelines may be voluntary or mandatory, and provide in-depth, specific information for 
design considerations. The HPAB is also developing Design Guidelines for historic resources. 
The Code and Guidelines are companion tools to conserve historic resources and to assist 
resource owners in taking advantage of financial incentives (federal tax credits and state property 
tax freezes) available to them. 

Some jurisdictions provide only general design guidelines for all historic resources; others 
provide general design guidelines AND specific guidelines for particular districts or some other 
class of well-defined historic resources. The OSU collection of historic resources is sufficiently 
distinct fiom other Corvallis historic resources to merit separate design guidelines. If there were 
a downtown historic commercial district, those resources would also qualrfy as distinctive 
enough to merit custom design guidelines. On a residential level, it is less clear whether existing 
or potential districts are distinct enough to merit separate consideration. (Corvallis' outstanding 
stock of historic Bungalows both within and outside our historic districts may merit their own 
design guidelines as a well-dehed class of resources.) It is not clear, however, how the KPAB 
could use design guidelines if they are not somehow referenced in the code. 

h) 
Hierarchies or Mine's Higher tIzarz Yozirs o 

h) 
The National Park Service (NPS), states and municipalities designate historic resources. In 1970, 
Congress elaborated on the 19 16 National Park Service Organic Act, saying "all units of the 
system have equal legal standing in a national system." Resources in a National Register 
designated district are not less important than any individually designated resource. In Benton 
County, Hull-Oakes Lumber Mill is a national register district. No one structure in the district is 
more important than another. The planing mill, pond, steam house, and sheds each contribute to 
the collection of resources that compose the district, and as a group, the whole is greater than the - 

sum of the parts. Residential historic districts function the same way. Each dwelling, garage, 
and shed contributes to the district, and - as a whole - make a statement larger than separate - 
components. Historiclcontributing, historic non-contributing, md non-historic/~lon-contib~tzting, 
resources each add to the fabric of the district. Inside the district, each has merit, and changes 
made to one impact the others. 

Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation 
Give 'em back. To date, the Standards have served Corvallis well as cornerstones of the 
decision-making review criteria process. While the effort to craft a sturdy ordinance is 



formidable, as human beings capable of error, some things may slip through procedural cracks. 
The Standards provide consistency in the process and an important link between the existing 
ordinance and the new version. 

Significantly, without the Standards, this draft ordinance is silent on archeological resources. 
By including the Standards, if some unanticipated discovery occurs, there is a way to respond. 
Without the Standards - or some new chapter on archeology - potential knowledge would be 
forever lost. 

Differentiation 
One of the Secretary's Standards calls for differentiation of old and new for additions and new 
construction. A successful addition is located on a secondary elevation, is subordinate in size, 
and incorporates design elements that reflect those of the historic structure. Typically this is best 
achieved with a change in plane: an addition is set back or set forward - by inches - f7om the old; 
a new roofline is set above or below the existing. Differentiation can also be accomplished with 
a visual change in the surface, or an element that marks the place where the change occurs. 
Sensitive differentiation adds to the resource's overall design, not detracts. 

Discretionary Review 
Similar to compatibility review criteria for conditional and planned development, the following !z 
proposed language provides guidance to the HPAB in balancing priorities. These criteria z 

111 

establish the flexibility needed for discretionary preservation decisions: 80 
k- Context, the resource's contribution to Cowallis' significant historic themes; ==i 
c Quality, the craftsmanship of the resource; < 

I 

c Quantity, how many examples exist, and 
b Integrity, how changed the resource is l2om its original intent. 9 
These considerations have a dynamic relationship with one another that directly impacts 

0 
m 

decision-malcing. h3 
8 w 

Composition of the Board 
To satisfy Certified Local Government (CLG) requirements, members of the HPAB must possess 
historic preservation knowledge in specific areas: planning, architecture, engineering, historic 
preservation, history, architectural history, archeology, and others. Currently, two of the HPAB's 
seven members live in College Hill West; another lives in Avery-Helm. 

Windows, or "Let there be light" 
If a property owner is replacing wood windows with wood; of the same dimensions; double hung 
windows with double hung; the same number of divided lights with like divided lights - of the 
s m e  size, why is this not clear and objective criteria that is eligible for director level review? 
The answer is: "It depends," and "depends" merits discretionary review. 

If a window is not deteriorated, repair is the first option not replacement. OSUYs HP permit 
application for Weatherford Hall called for casement windows. The HPAB preferred repair of 



existing reparable windows and replacement of others with like wood, like double-hung of the 
same dimension with the same dimension divided lights. Due to the comprehensive nature of the 
project, rehabilitation of the work of a master (quality), the uniqueness of the resource (quantity), 
and the return of the resource to its original intent and orientation to the landscape (integrity and 
context), the HPAB exercised its discretionary review and struck a compromise. No casement 
windows were installed and all the windows were replaced with new like-for-like wood 
windows. Even though a strict interpretation of the Secretary of Interior's Standards (existing 
review criteria) would preclude this interpretive latitude, the windows in this case were only a 
component of an entire comprehensive rehabilitation. The dynamic relationshp of context, 
quality, quantity, and integrity allowed the HPAB to consider the project as a whole. 

In another example, a property owner wanted to replace a large central window with a new 
wooden window of the same size, double-pane glass. The window did not need repair. In this 
case, the resource maintained substantial integrity: the bungalow was exactly as it had been built. 
No additions, no changes, pristine. When the HPAB pointed this out, the applicant remarked: "I 
had no idea my house was so special," and withdrew the application. 

Not every, but most applications regarding window replacement are complex and merit full 
discretionary review. Return windows to HPAB. 

Energy Consewation 
Every structure is a complex combination of processed materials - each contributing to total 
embodied energy, which is different than the operational energy needed to heat, light, and water a 
resource. To reduce waste of embodied energy and its environmental impacts, we continue to 
use durable and adaptable buildings. 

Effective approaches to reduce operational energy costs include: insulating roof (ceilings), walls, 
and hot water pipes; lowering thermostat and hot water heater settings; maintaining tight-fitting 
doors and windows; installing weather-stripping and awnings; maintaining glazing seals. 
Regarding windows, maximtun conservation occurs - not fioin double-pane glass, but fiom 
traditional removable storm windows that provide hgher R-ratings and are historically correct. 

Historic rehabilitation can be energy efficient and life-cycle cost effective. Components of a 
building, such as historic windows and doors, although traditionally not designed with energy 
conservation in mind, can be retrofitted to meet current standards of energy use. This can be 
achieved at less immediate and long-term cost than replacenzent units, while preserving 
signz5cant historic fabric. In fact, studies have shown that the replacement of historic wood or 
metal single-glazed windows with contemporary units, such as vinyl or aluminum double-glazed 
sash, cannot be jz~sfzped on the basis of life-cycle costs. DoD and otherfideral agc;zcies have 
discovered that preservation of these components meets mission requirements at a lower cost to 
the government. 

The BeneJits of Cultural Resource Conservation, US.  Department of Defense. 



Towne, Fred 

From: 
Tent: 

0: 

Abject: 

Trish Weber [trish@endex.corn] 
Tuesday, February 21 ,2006 8:26 AM 
Towne, Fred 
RE: LDC TEXT AMENDMENT TO CH. 2.9, ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

Fred - 

Yes, I understand that, but I think we can go further in differentiating 
the 
treatment, as outlined below. A Historic/Contributing property needn't 
(IMO) be treated as strictly as an individually-listed property, since 
the 
designation of the historic/contributing property may,have occurred 
against 
the Owner's will. 

- - - - -  Original Message----- 
From: Towne, Fred [mailto:Fred.Towne@ci.corvallis.or.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2006 8 : 2 1  AM 
To: Trish Weber 
Subject: RE: LDC TEXT AMENDMENT TO CH. 2.9, ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

One thing you might think about is that in many ways this is already 
done. 
The district properties are designated as Historic/Contributing; 
Historic 
'on-Contributing; and Non-Historic/Non-Contributing. The 
ndividually-designated properties have no such distinctions. There are 
standards spelled out in the LDC as proposed that indicate how these are 
treated differently from each other. Basically, the 
Historic/~ontributing 
properties are treated the same as the individually-designated 
properties in 
the City. 

Fred Towne, Senior Planner 
City of Corvallis 
Community Development Department 
P. 0. Box 1083 
Corvallis, OR 97339-1083 

- - - - - Original Message----- 
From: Trish Weber [mailto:trish@endex.coml 
Sent: Monday, February 20, 2006 3:55 PM 
To: Towne, Fred 
Subject: LDC TEXT AMENDMENT TO CH. 2.9, ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

- ve been mulling over the additional public testimony concerning the 
above, 
and am becoming more and more convinced that there is some importance in 



breaking out the standards f historic districts, separate : s the 
rest. 
Now I am not convinced that it is necessary to have an entirely separate 
section to cover historic districts, and certainly not a section for 
each 
district. You mentioned that it had been looked at originally during 
the 
HPAB work sessions and that in doing so, you found that too much 
reduncancy 
was being developed between the historic district section and the other. 
That is not surprising; I think there is way more overlap than not. 
That 
said, I think we can go through & highlight the salient issues that 
differentiate the historic districts, and this may go a long way towards 
striking a compromise between the staff recommended version (which is 
supported by the College Hill Neighborhood Association) and the more 
strict 
version originally submitted by HPAB . 

It seems to me that the definitive break between types of resources is 
primarily between those resources which are individually listed on 
either 
the national or the local register, and those resources which are 
located in 
historic districts but are not individually listed in and of themselves. 
I 
would like to see the differentiation broken down along those lines, 
rather 
than lumping everything together. I think this can be done fairly 
simply & 
straightforwardly, without adding a lot of unnecessary complexity to the 
Code & without requiring separate sections. 

I have a number of reasons for wanting to take this approach, not the 
least 
of which is a concern about the unfunded mandate nature of-this Code 
update. 
As I've stated in previous comments, I believe that the underlying 
motivation for historic preservation has to be voluntary on the part of 
the 
owners of the resource. Individually listed properties not only have, 
by 
definition, a certain level of historical significance as a requirement 
for 
having qualified for listing, but also are listed entirely at the behest 
0 f 
the owner. So there is good argument for making the requirements for 
individually listed resources more stringent than for everyone else. 
The 
resources themselves would deem greater protection, and the owner of 
said 
resource has voluntarily taken on the burden of caring for the resource 
as 
part of the listing process. Neither of these are necessarily the case 
for 
resources located in historic districts (which haven't already been 
listed I .  

themselves) . 

The first step would be to include definitions in Chapter 1.6: 

"Individually-listed historic resource - -  a designated historic resource 
that is listed on either the local Corvallis register of historic 
places, 
the national register of historic places, or both. An 
individually -listed 
historic resource may or may not be located within a historic district." 



 on-individually-listed hlscoric resource - -  a designated hlstoric 
resource 
that is so designated solely as a result of it being located within a 
historic district. This does not include any designated historic 
?source 
~cated within a historic district that is also listed on either the 

local 
register, the national register, or both." 

Then we can look at which sections of the Codes can be adjusted to 
pertain 
to only one or the other of these types of resources. 

Here are my initial suggestions: 

*Windows - -  the in-kind repair or replacement of windows that is 
included 
under the exemptions would only apply to NON-individually-listed 
historic 
resources. ~ndividually-listed would require discretionary review. 
This 
wording could either be inserted into the definition of "In-kindH in 
Chapter 
1.6 or clarified in the exemption section. 

*Size of accessory structures, decks, patios, garages, &c - -  there's a 
lot 
of discussion whether or not to apply the standard of 200 ft2 or less 
vs . 
100 ft2 or less. Personally, I would like to see the 200 ft2 standard 
apply 
to everything, but a compromise could be struck whereby the 200 ft2 
applies 

2 non-individually listed resources and the 100 ft2 standard applies to 
lldividually listed resources. This would be a fairly easy wording 
change 
that could be inserted into the several locations in Chapter 2.9 where 
this 
issue comes up. 

"Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilition - -  there's also been 
a 
lot of discussion whether or not to include these as review criteria. 
There 
are a couple of different approaches that could be taken. One, the more 
strict, could be to include the criteria, but note that the requirement 
for 
differentiation only be applied to individually-listed resources. The 
alternate approach would be to exempt non-individually-listed resources 
from 
all of them. 

There may be other opportunities for differentiation between the 2 types 
of 
resources that I haven't identified here; I mostly wanted to introduce 
the 
notion for discussion because I see this as possibly a way to 
effectively 
protect the important single structures like Benton Center or certain 
OSU 
buildings while giving the homeowners in the historic districts the 
-Freedom 

- live in & use their homes as they choose without 'undue restrictions & 
-inancia1 burdens placed on them. 

This may be an overly simplistic way to approach this knotty problem; 1 
3 



look 
forward to hearing staff's frcdback and comments on whether or not this 
could work as a relatively straight-forward approach to a compromise 
between 
the various needs of the community. 

Thanks for all your hard work; see you on Wednesday 

Trish 



COLLEGE HILL NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIAT~ON 
Dan Brown, President (754-5420); Gary Angelo, Vice President (753-5789); 

Christine Stillger, Secretary (753-5108); Mike Middleton, Treasurer, (738-0827) 

February 15,2006 

Hello Commissioners - 

The following discussion relates to the goal of making the Quasi-Judicial review criteria 
and Quasi-Judicial process clearer and more objective in the Corvallis Land Development Code. 
This issue is identified as Proposals 1,2, and 3 on the first page of  our written testimony dated 
February 6,2006, and further explanation was presented in the text of that written testimony. 
Following &-e several detailed proposals for specific changes to LDC 2.9 which address our 
concz,m: 

A. Clarifying the Concept of Historic Significance in Quasi-Judicial Decisions 
B. ClarrFying the Historic Significance Associated with a Historic Person 
C. Clarifying the Need to Differentiate Alterations under Rehabilitation Standards 
D. Identifying ccReversibility" and ccVisibility" as Quasi- Judicial Review Criteria 
E. Applying new Quasi-Judicial Review Criteria to Non-Primary Resources 
F. Providing Evidence Related to Quasi-Judicial Review Criteria 
G. Documenting Quasi-Judicial Rationale 
H. Separating Out Historic Districts 

Proposals for changes to the Code are highlighted in Bed. 

Historic Signifcance is not clearly defined in the Code in the Quasi-Judicial section. 
This is a problem because this key concept is used in making historic preservation decisions, 
and it is employed in many places in the Land Development Code, including Sections 2.9.70.i.l 
and 2.9.70.111 and 2.9.70.0 and 2.9.90.02.a.11. Everybody involved needs to know what the 
people in our community mean when we use this terra 

We believe the Code should be clear about the official meaning in the City of Corvallis. 
One option is to copy the de£inition of Bistoric Significance from Section 2.2.40.05.b.2 and 

TER 1.6. [See the brackets below.] Another option is to apply existing Code 
language, in Section 2.2.40.05.b.2 to the Code sections on Alterations and New Construction 
and to Demolition. 

Alterations and New Construction Historic Signzj7cance already is referenced as part 
of the Review Criteria for a HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permit for Alterations and New 
Construction in Section 2.9.100.04.16.1 - General. 



The Alterarion or New Construction iiisto7.i~ Yt~resel-vation Y e m i t  request 
shall be evaluated against the review criteria listed below, as a-pplicable. 
These criteria are intended to epzszre that the desieg or style ojr the Alteration 
or New Cornstruetion is compatible with that oftlze existifig designated historic 

resource, f i n  exisrence, andproposed in part tc ~emain, cakzd with m y  existing 
su7~ounding cumparkl.ble desipated historic resouuces, !/"a-pplicable. Such 
aciivities shall ensure that Q designcared historic resource remains compatible 
with other existing surrounding resources and other emnzpls ofthe resource 's 
urchitectml desigvz or style. Consideration shall be giwn to the Historic Sig~ificnnce 
anaor the dassij5cation, age, ~rchitectural design or syle, and the condition of the 
desrigru~ted historic resource. 

Use of the iermHisioric Signzj2calace is not clear and objective here, and it needs to be. 
In order to improve clarity, we propose the creation of a new section, 2.9.100.84.b.ll.c, which 
would state: 

P I , ? j 7 j s i ~ i ~  S~K~$+.CKQC~ &$n& i~ S ~ C ~ O B  2 2% 4@* 05&,2 [OF b Chapter 1-61. "1 

HBemaaoK~orraa The term signijicanb already is referenced as part of The Review Criteria 
for a WPB-Level Historic Preservation Pcrmit for the DemoGtian of a designated historic 
resource in Section 2.9.3110,03.b - Review Criteria. 

gthe reposed demolition involves one of the stmctzd~es idepztfjied in "I  " - "3 " 
below and is not exemptper Section 2.9.70, it may be dowedprovided the 
applicant submits evidence documenting the age of the aflected structure and 
documentation that the Demolition will not dmage, obscwe, or negutjveh 
impact my historic resource on the property that is clms$5ed as L91'~toric/Contributiazg 
or is called out GS being oigaiflca~i, bused on my q" the xource~ ofinfom&.on listed 
in 29.60.~ 

The term sigrzicaazf is not cigar md objective, and it needs to be. First, we ~zcommend that 
Ibis t e rn  be replaced with HMorically Sig~ificand. Further, we propose changes to Section 
2.9.118.03.c.l.b. which would state: 

b) If-within a iVati-konnl Reg'sier offi-jsioric Ences ~Yisiorie Dis&lci, 
Demolition of the resource would not adve~sely aflect the Integity oythe 
Dispict. To address this criterion, the applicant shall-provide an assessment 
ofthe demolition's efects on the h i s t i c  character qf&e Giseict, ad $he 

Hisi'oric Sia",*$5ccmcz and Integity ofihe subject designated hist~ric. intepiry 
is described in Section 2.2 $0.05. b. I n ~ : d ~ % ~ i s ~ ~ ~ ~ . i c  Sig'lpQ3cmce iz d e j ~ e d  i ~ z  
Sec87:otz 2.2 4@.i!l5b. 2. [or Chapter 1.q. 

F?e believe tht this S O E G C ~ ~  shrauld be U S C ~  in Qa~asi-.B63diciaJ reviews to distinguish 
the historic value of various historic resources, especially the m g h a l  ones. Under the City's 
current interpretation, everythiag in s historic district is a designated histiorris resource (that is, 
every shed, every s h b ,  every W ~ ~ Q W  pane, every stop sign, every roof cap vent, every xtiility 
pole, etc.). We bekie~re that the citizens of CorvaUis do not believe that eventhing is si,onificant 
enough to deserve historic ~rotection, - and we need objective standards to  determine which ones 
do and which ones don't. 



Not everything associated with the @e of a historic person is w o f i  protecting at great 
eqense  or inmnvemience to private citizens. This Is ?Lie of m y  of the '-s that they used 
in their da%j lives: towels, garbage cam, food wrappers, etc. It is also true of some of .their real 
pr~pert~j :  lawas, sLLwbs, shzds, shingles, ere. We ileed a clzaer ,nlidehe for making the choice 
between what has Historid: Sigrzij7ca~t~e as the result of association aGth a historic person a ~ d  
whit does not have, particularly when we are dealing with a resource which was not their 
primary residence or their primary place of work. We propose that a clearer tie than "associated" 
is n e c e s s q  as in two suggested revisions to the current draft: 

a) If [the resource] isjjm&mentakt~ ?-ehted 20 the ~ Y Q T ~ ,  a:hie~~~ment$, 
or I fe  story of a perso~z, group, organization, or institution that has made 
a sign$cant contribution to the Ciiy, County State or nation. 

c) The tree isjkicsdm~antcklly ~.zhied to $he JVOT~,  ackSieve~2enis, or dtf2 &oq~  
of a person or goup of Historic SigniJicalilce. 

Not every 50-year-old garage kt Cornallis is the HIP garage. The fact that shll outbuilding, tree; 
oh: side-m.Ilc exists on a property owned by a historic person does not h p l y  that it was of p a t  
Historical Significaaee. 

G .  
Standards 

One of the Secretary of the Interior's Stmzdards for Rehabilitation kc1udes the concept 
sf "d2Eerentiati0n.~~ This is basically kcomistent with the ctsnh:ment standard for comyatibilitv 
and 4s cofisi-tllg to  my people. The Standards for Rehabilitation advise: 

New saddiiions, e.xtzrior alterations, or related new cons~mction will not destroy 
historic materials, featwes and spatial relationships that character-iz,~ the property. 
The new work will be diflerentiated from the old and will be compatible with the historic 
mterials, features, size scale and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity ofthe 
properly and its environment- 

For the sake of clarity, Cornallis should address this issue isl its Code, However, since this is 
merely a federal wideline, our corn- can decide how to apply it in terms of who, wh t ,  
where, why, when, how, and how much. The rationale for our position has &eady been 
presented in tesiho~7y dated F e b v  6,2006, (p.11). Our pmposai foUows: 

2.9.$QQ.041b.2.-Compatib%Q Criteria for $tmctures and Siie Elements 



2.2. 05.2.2, QF- 2- 2.40. @5. c. 2.; liVew work or? all other :'esozruces 2s zxeewpld+ona $his 
dG?erz~ii&'a~. 1% deicrm&?i~g :he hj-istoric Sigzij?"~m-ace offhe resozircg, fhe? sozrrces 
qfjin~7or;~m'o~ 3';"ted iw 2. 9s d@c will be trsed 

D. 'iEdentifvi~ag 6'RevessibiBi$8iT79 and 6'VisibiliijZqT99 as Ouasi-3udiciall Review - 

Grite~ieia 

Some changes are not incompatible (pardon the double negative) with the historic 
character of a hstoric district and therefore should generally be allowed. Two of the criteria 
involved in sorting out Exemptions and Director-Level decisions fkom Quasi-Judicial decisions 
are: visibiilty and reversibility. These same two criteria should be used by the Quasi-Judicial 
Eody when making site de~i~elopmnt and accessory development decisions. 

The concept of visibility is used in 2.9.70.e, and 2.9.7Q.h, and 2.9.BOO.O3.rcy and 
2.9.108.83.i. The logic is that changes which (1) do not h v o i ~ e  the primary structure and 
(2) won't be noticed by passersby are not incompatible with the historic character of a hist~ric 
district. F%zit is the loss to historis ~ r a l ~ e ?  @r;cep$ioas fk~r vzlxzb!~ resQ1xces such 2s the HE' 
gzzage cm Lj pruie&ed -m&zr &he reTie-fi- eIitGT{a far Eia<osc sigB@TcGEcE -jji secGan 
2.2.40.05b.2.) 

The concept of reversibi4ity is allied in Sections 2.9.BOB.03.b, and 2.9.100.03.c, and 
2.9.100.03.f. The logic is that for changes which are not visible, a secondary safeguard is that 
there will be no permanent damage to the p* structure. Again, what is the loss to Inistork 
value? ( h d  again, exceptions for valuable resources such as the IFqpg garage can be protected 
under the review criteria for Historic Signzjkance in Section 2.2.40.05b.2.) 

We propose the foUowhg changes to Sediorm 2.9.BelBQ.04.b.Z.i and j irnvolvhg visibility 
md  evers sib Wj related to site development md accessory devebpment. 

E;) Side D e v e ~ o ~ r n e ~ i  - To the extent practicable, ,*en other a-~plicable 
deveiopmekzt standards, such as st~ndards in the Code for building 
coverage sserbach, sidewalk and street pee Zocdi~ns, the Alteration 
OP New Construction shall maintain e=cim*ng site development 
patterns, in existence andproposed in part to remain. 172 ktional Regmsier 
uf.iidsioric Places L5Tisto7ic Dispz'cis, A Aeraiio~s mH No/ Cwns$zzcijo~~ 
which art? (2) not visibk (y. me sc~genec$ ,+cia2 the public righ$+Y-way 
{excqtfor ~lleys~?orn which they m q  be ~isa'a'Ble) m d  m e  (2) 78ie~sihie 
wiid Be ~Zlowsd szk@ieci 20 Q~asi-J~ca"icH;al ~eview. 

j) Ascess~w D~evelo~men~S3'~uct&cres - Accessory development as defined in 
Chapter 4.3 and items such as cxterior lighn'ng, walls, fenczs, m i n g s  
and landscaping, that are associated with an Alteration or New 
Construction ff-istoric Permit appiication, shall be visually conzpan'bie 
with the architectml design or sfyle ofthe ~ ~ i l i 2 a i y  historic de~i~cfzated 
resource, the existing designated historic resource, f i n  existence and 
lsrcipssed in -~crt to remain, and to a~zy cowzpamble designated historic 
resources wzz%in the Dzsh-z'ct, as qpIica6le. historic dimlcls, 



The overall point is that ifi-eversibility is going to be used as a review criterion, everyone 
involved needs to know that. There also should be a clear defition. As a la te-brehg aside, 
there wm m interesting exchange at the EPAB meeting on Febrenary 13,2806 meeting relevant 
to the review of the Tracy and Leone Johnson House (IPI906-00803). One WAB3 member 
asserted that "reversibilityy was a requirement for additions EH1 Corvallis under the Secretary of 
Interior's Rehabilitation Si~w~diard, and that hat standard was required for the case in question. 
Other W B  members disageed, saying that reversibiiiiy was not a relevant requirement under 
om Code. Thk use of "reversib%ty" on February 13 is very different &om the one we propose. 

E. Applying New Quasi-Judicial Review Criteria ta Non-Primary Resources 

h sections B and C above, we have presented e~baillples where the nine standards of 
Eista~$ai: Signijkance ~m be used to &catate objective Quasi-Judicial decisions. h this sectioq 
we would like to develop mother use for these review criteria, and also propose an addition to 
the Code. 

Ailpother Use for Review Crite~ia A more como.ra application of Hixioric 
SignQScamx as review crheria wodd be to distinguish between high value md b w  value 
historic resources which happen to be in bistoric districts. Most existing lmdscaping, sheds, 
trees, sidew&s, chimney caps, previous alterations, SMDS, babeque pits, etc. were never 
hdivid~l~hHy assessed for hiscofic value in m h g  the district nomination. Often, even those 
which are "called out," have not been thoroughly evaluated. Furthermore, the c a b g  out is 
inconsistent f o n  one property to another in the nomination. The blanket of "designated historic 
reso~lllrce" is m t  a clear proof of Xistmic Sig~ificawce to just* a level of protection by the City. 

The items iaa 2.2.40.Q%. b.2 are a useful checklist for evaluating non-primary resources. 
The list will be especially telling in" sr@ objective '7jendge" can getto the bottom without &ding 
any criteria which justify historic value. What if an outbuilding in a historic district is: mt 
associated with events, @ associated with persoIls or goups, possessing distinctive 
cha~teristics,  g& a prime example, @ the work of a master, jnot high in artistic value, 
likely $0 yield .d"o-mtion, & a visual landmark, eic. ? The pra,gmtic thing for the City to do is 
to protect other resources which ase truly HE'sto~crah) Signz~crant. 

An interesting (and notoricsus) example might be the Sara Cauthom Garage (lIPZP04- 
088034) located b e h d  the residence at 614 SW 3rd. (A photo and the National Register Listing 
are appended.) The garage is a Mistoric/Contributhg streactme in the Avery-Heha Historic 
District. The majn structure is zoned commercial azad is heated dong federal highway 99W. 
me gzShgs s$"ks &- back of ibc 5-n+ nftkn L n ~ x c m  inin t b  g ' l a m ~ i .  IE n n ~ ~ ; h l ~ -  it nnt hp u L l L  W 1  LUU uwuder u u  u r v  ;uu i r u v ~  u u  pvvuruir, . -- - -- - 
noticed by drivers passing at 25mph. The condition of the garage is at least as bad as shown in 
the picture. The Integrity of the garage is suspect, for many reasons including the fact that it has 
garage doors at both eads, a nuance not noted in the drive-by historic inventory. The omer 
wants to demolish it. Tiae implied question posed for the Quasi-Judicial Body is, "On behalf of 
the of Comaflis, is the best use or'lhk property (2)  to protect "this p&icular historic 
resource located in a historic district or (2) to allow some other use of the property?" 



This question remains unanswered, because the application has not been completed, 
but the nine Zisforic S ~ ~ P Z ~ J ~ C ~ Z C ~  criteria can be applied to this designated historic, 
~ o r i c / C o n t r i b g  structure to determine its iristoric value. Was the garage associated with 
histork events? Did Sara Cauthorn make sign&5cmwt historic contributions while living there, 

- 
and was that one-car garage part of her contribution? (Was the garage built before she sold the 
property in 1912, and did Sara own a cax between 1908 and 1912?) Does the garage embody 
distinctive characteristics'? It the garage a prime example of architecture? Is the garage the work 
of a master? Does the garage demonstrate high artistic values? Is the garage likely to yield 
historic information? Is the garage a visual landmark? Does this garage contribute to the 
historic character? Our assessment, after going through the checklist, is that this cheaply-built 
"smll one-ca garage" it is not in the same historic class with the FP garage where Bill Wewlett 
and Dave Packard started their business. That jud,penr is based on clear criteria 

Pro~ased Addition to Code Historic preservation is a platitude. Most Americans 
would support the idea of historic preservation as it Is described in abstract principles and 
migazine articles. The problem with preservation in lies in the d y s i s  of costs and 
benefits in speczc situations. h Corn&, some people perceive "hi the WBB wants to d:: 
unreasonable tradeoffs between high private costs for low public benefit, particularly in historic 
distiicts. These perceptions are the essence of stories which discourage people ffom maintaining 
their properties, from participating in the permit review process, and fkom allowing their 
properties to be listed. We propose the foliowing addition to the Code. 

b. Ifwithin a National Register of hTistoric Places Historic Distn'ct, Demolition ofthe 
resource will not adversely a8ect the integriv ofthe district. To address this criterion, 
the applicant shall provide an assessment ofthe DemsliiSon 's side effects on the 
character and integrity ofthe subject designated historic resource and District. 
"Int-eqi9" is described in Section 22.40. B.5.b. 1. 

The Quasi-Judicial Body is .not the only somca and m y  not even be the best source 
of Information aboct a particular historic resource in a historic district in Com&. Sometimes 
disageements devebp 'between appficmts md the IPBB about the application of review 
criteria. 113.i present, the &&g at m/& hea-;zig~ uaifly ~iie-si&d, a d  deter&atia~ 
is based on the ophion of the inore powerful party, the 2PA.B. 



Applicants aeserve 20 nave o bjectlve quas~-Ju~clal  decisions wbch are bound by law 
~ n d  based on legal principles and evidence. To facilitate appeals, to avoid potential lawsuits, 
to provide clear e q h t i o n s  to applicants, and -to implement the will of the citizens of Comllis, 
this is a minimm requirement. Our suggestions for &anges to the Code d i v e  sources of 
h5ormation and application requirements. 

- . - 

Ssurcas of Hrraforrna$iasn The revised Code provides a mechanism for evidence from the 
applicant in Section 2.9.6lJ.c. This provision is mentioned in many places, including 2.9.70.b.I 
and 2.9.7O.i.P and 2.9.90.m and2.8.70.0 and 2.9.84Q.03.b. It is mentioned in 
2.9.BQ0.01.s.P.c.2.a relative to trees; however, it is not clear that the tree provision applies also to 
Q m i -  Judicial review of my o h  historic resowce~. We propose the f~ l lowhg addition to 
Quasi-Judicial Review Criteria as $&ion 2.9.100.8)4.ris.]L.c: 

It is imperative that all the sources of itlIbnnation included 2.9.60.c will be utilized to provide 
objective evidence to establish Historic Signijicnnez and compatibility in making Alteration and 
New Cons&uction decisions. 

Aaasslicatioaa Rleaotnirentaentsi In additi~n, since many decisions are based on Integrity anci 
Hk'soric Signij'a'cance, the properey owner shouid be advised ahead of h e  to consider these 
issues before going to a Quasi-Judicial hearing. We propose the foflowbg addition to 
AppEcation ~equirements mder 2.9.90.0283. 

3. A d e s c ~ i p ~ o ~  qX fhc I.fe,wiQ cad KTisfofi6: SibgnGf ccnce (as dij5ned in 2.2. 05.49) 
qi'ths uyecz$c &+-zccfss-e, b~kiidiiii~g, L~imi, or other historic ee'emsntfor which 

ca ci~m2ge is reqziested 

Care is justified because lots of money md historic d u e  are often involved in Qmsi-Judicial 
decisions. Making the application bnger will take more time for the applicant, but it will 
streamline the process for staff, owners, the Quasi-Judicial Body, and appeal agencies. 

The lack of documentation of EPAB rationale has created problems in the past, certainly 
in t e r n  of public relations. The applicant and the c o m ~ ~ G t y  deserve a clear and complete 
explanation. "Because it is a desiguzated historic resource in a historic di3&j'icfY is c '~b je~ t i~e 'y  
enough, but it is an incomplete, bureaucratic explanation. Ii does not give the applicant the 
information they need to state a case for appeal, and it does not give those reviewing appeals the 
iniiomtion they need to make an objective determination. 

In Quasi-Judicial as opposed to Advisory determinations, it will be necessary for the 
new Quasi-Judicial Body to provide mith reports. These reports must explain and justlfy the 
review criieria and evident:: wed to make decisions. Once writtern. they should be sent to 
representatives of neighborhood associations in historic districts and placed on reserve at the 
public library. 



A notorious example of unclear application of review criteria is "he square pillar decision 
at2759 NW Arnold (EPP02-00027) in the College Hill West =sioiic District. The owners 
wanted to resore the integrity of the home by replacing an unsympathetic entry hood. They 

- 
k e d  a professional designer who prod~~ced a plan featuring round pillars. Tne EPAB decided 
that round pillars were acceptable on the back of the house, but were not acceptable on the fisnt. 
To pxevent the rain ftom eniering thou& the opened roof of theh home during a lengthy apped 
and io make the fiont and back of the home consistem wi";n each other, the o-mers conceded to 
the EPAB and decided to redesign the hood supports with square pillas. %his WAB 
requirement ignored the kc t  that there are four homes v ~ i t k  eyeshot ef the subject home that 
have round pillars (md of course round pillars are common all over the College Hill West 
His~oiic District.) No coherent rationale, based on review criteria in the Code, for the HPAB 'S 

q w e  pillar demand was documented by the EPAB. 

Documentation will make the process clearer and more objective. Owners need 
assurance that Qmsi-Judicial findings are based on principle rather t h  spinion and that 
decisions will not depend on the composition of the Quasi-Judicial Body at a particular meeting. 
Those who sit on appeals of Quasi-Judicial decisions need to see a clear statement of the 
rationale for previous decisions. 

We still belleve that separating historic districts from individual l.istirags would d c e  the 
Code clearer for bo& owners of individually-listed properties md for 'hose who have properties 
in historic districts. We would be willing to volunteer to help separate out sections of the Code 
and organize them in a new section for historic districts. 

However, the City Council seem anr;ious to finalize the revisions to the historic 
provisions, and the Plmling Commission may not W&L to  take on such a big job. rPs an 
altemtive, we believe h t  the changes outbed jn sections A though G. ~~ accom~lish 
the sane purposes for hisiolic distiicts. 

Lfthe Planning Cornmission determines that the requirements should apply equally 
to individually-fisted and hisioric distiict properties, then the proposals ~ L - G  can be changed 
to eliminate specific mention of historic districts. 

We have tried to label all mentions of histoiic districts wiilh blue Qpe In the document 
so that it will be easy for readers to identif-y and review them. 





614 SW 3rd 
Historic Name: Sarah Cauthorn House & Garage 
Year of Co~vtnrcti~rz: 1908 
Legal Description: Avery's Addition, Block G Lot 5, Tax Lot 2000 
Uwner: Kathleen Humby and Eric Anderson, 614 SW 3" St,  Cowallis, OR 97333 
Classification: HistoriclContributing (2) 

Description: This small one-story, wood game house is a simple bungalow. It is sheathed in shiplap siding and rests on a concrete 
foundation. Its hipped roof is covered with composition shingles. Decorative features include exposed rafter tails and a gabled 
dormer on the fiont (east) hqade. A full-width porch is recessed beneath the roofline. It is supported by three square posts with 
simple caps and is partially enclosed with a knee wall. Windows are one-over-one double huug sash. There is a small addition on the 
rear (west) of the house. 

, . .. _dmall, one-car garage is located behind (west) the house. It is sheathed with shiplap siding and its roof is currently covered witll 
- -  ed roofing. The door is a simple ti-i-fold styie door. 

History: In 1913, Sarah (widow of Thomas E.) and Mary, music teacher, lived at this address; 1905 OAC directories iudicated b t  
students board with Mrs. Cautharn. In c. 19 12, the house wm sold to Edgar D. Smith. The 1920 Faculty & Staff Directory for OAC 
indicated &at this house was the residence of E. P. Emin, the Superintendent of Buildings. Subsequent owners h v e  included L e w a  
Avery, George and Myrtle Bailey, Deher  Branson, and Leslie Liles. --* 



3580 fdthr f yler Avenue 
Corvallis QR 97330 
February 16,2006 

TO: City of CawaHis PLANNING GOMMISSION 
% Fred Towne Q fax # 541 m754-1792 

FR: Tammy Stehr 

RE: Chapter 2 3  Update review, on-going 

Firstly, thank yara for keeping the record In this matter open through today, 

Secondly, 1 apologize for once agaln adding to your paper burden, 
1 

Thirdly, 1 would like to briefly addre88 the matter of Historlc Brss~watibn on the QSU 
campus. The second and third paragraphs of a January 25Ih letter in this matter from 
QSU, addressed to Robert Richardson, read as fallaws: 

08U would llka to requesR the City Council Blfm~gly C O ~ S I ~ G P  allowlng DSUl to prepare 
It& Owe Historlo Prtearwatlon Zoning DiWlGt. Ths language wlthin this mnlng dlstrlct 
would be In sceardiance wlth OSU's pending Hlpl i~rf~ Prw~watl~n Plan (HPP). 

City staff and members of the Hlaturlc Pr-watlen Adtlis~ry Board (HPA8) erupport 
OSldps irrtcntlon at creatlng a HPP and 65U hi~taric prsserratlcn-zoning distrld. The 
HPP would govern the hilrtlarlc prerservutiDn eflarta an campuer and function In a 
manner slmllar to the Campus Mester Plan and the 63U Zoning Distrlct (lee., If a 
pmjest premaai wew mnalmni wlth the HPP, thrlrn it wcruld not r~quim ra saview 
by the Dlrsebr af HPM), 

The gist af this seems ta be an entreaty from QSU that it be exempt from the Chapter 
2,9 and associated code reavisions whlch so many people are expending so very much 
tima and energy on. Basically, QSU is behavlrtg llke a fax asking to guard the hsnhause 
(there are, I believe, at least I 7  BSU buildings on the current local historical list, 
resources which indeed will fall under 2'9 if OSU does not get its way), I firmly believe 
that the code baing craRed In 2.9 represents minimum standard8 which will apply to \the 
stewardship of historic bulldlngs in Cowallla, Including the OSU campus. Certainly, OBU 
would be free to set even higher standards ftar itself-as would any other property 
clwner-but 1 get the impression OSU wants lesser standards for itself, I urge you to 
retsidst OSU's entreaties and make it clear lo this public institution that It does nut get to 
write Its own less stringent rulas;. (And I cannot believe that '"city staff and rrrernbers of 
the HPAB" would lend their support to a strategy that would allow a public institution to 
c!r~,umvent cads appiioable ~CI  r!vilnq~)ne Q!S$ jy! ?ha G!ty-surg!y OSU'e statgrn~nb 
qu~ted absve ara more than a little disingenuous.) 
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Towne, Fred 

From: Mclntosh, Patty [patty.mcintosh@oregonstaie.edu] 

;ent: Wednesday, February 15, 2006 3:32 PM 

To : Towne, Fred 

Cc : Martorello, Vincent 

Subject: Public Comments to HPAB-2-15-06.doc 

Fred, 

?lease find attached OSU's comments as p e r  the request for a continuance for public comments from the February 8th Planning 
:ommission meeting. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Vincent or myself at your convenience. 

Patty McEirat~sh 

Senior Space Planner 

OSU Facilities Services 





BSU Facilities Services 
Campus Planning 

February 15, 2006 

February 15, 2006 

City of Corvallis 
C/o Community Development Planning Division 
PO Box 1083 
Corvallis, OR 97339 

ATTN: Planning Commissioners 

Please accept this letter as written testimony on behalf of Oregon State University. OSU 
would like to reiterate the consideration by the Planning Commission to allow OSU to 
prepare its own Historic Preservation Zoning District. 

At the February 8" public planning commission meeting, some concerns about OSU's 
comrhitment to historic preservation were expressed from some neighbors. OSU finds 
itself very committed to historic preservation. As an example of this commitment, OSU 
cites the following: 

1. Historic preservation policies within the Campus Master Plan establish the 
framework guiding future development in a manner that is compatible with the 
historic resources across campus. 

2. Requesting and receiving a $10,000 grant from the State of Oregon State Historic 
Preservation Office for purposes of hiring a hstoric preservation consultant. The 
consultant is c~urently in the process of completing a nomination application to 
the National Register of Historic Places. OSU is intending to designate a portion 
of its campus to the National Register of Historic Places in November 2006. 

3. OSU has been invited to apply to the Getty Foundation for a Campus Heritage 
Grant. The funding fiom the grant will be used to fulfill OSU's obligation to 
complete a Historic Preservation Plan, as described in the Campus Master Plan. 

4. The Historic Preservation Plan will establish the framework for historic 
preservation. OSU envisions the Historic Preservation Plan functioning for 
historic resources as the Campus Master Plan h c t i o n s  for general development 
(i.e., the Historic Preservation Plan will set the policy and regulations for how 
OSU will implement historic preservation approaches.) The ls tor ic  Preservation 
Plan will contain a Historic Preservation Zoning District that describes the 
specific regulations that govern OSU7s approach. OSU intends to work with the 
Historic Preservation Advisory Board and the community during the preparation 
of the Historic Preservation Plan and zoning code language so OSU can fully 
disclose its intentions and develop a plan that addresses cornm~mity interest. 
Once approved by the City Council, the OSU Historic Preservation Plan and 
Zoning district would enable OSU to proceed with its preservation and 
rehabilitation approach without the need for City review, except in those 



OSU Facilities Services 
Campus Planning 

February 15, 2006 

situations when the project proposal is not consistent with the plan or zoning 
district language. OSU would approach the completion of the Historic 
Preservation Plan and Zoning District in similar fashon to the Campus Master 
Plan (e.g., cooperatively work with neighbors and City staff to incorporate the 
appropriate measures to ensure specific interests are safeguarded). 

This concept has been discussed with the State Historic Preservation Office, city staff, 
and members of the Historic Preservation Advisory Board. General support from these 
groups has been given to OSU. OSU would request the City Council express their 
support as well. 

The benefits of such an approach to historic preservation are similar to those previously 
cited for general development during the Campus Master Plan approval process. 

More specific accountability of OSU to the City and the neighbors, 
A transparent and disclosed approach to Historic Preservation by OSU, 
The ability to specifically address the unique character of OSUYs campus 
Less adminis-trative review and cost for the City. 
The ability to incorporate mitigation measures to safeguard those concerns 
brought forward by interested neighbors and community representatives. 

OSU already has a development-zoning district within the City of Corvallis Land 
Development Code. OSU is not requesting anythmg that has not otherwise been 
provided, and finds that this request will enhance the existing OSU zoning district by 
addressing the specific approaches to historic preservation. 

Which will be incorporated into the Land Development Code? OSU would like to 
express its support to the College Hill Neighborhood Association letter dated February 
15,2006. 

The letter identifies specific language for demolition: 

b) Ifwithin a National Register of Historic Places Historic District, Demolition of the 
resource would not adve7~ely afect the integrity of the District. To address this 
criterion, the applicant shall provide an assessment of the demolition's effects on the 
his~or-ic character ofthe Dist~ict, and rhe Historic SigniJicance and Integrity of the 
subject designated historic. Integrity is described in Section 2.2.40.05. b.1 and Historic 
Sig1ificn7zce is de;iinecl i 7 7  Sectio~~ 2.2.40.05b.2. [or Chapter 1.61. 

This type of language addresses the issue of how non contributinghon historic resources 
within a district can be evaluated for demolition, which OSU addresses in its January 21, 
2005 letter to the Cormnission. The Commission should provide an equitable process to 
demolition those resources. 



OSU Facilities Services 
Campus Planning 

February 15, 2006 

OSU also supports language that establishes parameters on how hstoric significance'is 
determined. The College Hill Neighborhood Association proposed to examples: 

a) It [the resource] isJi.rnrlur~~e~ztnl[~~ reluted to the tvork, nchie~!enze~zts, 
07" l$k S ~ O Y ) /  ofa person, group, organization, or institution that has made 
a significant contribution to the City, County State or nation. 

c) The tree isfi.~~ldum.erttaZh~ ?-elated to the P I ) o ~ + ~ ,  aachievemerzts, 07- l$e slto7y 
of a person or group of Historic Significance. 

Item 2.9.100.01 c. addresses the concern OSU raised with regard to using an age of 50 
years to determine if a tree is considered historic. Please refer to OSU's letter dated 
Jmuary 21,2005. OSU has not received any response to its letter dated January 21,2005 
with regasd to determining a hstorically significant tree. 

OSU also supports the premise that secondary sikuctures will not be presumed to have a 
historic significance because they are contained within a historic district. 

OSU would like to reiterate its support of establishing separate code language for each 
district. By establishing code language that specifically governs the unique features of a 
particular district, the Commission can ensure such character is adequately preserved. 

OSU would like to reiterate its position on relaxing the standards of using a private street 
right of way. Chapter 2.9 requires either review by the Director or HPAB for those 
alterations visible from a private right of way. OSU street network is primarily a grid 
pattern composed of private street right of way. By establishing such a threshold, the 
City unfairly encumbers OSU with a proportionately higher level of review than would 
otherwise be experienced within other Historic Districts. Such a trigger will also 
potentially increase the number of quasi-judicial reviews by the City, which negates the 
efforts achieved through the campus master planning process. OSU would request that 
specific language within Chapter 2.9 be inserted that exempts OSU &om the private street 
threshold. A more appropriate and equitable threshold may be one already in place' 
within the OSU zoning district, which is the main entrance of adjacent buildings. 

Specific Sections referring to private street right-of way include Section 2.9.60, 2.9.70(e), 
(h)Y 0') 



OSU Facilities Services 
Campus Planning 

February 15, 2006 

OSU would also like to reiterate its position on roofing If the roof cannot be seen from 
the ground plane, then why should it be subject to the preservation approach described in 
Chapter 2.9? The threshold for rewlation should be visibility; this is consistent with 
other areas of the Code. 

OSU would request a response to its letter dated Janu2ry 25, 2006. 

Sincerely, 

Vincent M;u-tor ello, AlCP 
Interim Director, Facilities Services 
Associate Director, University Planning 



To: The Corvallis Planning Commission 
From: Carolyn Ver Linden 
Testimony for the Historic Ordinance, 2.9 

Corvallis is admired for its tree-lined streets and numerous parks, its historic courthouse, 
storefi~nts, homes, and other structures, its traditional downtown--with small shops and 
restaurants, and its averfront Commemorative Park, which runs along the Willamette River, on 

1. Energy loss within a building 

Heat loss: 
There are many sources of heat loss in buildings besides windows, which are commonly 
perceived as one of the most sigmficant sources of loss. Many other forms of energy loss are 
overlooked, especially in older homes where the probability of lealcs is high. Determining heat 
loss involves a number of issues, such as size and shape of b ~ ~ I c h g ,  tightness of envelope, 
amount of glazing, etc. Heat loss in a house occurs through the processes of conduction, 
convection, and radiation. As heat rises it is lost through the ceiling, thus, ceiling insulation is 
the single most effective way to reduce heat loss. There may be many other hidden leaks as well, 
such as around chmneys, recessed lights, baseboards, wood floors, and basements -worth 
investigating for energy efficiency. 

To determine where leaks are occurrirag in the house, a door blower test is the method often used;' 
ducts are best tested separately with either a pressure pan, flow hood, etc. (The door blower 
consists of a fan that fits into a door fiame, pushing air through until it reaches a certain pressure, 
and then infrared cameras and smoke sticks can be used to find the air currents and pinpoint 
leaks.) 

Based on research I did, windows are usually not considered to be the chef source of heat loss, 
representing somewhere between 25-30% for a typical house. Replacing windows has a long 
payback period and adding storm windows is as effective as replacement with standard double 
paned air-filled windows. Double paned aluminum or steel windows actually exacerbate heat 
loss. "The once popular non-thermally broken aluminum and steel frames have been 
categorically lacked out of the market since being identified as conduits for indoor heat to the 
outside. Though thermally broken alternatives, which typically use epoxy or vinyl to break up 
the aluminum contmuum, are on the market, the insulation supplied by these windows is still 
s ~ b s t ~ d a r d . "  Tech~ze!ogir,a!ly scphsticated dc&le=pz~ed *x&~o'v'J~ arc riiore ef3cient of 
course, and with comparable prices. 

I Insulated Glass with Air Fill 1 0.56-0.5 1 1.6-2.0 1 
"Introduction to Windows," Charlotte Matthews, Brown University 

Glazing Type 
Single Glass 
Single Glass with Storm Window 

U-value 
1.1 
0.5 

R-Value 
0.9 
1.5-2.0 



R stands for Resistance and denotes the window's ability to block heat flow. U is the reciprocal of R and represents 
the amount of heat that does transfer through the window. 

From Forum Journal, Winter 2006, Vol20, No.2, pp 28 - 29, Donovan Rypkema 
I 

1. The vast majority of heat loss in homes is through the attic or uninsulated walls, not windows. 
2. Adchng just 3 1/2 " of fiberglass insulation in the attic has three times the R factor impact as 
replacing a single pane window with no storm window with the most energy efficient window. 
3. Properly repaired historic windows have an R factor nearly indistinguishable from new, so- 
called 'weatherized" windows. 
4. Regardless of the manufacturers' "lifethe warranties," 30% of the windows being replaced 
each year are less than 10 years old. 
5. One Indiana study showed that the payback period through energy savings by replacing 
historic wood windows is 400 years. 
6. Destroying a historic wood window made old growth timber is the same as destruction of the 
same scarce resource. 

From Introduction to Windows, Charlotte Matthews, Brown University. 

The information below sugests why window replacement should be under review. 

"Window Replacement 1nstallat;on Options 

Replacing windows tends to be an arduous affair principally because of the difficulty in finding 
windows to fit the buil&ngYs existing rough openings. There are three approaches to fulfilling 
the task: 

Custom Frames 

The most popular choice, this approach involves completely hocking out the original window 
frame and starting fiom scratch with the rough opening, Vinyl, fiberglass and aluminum 
windows are typically offered in one inch-incremented sizes, facilitating a custom fit. 
Unfortunately wood window manufacturers are not so accomodating, and so the rough opening 
must usually tucked and stuffed a tad to fit the standard size offerings. 

A big and arduous task, some chose to remove the entire existing window and frame and then 
begin hacking away at the rough opening to fit a larger standard sized window. Obviously this is 
elxkemely hborer! intensive c.nstly, as a nevi headsr bew- mgst be hst-tal!ec-l, nst tc menticn 
new outdoor siding and indoor paint or wallpaper work. This approach, clearly, only makes 
sense if the damage or decay has extended past the confines of the window into the building its 
self, in whch case cleaning up the rough opening might as well entail m&ng it appropriate for 
an enlarged but standard fitting. 

Custom sized sash and panes 



Especially appropriate when the frame is in good condition, but perhaps, the glass panes are 
separating from a warped and weather sash, installing a custom-sized window into an existing 
f i m e  can be another alternative. Though the least expensive initially, such measures are usually 
short-lived and aesthetically unappealing. 

Especially in renovation projects, wood is often the only acceptable material to the architects for 
aesthetic continuity. Nonetheless, there are still considerations to be made w i t h  the material 
choice to ensure both maximum durability as well as minimum environmental impact. Obviously 
only the top quality, knot free, hard wood is ideal for sashes and frames, whch unfortunately is 
increasingly scarce and expensive." 

Embodied energy 

In terms of materials, the costlbenefit ratio does not favor new building. The quality of the 
materials used in historic homes can no longer be matched without significant costs to the owner 
and the environment, and the inferior materials in new homes ensures that they are no longer 
built to last. This must be a factor in considerations of alteration and demolition 

Embodied energy, or "embedded energy," is an assessment that includes the energy required to 
extract raw materials from nature, plus the energy used in primary and secondary manufacturing 
activities to provide a finished product. There is embodied energy in any processed product, from 
a drinking cup to a car. In embodied energy terms, buildings represent a huge, relatively long- 
duration energy investment. 

Every building is a complex colnbination of many processed materials, each of which contributes 
to the building's total embodied energy. The energy required to extract and process the raw 
material for an individual component, as well the energy used to transport the finished product to 
the job site and install it, all become part of the emboled energy cost of the completed structure. 
Furthermore, energy involved in maintaining an individual building component, and finally 
removing it and recycling it or otherwise disposing of it at the end of its useful life, can all be 
part sf the embodied energy equation for a particular building material, depending on how the 
embodied energy is quantified. 

As the operating energy required for buildings declines, the embodied energy they represent 
becomes a more sigolficant percentage of the total energy buildings use. 

www. seenbuilder .com/sourcebook: 

Most U.S. homes are constructed with wood fiaming. Although wood is a renewable resource, 
the m0~ia:L of wood ieq?ljl-ed for ~011~i'iil~~on puioses is taxing the regenerative capabilities of 
this resource, as well as depleting a critical component in ecological balance. Trees affect water 
quality, rainfall, and air quality, both in the immediate reaon and on a global scale. 



MEMOWNQUM 

From: Fred Towne, Senior 

To: Planning Commission 

Date: February 28,2006 

Re: Additional Pubilic Comment Submitted by February 'l!jfh for Planning 
Commission Hearing (LDT05-0000'1)- Previously Distributed 

Attached is the public comment submitted to the Planning Commission prior to the 
February 15th deadline regarding LDT05-00001, Historic Preservation Provisions. The 
submittal from the College Hill Neighborhood Association (Dan Brown) was submitted at 
the February 15, 2006, meeting. The submittal from Carol Chin was received via e-mail 
by staff on February 15, 2006, but was forwarded to the Planning Commission by e-mail 
on February 16,2006. This package merely consolidates them as hard copy for your use. 





Bowne, Fred 

From: 
'ent: 
: 
2ject: 

carol.chin@corncast.net 
Wednesday, February 15,2006 4:35 PM 
Towne, Fred 
testimony for PC, Chapter 2.9 update 

Fred, 
I 1 m  attaching (as PDF) my testimony for the Planning Commissionls 
deliberations on the Historic Preservation code update. 

Thanks, 
Carol 





Planning Commission 
City of Corvallis 
50 1 SW Madison Ave. 
Corvallis, OR 97333 

Dear Planning Commissioners: 

I would like to provide some additional information on a few key issues 

Energy Conservation 
Most property owners are concerned about saving on heating and cooling costs, energy 
consumption. Donovan Rypkema, principle of Place Economics, gave a presentation at the 
National Preservation Conference in Portland, Oregon last fall. In his talk titled, "Economics, 
Sustainability, and Historic Preservation" he stated: 

"The vast majority of heat loss in homes is through the attic or uninsulated walls, not 
windows. Adding just 3.5 inches of fiberglass insulation in the attic has three times the 
R-factor impact as replacing a single pane window with no storm with the most energy 
efficient window. Properly repaired historic windows have an R-factor nearly 
indistinguishable from so-called weatherized windows. Regardless of manufacturer's 
lifetime warranties, 30 percent of windows being replaced each year are less than ten 
years old." 

Economically Feasible Rehabilitation 
I agree with the testimony provided by RA Beierle on the compIexity of determining economic 
feasibility. With so many factors to consider, I do not believe that it is advisable to adopt a 
simple definition. 

Interpretive Signs or Tablets 
In terrns of size, I prefer the existing code language to the proposed language for residential 
districts. Certainly this should be different for non-residential resources. I prefer option three 
suggested by staff, with the size consistent with the existing sign standards. Note: the city 
currently encourages the use of interpretive signs on historic resources, and for consistency in 
design the Planning Division keeps an example of such a sign. 

Review Criteria and the Secretary of Interior Standards 
It has been suggested in the staff report that the exemptions and permits subject to director level 
review are consistent with the Secretary of Interior Standards for Preservation. This is not true. 
See page M-2 of the packet for the definitions of the four treatment strategies, and M-3 and M-4 
f ~ r  the Pressrvaticn Sta~dmds. Preservatios Standards are meant to guidelassist pr~perrjr 
owners in theprotection and stabilization of historic resources - this treatment strategy is simply 
not as broad in scope as rehabilitation. The information from the State Historic Preservation 
Office is incorrect in stating that the Preservation Standards are typically used for a property that 
is "frozen in time." The treatment strategy most appropriate for such a property would be 
Restoration. 



The email from the State Historic Preservation Office (page 0-5) mentions that most 
jurisdictions develop their own design standards or design guidelines, and that such guidelines 
should be mandatory. Many jurisdictions construct their land use ordinances this way, but that is 
not how Corvallis is proceeding with "design guidelines." The design guidelines that the HPAB 
has been working on are part of an informational document for ownerslstewards of historic 
resources. This means that any review criteria that reflect the Secretary of Interior Standards for 
Rehabilitation can only help in decision making if they are incorporated into the LDC Chapter 
2.9. 

Currently several of the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation are not represented 
by proposed code language. The standards are listed on page M-5 of the packet. I previously 
submitted some slightly reworded and clarified review criteria that would incorporate all of the 
Rehabilitation Standards. 

Rehabilitation Standard I 
This standard encourages historic properties to be used as they were used historically. A change 
in the use of an historic resource has an effect on the integrity and significance of that resource. 
The effect can be minimal, but is sometimes considerable. Consider the following examples: 
Historic school buildings converted to an antique mall (Lafayette, OR) or hotel (Portland, OR), 
railway trestle converted to pedestrian bridge (Salem, OR), historic residences and gardens 
converted to businesses, including bed and breakfast establishments (examples exist locally.) 

This standards further states that when the use of a structure must be changed to facilitate the 
continued viability of the structure, such changes should be minimal in their effects on the 
historic integrity of the structure. 

Rehabilitation Standard 4 
Typically, if changes were made to a property during its period of significance or more than 50 
years ago, or if a wholesale change in the architectural style was undertaken, those changes have 
significance in their own right and should be preserved. A local example is the Jesse Huffman 
House at the southeast comer of Western and 5" Streets. This structure was originally 
constructed as a vernacular farmhouse in the late 1800s, but was completely changed in the late 
1920s to the structure we see today. The existing form should be preserved, and has high 
historic integrity in its altered form, contributing to the Avery-Helm Historic District. 

Rehabilitation Standard 5 
Only portions of this standard are represented in the current draft of the proposed code. 

Rehabilitation Standard 6 
The ,first seztence ~f this stmdard is ngt represezted in the prep~sed c ~ d e .  Repzir is s~nsistently 
preferred over replacement. This standard is particularly important because historic features and 
materials are what provide authenticity and integrity to a resource. 

Rehabilitation Standard 7 



There is no mention of chemical or physical treatments in the proposed code. It is important to 
include this standard because such treatments can cause significant changes and damage to 
historic resources. Treatment (application of a sealant) of the exterior stonework on a building 
on the OSU campus has resulted in accelerated weathering (deterioration) of the stonework and 
may require replacement of this stonework. Treatment (sandblasting) of the brickwork on a 
building in downtown Corvallis to clean and remove paint has resulted in a coarse exterior 
textare and damage to the brickwork. Again, this accelerates the deterioration of the original 
materials. 

Rehabilitation Standard 8 
Archaeological resources are not addressed anywhere in the proposed code. Such resources are 
not limited to ancient materials in other countries. Rather, these resources include prehistoric as 
well as historic materials. An example of historic materials might be artifacts found along the 
riverfront or under an historic residence when a foundation is repaired that provide information 
about early development of Marysville. If a project affects such resources, there should be some 
protection for those resources. 

Rehabilitation Standard 9 
The second part of this standard is missing from the proposed code: new work will be 
differentiated from the old. There are many ways to achieve this standard, and the approach is 
sometimes dependent on the scale or architecture of the original historic resource in relation to 
the additiodnew construction. The differentiation can be as simple as providing a "seam" that 
indicates where the original resource ends and the'additiodnew construction begins, and such a 

E x - 
cLseamyy can be represented in a variety of ways. El - 

-4 
Rehabilitation Standard 10 < 
This standard is included in some specific instances and not others throughout the proposed I 

code. For more consistent application of this standard, I would prefer that this reversibility 
standard be included as a review criterion. 

Thank you for your time and careful consideration of the new historic preservation code ha w 
language. 01 

Sincerely, 

Carol Chin 





DISCUSSION ORDER FOR MARCH 8 PC DELIBERATIONS 

A. START WITH WRITTEN COMMENTS, THAT HAVE NOT YET BEEN DISCUSSED, AND 
M!E!?E SUBM!TTED BY PLP.I?N!NG COMM!SS!ONE!?S 

. Jan ? Memo from Fred Towne to PC Re: Public Comment 

a) January 20, 2006, E-mail from Commissioner Bill York 

b) January 24,2006, E-mail from Commissioner Trish Weber 

2. February 8.2006, Memo from Fred Towne to  PC Re: Public Comment Received 

a) Feb 7 Memo from Commissioner Tony Howell to PC & Staff 

e Pages 1-3 

3. February 22,2006, Memo from Fred Towne to  PC Re: Public Comment Received 

a) Feb I I Memo from Commissioner Denise Saunders to PC 
k 

e Page I, second item under "Global Changes" 00 
e Pages 2-4, all items 7 

< 
b) Feb 14 E-mail from Commissioner Brandon Trelstad to Kellv Schlesener & ~ r e 4  

Towne P 
t) 
rn 

@ His second questions re: signs - enter into overall sign discussion with 
comments by City Attorney's Office 63 

-4 

B. PROCEED NEXT TO CHAPTER 2.9 SECTIONS AND THEN OTHERS RAISED IN PUBLIC 
TESTIMONY (WE NEED ONLY TO ADDRESS ITEMS NOT ALREADY DISCUSSED AND 
RESOLVED DURING PLANNING COMMISSION DELIBERATIONS ON FEBRUARY I!jth 
AND FEBRUARY 22nd) 

*****NOTE: IF YOU COME ACROSS ITEMS THAT WERE ALREADY DISCUSSED AS 
PART OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION DELIBERATIONS FOR ITEMS RAISED IN "A" 
ABOVE, THEN YOU CAN SKIP THOSE PARTICULAR ITEMS AND MOVE ON TO THE 
NEXT ONES. 

L \CD\Plannlng\Development Renew\Land Development Code Text Amendments\LDT05 Cases hapter 2 9 UpdateWlann~ng C o m s s r o n  Renew\DISCUSSION ORDER FOR MARCH 8 PC 
DELIBERATIONS wpd 'f 



PAGE(S) I SECTION NUMBER(S) 

Is it possible to see some reference made to resources 
f ~ . .  Iul uvvI n,.,..fi.-- 37 FOT exai-iiple, addiiig iiie foii~wiry phrase 

somewhere: 
"additional documents relatinq to methods of restoration, 
maintenance. etc. are available in the Planninq Depf. " 
rn Probably not appropriate for Code text, but 

could be a footnote? 

2.9.60.c.8 & 
2.9.100.04.b.2.k, 
respectively 

Modify as follows: 
. Promote the use of historic districts and landmarks for 

education, pleasure, energy conservation, housing, and 
the public and economic welfare of the City; 

Modify as follows: 
0. Provide processes and criteria for the review of Historic - 

Preservation Permit applications for Desiqnated Historic 
Resources, for the following actions: 
1. Alterations or New Construction; 
2. Demolitions; and 
3. Moving; 

e Good suggestion. 8 
Substitute "design" with "style or design," as has bee@ 
done elsewhere in the chapter. -4 
rn Good catches. < 

A-43 through 
A-47, A-60 
through A-26, 
& A-26 through 
A-7 1 

-- - 

2.9.70 (Exemptions), 
2.9.1 00.03 (Alt. or New 
Const'n Director-Level), 
& 2.9.100.04 (Alt. or 
New Const'n HPAB- 
Level), respectively 

Add an exemption section for roof replacements that 3 
cannot be seen from the ground plane, especially on G) 
the OSU campus. The threshold for regulation shouldn 
be visibility. N rn 

Recognize the "benefits of progress and the potential 
hazards from old materials (e.g. lead paint & 
asbestos)" by placing fewer items at the HPAB-Level 
of review and more items as exempt or Director-Level 
of review. 

Modify these sections to honor the current Chapter 4.7 
provisions that exempt certain aspects of OSU's 
campus signage. 
• Good idea, especially since its likely these 

provisions would be changed anyway to fall 
back on underlying district standards. 
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Throughout Throughout Sections in 
Chapter 2.9 Chapter 2.9 in places 

where "integrity" used. 

PAGE(S) 

Add the sentence: 
"The installation shall not damacre or obsctlre any siqnificanf 
exfernal architectural features of the historic resource. " 
a This added text is fine for "d," but not for "h." If it 

is added to Oh," it is likely to set up a situation 
where there is an impossible criteria to meet, as 
with accessory development there will be at 
least some obscuring that occurs. Other 
applicable criteria already listed should govern. 

Revert back to HPAB-recommended threshold of 100 
sq. ft. 

SECTION NUMBER(S) 

Either I) incorporate a definition (in Chapter I .6) for 
"Historic Integrity" that mirrors Section 2.2.40.05.b.l 
(page A-28), and use and capitalize the term instead of 
using existing terms with its meaning in chapter 2.9; or 
2) add a reference to Section 2.2.40.05.b.l (page A- 
28) in all instances where the similar terms appears in 
Chapter 2.9. 
a Sounds good. Already a cross-reference in 

some places (e.g. Section 2.9.1 10.03.a on pag@ 
A-73). Easiest to add the term "Historic 
Integrity" in Chapter 1.6 and use it and 

B 
0 
rn 
h) 
w 
CD 

TOPIC(S) 
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PAGE(§) 

Throughout 
Chapter 2.9 

(e.g. A-45, A- 
46, A-47, A-49) 

A-4 6 

A-47 

A-48 

SECTION NUWIBER(S) 

All instances where the 
term "historic 
signiflc~nce" or seme 
variation of those terms 
occurs (e.g. Sections 
2.9.70.i.1, 2.9.70.m, 
2.9.70.0, and 
2.9.90.02.a.11, 
respectively). 

2.9.70.m 

2.9.70.p 

2.9.80. b 

TOPIC(S) 

Either I) incorporate a definition (in Chapter 1.6) for 
"Historically Significant" that mirrors Section 
2.2.30.55.5.2 (page A-29j, and use and capitaiize the 
term instead of using existing terms with its meaning in 
chapter 2.9; or 2) add a reference to Section 
2.2.40.05.b.2 (page A-29) in all instances where the 
similar terms appears in Chapter 2.9. 
o Easier to add the term "Historically Significant" 

in Chapter 1.6 and use it and capitalize it 
throughout Chapter 2.9. However, see Section 
2.9.60.c (page A-42) because it may need to be 
changed as well. 1 don't think it does because 
these items in Section 2.9.60.c could be used 
by the Director in assessing whether something 
is "Historically SignificantJ1 based on the new 
definition criteria (currently shown in Section 
2.2.40.05.b.2 (page A-29). 

e Should distinguish between "Historically rn 
SignificantJ' and "Historically Significant Tree." x 
"Historically Significant Tree" already has a 
specific definition in Section 2.9.100.01 .c UJ 
(pages A-59 & A-60). We could add this also 9 
Chapter 1.6, or cross-reference it, etc. < 

I J 

Remove "Wood" from the title and remove it from theg  
phrase following the word "Additionally." G) 
e This change would not be consistent with the m 

HPAB recommendation & is not recommendeg A 

LJ- 

Substitute language as  follows: 
Building Foundations - Alteration or New Construction activities 
to a building foundation that are required to meet present-day 
Building Code requirements, provided that x. 

 in-kind materials 
are used, and there is no change foundation height. 

Don't recommend change because there is a 
high likelihood that current Building Code 
requirements will require at least some level of 
change in foundation height. 

Clarify that the certified arborist employed by OSU is 
making an evaluation only for trees on OSU campus. 
@ Good catch as that was the intent. 



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

A-50 & A-63 1 2.9.90.02.a.14 & I Modify as follows: I 
14. ~ h o t o ~ r a ~ h s  of the resource, including those of the applicable 
period of siqnificance. to provide context. and 
m. "...replicate the original exterior features of the  designated 
historic resource a s  determined from a historic photograph fvom 
the ap~licable period of significance, original building plans,= 
historic resource inventory, or other evidence submitted by the 

defined in Section 2.2.40.05. b)  of the specific structure. 
building. olanf, or other hisforic element for which the 
change is requested. 
Good clarification. Recommend deleting the 
parenthetical though. That issue recommended 

application is deemed complete." 
Good suggestion. 

- - 

A-55 & A-56 2.9.90.08.a & b Delete "as relevant" from the second to last line. 
Good suggestion. 

A-59, A-60, 
A-64, & A-69 
through A-71, 
etc. 

2.9.1 00.01 .c & 
2.9.1 00.04.a.1, 
2.9.100.04.b.3, etc. 

- 

Move the activity of removing a historically significant 
tree to Demolition Section (2.9. I 10) 
o Good suggestion. Would have a number of 

section ramifications throughout the chapter, but 
staff could accomplish this change. 

The phrase "or is designated as a specifically listed 
resource" is redundant with Sections 2.9.100.01 .c.2 & 
3 (pages A-59 & A-60). 
o Good catch. Delete this phrase from Section 

2.9.100.01.c.l.a. 
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Don't use age as the determinant for a tree to be 
considered to be historically significant. 
- it is iioi the sniy determinant. Tile introductory 

paragraph in Section 2.9.100.01 .c (page A-59) 
states that for a tree to be considered to be 
historically significant, it must meet the criteria in 
Section 2.9.1 00.0 I .c.l (page A-59), Section 
2.9.1 00.01 .c.2 pages A-59 & A-60), or Section 
2.9.100.01 .c.3 (page A-60). Age is only one of 
the required elements in each of these sections. 

Modify a component of the definition for "Historically 
Significant Tree" to read as follows: 1 
c) The tree is f~mdarnentaflv related fo the work. achievements. 
or life story -of a person or group of 
Hkistoric Ssignificance; or - 

- -- 

Delete "d" because it is redundant with Section 
2.9.100.01 .c.l .b 
e Good catch. rn 

Subsection (a) nullifies (b). 
I - 
.tR 

a No it does not. They are separate thresholds ~q 
that (a) addresses the minimum =of the t r e e  
and (b) addresses the minimum size - of a tree, , 
but acknowledges that for certain slow-growin %! species, the size threshold of (b) does not 
apply. rn 

iu 
Is this section redundant with Section 2.9.100.01 .c.l .e 
(page A-59)? 
a No it is not because the National Nominations 

are more complex and may identify, in the 
nomination, the historic significance of a 
particular tree based on any number of things, 
such as those in Section 2.9.100.01 .c.l .a (page 
A-59), or 2.9.100.01 .c. I .c. I (page A-59), etc. 
Therefore, Section 2.9.1 00.01 .c.3 (page A-60) 
recognizes that the nomination itself may 
identify a tree as historically significant without 
looking further. 
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A-60 2.9.100.03 Work on wording in introductory paragraph to clarify 
that the review criteria for this section are 
encompassed within each subsection. 
a Good suggestion. 



SECTION NUMBER(S) TOPIC(S) 

Insert "in-kindJ' for the word "similar." 
e Not appropriate, since this is a section 

partsinin; to Zirector-Level rwievv items 2nd ifi- 
kind materials are listed as exempt activities in 

I Section 2.9.70 (page A-43). 

Reinstate the strike-out text "for 
Nonhistoric/Noncontributing resources" and "or 
obscure." 
e Do not recommend this change, as it makes the 

provision more restrictive and that discourages 
the use of solar and hydronic equipment. 
Additionally, reinstating the word "obscure" 
would make the criteria impossible to comply 
with because this equipment is sure to obscure 
at least some aspects of the structures. 

- 

Add a phrase clarifying that roofing materials need t 
comply with Building Code requirements so that 
historically used materials such as cedar shakes aren' 

Replace the wording of the first sentence of this 
provision with the following: 

s~gntficance. " 

9 Good suggestion, but recommend using "by" 
instead of "with." -1 

Revise as shown in bold highlighted text: 
Small Signs or Tablets - Small signs or tablets, not meeting the 
exemption dem@fkmin Section 2.9.70.d, - G k b e  - iiisfali'eB - ,.. .: 
provided the sign or tablet is tensk fir'- --  "- or less m; 
is non-illuminated; is architecturally compatible with the design or 

I a These changes may be fine, but any type of I 
signage will, at least to some extent, obscure 
features of the resource. Recommend that "or 
obscure" be deleted from the additional 
sentence if it is added. 
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PAGE (S) 

Move to HPAB-Level review. 
Do not recommend this change, as the section 
pertains to sites with only 
Nonhistoric/Noncontributing structures and the 
section also limits the activities to 14 ft. in height 
and limits them from being visible from streets. 

A-62 

A-62 

Add "in-kind" before the word "materials" and retain as 
a Director-Level decision 
@ Not appropriate, since this is a section 52 

pertaining to Director-Level review items and ilP: 
kind materials are listed as exempt activities i6 
Section 2.9.70 (page A-43). 7 

SECTION NUMBER(S) 

Retain "or obscure." I . Do not recommend, as trellises will, at least t o q  D some extent, obscure features of the  resource^) 

Move to HPAB-Level review & clarify that Secretary 
Interior Standards for Reconstruction are the p. 

P 
applicable ones. 
@ Do not recommend, as features are being 

replicated based on evidence, and not changed. 
Additionally, adding reference to Sec'y of Int. 
Stds. would be inconsistent with past PC . 
direction. 

TOPIC(S) 

2.9.1 00.03.g 

2.9.1 00.03.h 

Revise text as shown in yellow-highlight. -, ,--- -- e 7 7  .--xs;-r-$,T.=5rr 
Alteration D . . Replicating 

"zcp>r, .; .- - 
amwi%Sthat are not exempt per Section 2-9.70 and that 4ttt4fieafe 
replicate the original exterior features of the designated historic 
resources as determined from a historic photograph, oriqinal 
buildinq plans, the historic resource inventory. or other evidence 
s~lbmitted bv the applicant. 

Good suggestion. 

Move to HPAB-Level review. 
This item is limited to very specific and minor 
irr;prwerr;ents, with thresholds, that come up on 
a fairly regular basis. Do not recommend this 
change. 

Correct Code reference from Section 2.9.70.k to 
2.9.70.1 (both shown on page A-46) 

Good catch. 
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Move to HPAB-Level review. 

ubstitute "demonstrate" for "document" in the last 

changes could be merged with the newly 
revised text as follows: 
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A-63 

A-65 

L 

2.9.1 00.03.p 

2.9.1 00.04.a.7 

Move to HPAB-Level review. 
a Don't recommend this change as it addresses a 

minor improvement. Perhaps the last sentence 
could be refined by staff to develop text that is 
more clear and objective and bring it back for 
the PC to review. 

Substitute "in-kindJ1 for "similar" and reinstate the 
strikeout text. 
a Don't recommend this change, since this list is 

for HPAB-Level decisions which are designed to 
be the larger changes. Also, in-kind materials 
are listed as exempt activities in Section 2.9.70 
(page A-43). 
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PAGE(S) 

A-66 

A-66 through 
A-7 1 

A-67 

A-67 

A-67 

A-68 

SECTION NUMBER(S) 

2.9.1 00.04.a.9 & 10 

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

2.9.100.04.b.l 

2.9.1 00.04. b.2 

2.9.1 00.04.b.2.b 

2.9.1 00.04.b.2.c 

TOPIC(S) 

Reinstate strike-out text. 
* Don't recommend this change, since this list is 

f ~ r  I1IPAB-Level decisioiis; which are designea to I 
be the larger changes. 

Include additional review criteria for HPAB-Level 
Alteration or New construction HPP's to make them 
more clear and objective, increase the consistency of 
decisions, and decrease the possibility of personal 
agendas influencing decisions?? 

Add a subsection (c) that states: 
The Quasi-judicial bodv will use the information sotrrces listed in 
Section 2.9.60. c when making Alteration or New Construction 
decisions. 
* 2.9.60.c is on page A-42. Good clarification, but 

suggest the text read: 
The hearing authorifv shall use the information sources 
listed in Section 2.9.60.c when makinq Alteration or New 
Construction decisions. p'l 

0 

Reinstate strike-out text "but are not limited to" in l e a g  
in paragraph. 00 
* Don't recommend because the list of criteria i s q  

intended to provide a more consistent < 
framework to judge HPAB-Level applications. 

Find a new term for T-111. i5 
a Good suggestion. How about deleting the terfl 

since it is already covered by the word N 
P 

"plywood" in the sentence. Q] 

Strike the language "or proposed new architectural 
elements." 
a Don't recommend this change, since this list is 

for HPAB-Level decisions which are designed to 
be the larger changes. New elements, such as 
additions, are likely to be involved. 
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TOPIC(S) 

Modify as shown in yiit(~o\rirCfi~~ligi?ist~(or shaded if 
printing in black and white): 
i )  Site Oevelcpment - To the extent piacticabie, given other 

applicable development standards, s~ich as standards in 
fhis Code for building coveraqe, setbacks, 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- . . 

. - 7n - 
v-.-+gt ;.-=* -2 TdZ4 i-.c*"*"p.. " '"7 " $' # --* - vsm'w * mz+l= - ..--z - 

k ' ~ t ' & ~ a @ ~ ~ ~ a a & ~ e , k ~ @ o n ~ f ~ ; u ~ B ~ n " ~ ~ b t c ~ I a ~ e c ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i & i ~ ~ ~  
- L s a ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ # ~  *,=--< x%q*$x-a?< ;;->-- *.-%--w>- 8 % -  2a@@eb-q%,* =R ~ ~ ~ a r @ s 8 - e l c ? ~ e d : ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ f h a ~ 0 ~ ~ b i f d ~ ~ d & k w a ~ ~ & ~ c ~ ~ ~ -  

a Not sure what this sentence does, given that 
this section is a part of the HPAB-Level review 
criteria for Alt's and New Const'n already. It 
appears the aim is to get a guarantee of 
approval for items not visible and reversible. 

c r  ?- " u p s  " r--p*- . " - ;w*?r* 

Modify as shown in f${lg&&ghlig!@(or shaded if 
printing in black and white): X - 
j) Accessorv Develo~menffStructures - Accessory &B 

development as defined in Chapter 4.3 and items such a q  
exterior lighting, walls, fences, awnings, and landscaping < that are associated with an Alteration or New Constructioq 
Historic Preservation Permit application, shall be visually 
compatible with the architectural design or style of the & ~ n - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - a ~ 5 i o r + a j s i -  ~-pw-.^r-- rw.~ a-nlr V-~G-? p r l & ; r a N I d ~ s ! ~ @ ~ ~ ~ d ~ h 1 s f 0 1 ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ d ~ ~ ~ ~ e 4 ~ h  existing G) 
designated historic resource, if in existence and proposedn 
in part to remain, and any comparable N 
designated historic resources within the District, as * 

%>* * "-- - - 3  T<2---* - .---.r .* 4- *TPp---qwte=y @%-Fr -4 
applicable. f~~aiiot7~l~eqis'te~dfi:~1sf@~~,~la~:e&~sfo~i6 ~~3gp~~tY&-$A~fg~gt;$~p;~~~;-&?~&~&~$6fr-~fi~*,&=~&,~ga&~~~~- .- 
-*p,2%;,=n-.-w~~*-k~+-**<*KL? ,pme- -9- x *d-?-*7-73-=r:%*w "=a?- F 3-w- na&~ts:~bf@~~amre:s~~en~d~~~a~fhe~~.~bh&1wfl@~6@f 
a *s *** .%772%- ~~=,---r@j~="T'7'Y~~k, i+p\ %3sT-.-*=y r -"@m'T--*q- ~mc~-~o&ar fe ,  ~>fr@h~w~t@ht~,eg&a~&~@~%~@~@d 
.$ 

P, . ,  --* v i.--i. --Ti "- .*---- .,,d - .4-..-.*T~y+ -..??1 
jf~e.~ers'~bf&$$w/f~- b ~ a / / o ~ e ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ f d @ u a s ~ - ~ . u d ~ c ~ a ~  - .:xw*' 

rgwewq 
8 Not sure what this sentence does, given that 

this section is a part of the HPAB-Level review 
criteria for Alt's and New Const'n already. It 
appears the aim is to get a guarantee of 
approval for items not visible and reversible. 

PAGE(S) 

I A-69 

SECTION NUMBER(S) 

2.9.1 00.04. b.2.i 

2.9.q 00.04.b.2.j 



PAG E(S) 

A-69 

-- - 

Modify last sentence as shown in yellow-highlight. 
Removal may only occur following the City's Urban Forester's 
review and approval of the --- epmi%Hazard Tree Evaltration whit 
recommends -removal of the tree. 
a Good suggestion. 

A-70 

SECTION NUMBER(S) 

2.9.1 00.04. b.2. k 

2.9.1 00.04. b.3.a Typos and sentence structure. I * Good catch. 

Clarify that it applies only if the Nomination is silent on 
the issue. 
a That is the intent and staff can work on this text 

to ~rov ide the clarification. 

TOPIC(S) 

What if primary structure is classified as Non- 
historic1Non-contributing? There seems to be a 
ccnflict here with Sectioi-i 2.9.lC3.03-i (page A-62). 

There is no conflict because Section 
2.9.1 00.03-i (page A-62) is a provision that lists 
a threshold for a Director-Level improvement 
(which could include a garage that meets the 
criteria of that section). However, Section 
2.9.100.04.b.2.k (page A-69) is a provision that 
is a review criteria for garages that fall into the 
HPAB-Level category (e.g. that do not meet the 
criteria outlined in Section 2.9.100.03-i (page A- 
62). 

A-72 
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2.9.1 10.02 
- -  

Reinstate the strikeout paragraph with this p r o c e d u r a  
correction: < I 

". . Citv's receipt of official notification from the Sfafe Historic 
Preservation Office that a nomination has been received far 
review. " C) 
a Do not recommend this change because the m 

concept outlined in the strike-out paragraph waesl 
refined and placed in its own section - see 00 

Section 2.9.1 10.06 (page A-76). Additionally, 
the proposed text correction is already reflected 
within the lead-in paragraph for Section 
2.9. I 10.06.a (page A-76). 



Modify as shown in yellq~~higfiflgb&(or shaded if 

PAGE($) 

A-73 

printing in black and white): 
b) If within a National Register of Historic Places Historic 

District, Demolition of the resource will not adversely affect 
the integrity of the District. To address this criterion, the 
applicant shall provide an assessment of the Demolition's 
s$& - effects on the character and integrity of the subject 
designated historic resource and District. "Integrity" is 
described in Section 2.2.40.05.b.l. . Not sure what is gained by this addition. 

Add a section numbered 2.9.1 10.03.c.l .c that reads: 
C)  - - Historic secondarv striictures. including garages I: 

accessorv developments, trees. and site deveioiment 6 
within a National Register of Historic Places Historic 7 
District, will not be assumed to have the same Historic < 
Sicrnificance as that of the primary structure. "Historic , 
Sicrnificance" is described in Section 2.2.40.05. b.2. 

e Not sure what the full ramifications are of addin 
this provision. g FTI 

SECTION NUMBER($) 

2.9.1 10.03.c.I 

h Strike text of last sentence following (g) and develop 
new text that encourages a buyer to purchase the U 

historic resource in place. 
* No change recommended because this text 

actually provides an incentive for the resource 
to be saved in that if the property were required 
to be sold with the resource, a property owner 

TOPIC(S) 

Economic Feasibility- Need to provide definition. A 
suggestions was made to use the Undue Hardship 
Appeals criteria to deieimiiie this (A-56; 2.9.90.69.b). 
Staff's 1/25/06 memo suggested that different peoples' 
economic circumstances could result in different 
decisions for the same structure and that instead, a 
75% repacement value criterion could be provided as a 
definition. 

may consider only demolition instead of moving. 

Reinstate strike-out paragraph. 
s Do not recommend because the City has no 

such facilities to accommodate what is actually 
a large amount of materials/items, etc. The City 
also does not have personnel to manage such 
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A-77 2.9.1 1 0.06.a.4 

materialslitems. An example would be the 
materials and so forth from Corvallis High 
School. 

Eliminate hanging "and" at end of provision. 
* Good catch. 
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PAG E(S) 

A-78 

A-79 

A-I I 

A-1 I & A-39 
through A-80 

A-I 3 

SECTION NUMBER(S) 

2.9.1 20.03.a 

2.9.1 20.05. b 

Def' n for "Nationally- 
Designated" 

Def'n for "Nationally- 
Designated" & 
references to 
Non historic1 
Noncontributing 
throughout Chapter 2.9 

Def'n for "National 
Register of Historic 
Places Historic District 
C~assificationsJ' 

TOPIC(S) 

How can you evaluate for "future listing" if you're only 
looking at the site it is departing? 

Gmcf catch. Staff can correct. 1 
Add the following language at the end of this provision: 
"The maintenance of an existinq listinq of a National Register of 
Historic Places historic resource at its new site shall be processed 
fhrouqh state and federal procedures. " 
* Good suggestion, except recommend replacing 

the word "maintenance" with "transfer" and 
replacing the word "at" with "to." 

Modify the second sentence o f .  "b" at the top of the 
page such that the phrase ". . . a property owner must 
obtain approval. . . " is corrected. The property owner 
may not be the one that obtains approval for a listing in 
the National Register of Historic Places. 

Good catch. 

Modify "b" at the top of the page and Chapter 2.9 s u c h  
that the overall definition for "Designated Historic X 
ResourceJ' (beginning on page A-10) does not apply t g  
NonhistoriclNoncontributing resources in a National - 

-4 Register of Historic Places Historic District. Thus, < 
Chapter 2.9 would not apply at all to them. I 

-u 
Modify the first paragragh under the four classificatiortg 
definitions to read: C) 
". . . such as a detached garage, may be classified as rn 

h) Nonhistoric/Noncontributing. Historic/Nonconfributinq properties 01 
mav be upqraded to Historic/Contributing if the structurefs) are 0 
restored to their oriqinal appearance throuqh renovation, removal 
of later additions (siding, rooms, etc. ), replacement of missing 
historic features, and so on. Under proper procedures and 
supervision, this tvpe of restoration qualifies for certain kinds of 
state funding." 

Such reclassifications would require state and 
federal processes as noted in Section 2.2.60 
(page A-34). The City does not have 
jurisdiction. 
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"Preservation (as applied to designated historic resources) - As 
used in this Code, preservation means activities that stabilize 2nd 
maintain properties at the hiahest level of historic integrity. Wt~en 
repair of a feature is no longer oossible.  preservation includes 
actions such as 'like-for-like' replacement if an evaluation of the 
existins condifion warrants it. and mav m%w allows review through - 
an administrative process. " 

The proposed text for the first red-lined phrase 

- 
compatible with the propertv's historic ekmetet materials. 
feafures, size, scale and proporfion. and massing to protect tlte 
inteqritv of the properfv and its environment. The removal of 

generally requires quasi-judicial review by the Historic 
Preservation Advisory Board." 

toward "preservation" than "rehabilitation." 
Potential solution would be to word as follows: 
"...Though removal of historically significant features is 
discouraged, replacement with new materials and even 

A-14 Def'n for Reversible Modify the last sentence of the definition as follows: 
"...Intent is that the wpmemmf addition could be removed and 
any impacted character-defining materials, features, or finishes 
could then be restored." 
a This change doesn't cover all situations, so do 

not recommend it. 
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PAGE(S) 

A-24 

A-29 

A-3 I 

A-34 & A4 1 

A-88 

NIA 

SECTION NUMBER(S) 

2.2.40.b 

2.2.40.05.b.2.b 

2.2.50.b 

2.2.60 (Procedures for 
Reclass'g ...) & 2.9.50 
(Procedures for 
Reclass'g . . .), 
respectively 

4.0.40.f 

NIA 

TOPIC(S) 

Clarify last part of second paragragh to remove 
confusion: 
"....A. Nationa!!y-designated hist~r ic resource also is defined as a 
designated historic resource and is subject to the City's Historic 

I 
Preservation Provisions in Chapter 2.9, unless as otherwise 
specified under state and federal law. However, a designated 
historic resource listed in the National Register of Historic Places 
may or may not have a Historic Preservation Overlay. If it does, it 
is listed in the Local Register. If is does not, it is not listed in the 
Local Register." 
a We could work on wording if PC believes 

confusion exists. 

Modify a component of the definition for "Historically 
Significant" to read as follows: 
b) It is fundamentally related to the work, achievements, or life . , .  
stow W of a person, group, 
organization, or institution that has made a significant contribution 
to the City, County, State, or nation. 

Should the items in this section all be under a l7-l 
subsection "1" and a new subsection "2" be added t o g  
allow an Administrative District Change to remove an- 

UJ HPO Overlay on properties where the designated 
historic resource has been demolished? .< Section 2.9.1 10.05.a (page A-75) alludes to th~$ 

being allowed. If the PC would like to pursue TJ 
this suggestion, staff would need to further D 
evaluate related sections to see if other 0 

rn 
changes would be needed (e.g. Section N 
2.2.40.05.c on page A-30, etc.) VI 

h) 

Include a City process for correcting mistakes in 
historic district nominations (e.g. make it easier to 
reclassify resources in historic districts, etc.) . It's a state and federal issue and the City 

doesn't have the authority. Therefore, these 
Sections provide direction that any such 
reclassification shall be accomplished in 
accordance with state and federal provisions. 

Insert a requirement that the stamps be a minimum of 
50 years old. 
* Good suggestion. 

Resolve perceived conflicts between High Density 
Residential (RS-20) zoning and College Hill West 
Historic District . This is a zoning issue and not related to the 

historic provisions under review. 



Don't spend staff time and money, or impede a 
developer who meets demolition criteria, by developing 

I and distribuiing informational pamphlet referenced in 
footnote on page 107 of staff report. I 

PAGE (S) 
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MEMORANDUM 

From: Fred Towne, Senior Plann 

To: Planning Commission 

Date: March 15, 2006 

Re: Comment Previously Distributed by E-mail 

The attached comment was distributed to you via e-mail on February 16,2006. The author 
was concerned that it had not been distributed as hard copy, so here it is. 





Towne, Fred 
L 1 

From: 
'ent: 
0: 

Subject: 

carol.chin@comcast.net 
Wednesday, February 15,2006 435 PM 
Towne, Fred 
testimony for PC, Chapter 2.9 update 

Fred, 
I'm attaching (as PDF) my testimony for the Planning Commissionts 
deliberations on the Historic Preservation code update. 

Thanks, 
Carol 





15 February 2006 

Planning Commission 
City of Corvallis 
501 SW Madison Ave. 
Corvallis, OR 97333 

Dear Planning Commissioners: 

I would like to provide some additional information on a few key issues 

Energy Conservation 
Most property owners are concerned about saving on heating and cooling costs, energy 
consumption. Donovan Rypkema, principle of Place Economics, gave a presentation at the 
National Preservation Conference in Portland, Oregon last fall. In his talk titled, "Economics, 
Sustainability, and Historic Preservation" he stated: 

"The vast majority of heat loss in homes is through the attic or uninsulated walls, not 
windows. Adding just 3.5 inches of fiberglass insulation in the attic has three times the 
R-factor impact as replacing a single pane window with no storm with the most energy 
efficient window. Properly repaired historic windows have an R-factor nearly 
indistinguishable from so-called weatherized windows. Regardless of manufacturer's 
lifetime warranties, 30 percent of windows being replaced each year are less than ten 
years old." 

Economically Feasible Rehabilitation 
I agree with the testimony provided by BA Beierle on the complexity of determining economic 
feasibility. With so many factors to consider, I do not believe that it is advisable to adopt a 
simple definition. 

Interpretive Signs or Tablets 
In terms of size, I prefer the existing code language to the proposed language for residential 
districts. Certainly this should be different for non-residential resources. I prefer option three 
suggested by staff, with the size consistent with the existing sign standards. Note: the city 
currently encourages the use of interpretive signs on historic resources, and for consistency in 
design the Planning Division keeps an example of such a sign. 

Review Criteria and the Secretary of Interior Standards 
It hhas been suggested in the staffreport that the exemptions znd permits subject to director level 
review are consistent with the Secretary of Interior Standards for Preservation. This is not true. 
See page M-2 of the packet for the definitions of the four treatment strategies, and M-3 and M-4 
fer the Preserratior, Stazdwds. Preservatien Standards are meant to guidelzssist property 
owners in the protection and stabilization of historic resources -this treatment strategy is simply 
not as broad in scope as rehabilitation. The information fiom the State Historic Preservation 
Office is incorrect in stating that the Preservation Standards are typically used for a property that 
is "frozen in time." The treatment strategy most appropriate for such a property would be 
Restoration. 



The email from the State Historic Preservation Office (page 0-5) mentions that most 
jurisdictions develop their own design standards or design guidelines, and that such guidelines 
should be mandatory. Many jurisdictions construct their land use ordinances this way, but that is 
not how Corvallis is proceeding with "design guidelines." The design guidelines that the HPAB 
has been working on are part of an informational document for owners/stewards of historic 
resources. This means that any review criteria that reflect the Secretary of Interior Standards for 
Rehabilitation can only help in decision making if they are incorporated into the LDC Chapter 
2.9. 

Currently several of the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation are not represented 
by proposed code language. The standards are listed on page M-5 of the packet. I previously 
submitted some slightly reworded and clarified review criteria that would incorporate all of the 
Rehabilitation Standards. 

Rehabilitation Standard I 
This standard encourages historic properties to be used as they were used historically. A change 
in the use of an historic resource has an effect on the integrity and significance of that resource. 
The effect can be minimal, but is sometimes considerable. Consider the following examples: 
Historic school buildings converted to an antique mall (Lafayette, OR) or hotel (Portland, OR), 
railway trestle converted to pedestrian bridge (Salem, OR), historic residences and gardens 
converted to businesses, including bed and breakfast establishments (examples exist locally.) 

This standards further states that when the use of a structure must be changed to facilitate the 
continued viability of the structure, such changes should be minimal in their effects on the 
historic integrity of the structure. 

Relzabilitation Standard 4 
Typically, if changes were made to a property during its period of significance or more than 50 
years ago, or if a wholesale change in the architectural style was undertaken, those changes have 
significance in their own right and should be preserved. A local example is the Jesse Huffman 
House at the southeast comer of Western and 5" Streets. This structure was originally 
constructed as a vernacular farmhouse in the late 1800s, but was completely changed in the late 
1920s to the structure we see today. The existing form should be preserved, and has high 
historic integrity in its altered fonn, contributing to the Avery-Helm Historic District. 

Rehabilitation Standard 5 
Only portions of this standard are represented in the current draft of the proposed code. 

Rehabilitation Standard 6 
'The f ist  setence of th i s  sta~dard is not represented in the proposed code. ?.epail is c~~sistently 
preferred over replacement. This standard is particularly important because historic features and 
materials are what provide authenticity and integrity to a resource. 

Rehabilitation standard 7 



There is no mention of chemical or physical treatments in the proposed code. It is important to 
include this standard because such treatments can cause significant changes and damage to 
historic resources. Treatment (application of a sealant) of the exterior stonework on a building 
on the OSU campus has resulted in accelerated weathering (deterioration) of the stonework and 
may require replacement of this stonework. Treatment (sandblasting) of the brickwork on a 
building in downtown Corvallis to clean and remove paint has resulted in a coarse exterior 
texture and damage to the brickwork. Again, this accelerates the deterioration of the original 
materials. 

Rehabilitation Standard 8 
Archaeological resources are not addressed anywhere in the proposed code. Such resources are 
not limited to ancient materials in other countries. Rather, these resources include prehistoric as 
well as historic materials. An example of historic materials might be artifacts found along the 
riverfront or under an historic residence when a foundation is repaired that provide information 
about early development of Marysville. If a project affects such resources, there should be some 
protection for those resources. 

Rehabilitation Standard 9 
The second part of this standard is missing from the proposed code: new work will be 
differentiated from the old. There are many ways to achieve this standard, and the approach is 
sometimes dependent on the scale or architecture of the original historic resource in relation to 
the additiodnew construction. The differentiation can be as simple as providing a "seam" that 
indicates where the original resource ends and the additiodnew construction begins, and such a 
"seam" can be represented in a variety of ways. 

Rehabilitation Standard 10 
This standard is included in some specific instances and not others throughout the proposed 
code. For more consistent application of this standard, I would prefer that this reversibility 
standard be included as a review criterion. 

Thank you for your time and careful consideration of the new historic preservation code 
language. 

Sincerely, 

Carol Chin 





From: Kelly Schlesener, Senior Planner 

To: Planning Commission 

Date: March 17, 2006 

Re: Planning Commission Changes to Date for LDT05-00001, Historic 
Preservation Provisions 

Attached are the Planning Commission-directed changes to date regarding LDT05-00001, 
Historic Preservation Provisions. Changes are indicated in shaded text. The Chapters 
addressed are as follows: 

Chapter Pages Attached ? 

1 .I - The City Council Council and its Agencies 
and Officers 

1 1.6 - Definitions I Yes - All pages that were included in staff 1: 

I 
1.2 - Legal Framework 

1.3 - Enforcement 

No - No changes to this chapter. 
m x 

Yes - All pages of the chapter. 

No - No changes to this chapter. 

2.0 - Public Hearings 

No - Not yet reviewed. 1 

ac - 
Ilo 
7 
I 

No - Not yet reviewed. 

No - Not yet reviewed. 

report. 

Yes - Only affected pages. 

h) 
Q) 
CA) 

2 
6) 
m 

2.9 - Historic Preservation Provisions Yes - All pages of the chapter. The changes 
reflect staff's first attempt at incorporating the 
PC-directed changes to date. Staff will continue 

2.19 - Appeals 

3.31- HPO (Historic Preservation Overlay) 
District 

4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening 

I to work on grammatical items and cross- 
references. 

Yes - All pages of the chapter. 

No - Not yet reviewed. 

4.0 - Improvements Required with Development 

4.7 - Cowallis Sign Regu!ations 

Yes - All pages that were included in staff 
report. 

4.9 - Additional Provisions 

Yes - All pages that were included in staff 
report. 

Yes - ,411 pages that were included ir! staff 
report. 

Yes - The page that was included in the staff 
report. 





HIDAB-DIRECTED CHANGES TO DATE, THROUGH THE END OF THE 
BOARD'S OCTOBER 12,2005 WORKSHOP #8 

BOARD CHANGES INDICATED IN EITHER RED-LINE/DOUBLE UNDERLINE 
OR FONTS 

Staff-Proposed Changes indicated in a combination of italics and red-line/double . . 
underline or M s  siiiid s f r i km f  

Commission-Proposed Changes are indicated - -- 7-J7s <--*- , in a combination of 
or sha@edk,- 

CHAPTER I .2 
LEGAL FMMEWORK 

(Excerpt; last reviewedlrevised 1-9-06) 

Section I .2.1 I 0  - DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROCESS 

< 
I .2.110.04 - General Development I 

2 
General Development includes deveiopment activities that are permitted outright, subjet3 
to compliance with the criteria and standards of this Code. Those uses that are listed in t@ 
development districts in Article Ill as "Permitted Uses" are General Development activitim 
These uses require staff review upon application for a building permit and are subject 8 
district standards and other development provisions of the Code and applicable City 
ordinances and requirements. Review of building permits shall be accomplished according 
to administrative procedures. In accordance with provisions of Chapter 2.9, certain 
Alterations or New Construction affectinq desiqnated historic resources shall be considered 
Generai Deveiopment. S~ecificaiiy, deveiopment reauirinq a Director-ievel Historic 
Preservation Permit shall be cateqorized as General Development. 

I .2.14 0.02 - Special Development 

Special Development includes development activities that require applying at least some 
amount of discretion. As with General Development, approval of the use is subject to district 
standards and other development provisions of the Code and City ordinances and 
requirements. There are two types of special developments: 
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Type I: Generally requires considerable discretion and involves a public hearing, in 
accordance with the provisions of Chapter 2.0, and approval by an established hearing 
authority; and 

Type II: Requires less discretion than Type I and involves review and approval by staff 
without a public hearing. This type of development qualifies as a Limited Land Use Decision 
under ORS 197.01 5. Type I1 Special Developments require public notice prior to a decision 
being made by staff with a follow-up notice being provided to affected persons who 
responded in writing to the first notice. Appeals are made to the Land Development 
Hearings Board and City Council in accordance with Chapter 2.1 9. 

I .2.110.02.01 - Type I: Special Development 

Special development activities that require a public hearing are described in the 
following sections of Article II - Administrative Procedures: 

Chapter 2.1 - Comprehensive Plan Amendment Procedures rn 
Chapter 2.2 - Development District Changes /Includes Historic ~ rese rva t i a  

review under Section 2 u  
Procedures for District Chanqes Subject to a Public Hearins& 

Chapter 2.3 - Conditional Development C 
Chapter 2.4 - Subdivisions and Major Replats I 

s.--FA~T~L~q ~,-T7*w~x7Tq~",T,~aT-~, s--m,.m % .py --- ---h *-,-- .me - L~>"-f -, -, c-, ,- - - 
Chapter2.5 - . B , ~ . ~ ~  ,tF-.s-~ - = L ~ ~ T  *Ysl as-. =-- Pi;i. .@dmce~f&?land ~ e t a ~ / d d    eve lop ma p/*-t-% 
"" .7-ss-"" -, *- 

#s ass 
feTk-X2-uk*3 2 2M5 Ft& - 7 T ~ x ~ ~ ~ ~ & ; ~ q S * 2 ? v ~ % - ~ - v - - T - 7 T *  '-- :"SX.- T- A-- 

C) 

- 7 : ~/a~1;3ed'.~e~\;ce'Io~mEM"t~*~8difi~aZ10~ 
rn 
F\) 

Chapter 2.6 - Annexations aa 
Chapter 2.7 - Extension of City Services Outside the City Limits aa 

Chapter 2.8 - Vacating of Public Lands and Plats 
Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation Provisions ~ertaininq to HPAB-Level 

Historic Preservation Permits -i-i 2 . 3 . 63 - 

1.2.1 10.02.02 - Type II: Special Development 

Special development activities that may be approved by staff without a public hearing 
are described in the following sections of Article II - Administrative Procedures: 

Chapter 2.2 - Development District Chanqes (Includes Historic Preservation 
review under Section 2.2.50 - Quasi-Judicial Chanqe , 
Procedures for Administrative District Chanqes) 
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Chapter 2.1 2 
Chapter 2.13 
Chapter 2.14 
Chapter 2.15 
Chapter 2.1 6 
Chapter 2.1 8 

Condilionai Develosmenf Modificafion - 

I Suhdivision Modification - 
Minor Planned Develo~meni Modification - 

- Lot Development Option 
- Plan Compatibility Review 
- Partitions, Minor Replats, and Lot Line Adjustments 
- Hillside Development and Density Transfer 
- Request for Interpretations 
- Solar Access Permits 

Section 1.2.i520 - EXTENSION OF '820-DAY PERBOD FOR REVIEW OF LAND U q  
APPLIICA'BIONS X 

sy 

k 
Consistent with state law, the Citv's review of all land use applications shall be completed w i t a  
120 days of the date an aoolication is deemed complete. allowinq for anv oossible aopeals at t@ 
local level. This 120-dav period mav be extended onlv bv written authorization of the appIicanF 
Such authorization shall specify the lenath of time bv which the 120-dav deadline is extended.% 
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HPAB-DIRECTED CHANGES TO DATE, THROUGH THE END OF THE 
BOARD'S OCTOBER 12,2005 WORKSHOP #8 

BOARD CHANGES INDICATED IN EITHER WED-LINE/DOUBLE UNDERLINE 
OR FONTS 

Staff-Proposed Changes indicated in a combination of italics and red-line/&uble 
. . 

underline or 

Planning Commission-Proposed Changes are i - -- ?%-: , 

sJ$a~~~fl~lal ics and red-line/double underline o r 

NEW DEFINITIONS RELATING TO HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
m 
X 

(Last reviewedlrevised 1-9-06) 

Section I .6.30 - SPECIFIC WORDS AND TERMS 

- - .  
annexation - -a  /and -use process that -eval~iates whether a propertv meets the criteria rT 

- -.,-. 
incor~orafion f i t0 t 6 f h ~ ~ y l i m i t s ;  a-ndmeets the r&liirernenb to be forwarded to the voters f o ~ q  

- , - , , - - . - - - - - . - - -  - -  
final decision on its incorporation. ~rocedbres for this tvioe of land use aioolication are ouilinedk 

- -  -- 
~ a n d  ~evelopmeni Code section 1.2.110.02 - Special Development and Land Develop~nent CO@ 

- - - -  . - -  - -- - 
~ h a ~ t e r  2.6 - ~nnexations. The State of Oreqon can mandate, without voter approval, the 
annexation of probeltv oh which a health hazard exists. See "Health Hazard Annexation. " 

Certified kacaf Government {CbG) - A citv or county that has been certified bv the National Park 
Service, U.S. Department ~f the !nterior, to carw osit the ~ ~ r p ~ s e s  of the Natiena! Fbqkter Histci-ic 
Preservation Act of j966, as amended. The CLG proaram is administered bv the State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO). The Citv of Cowallis is a Certified Local Government. 
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--=.. 7*m-**d =.--- -- - --- - TmFyaT*  W>" ;m,--- - - '< " -- "" - **" 

,Ga~Hf9?d~8I?D@ar&Iop&:endL~~$.land rI/"~ei~&~ocess that; provides an obportunisv to~allow a i&e ?when 
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ompensat&g~equcsied va~afions franlaoorovedConditi6nal De veioDm&nls $%h lhafih&%e!! 
X q T , ,  zrn> P,&,,<%F< ,,z--G2= --.-*,7--." *c-*-, r - v  z---.---+ -- 4 --  x - y < ,  '..-'--'-*-7 7 z -  - 
o&e"bn~1~~kB~~~8~va/=~i~sf11I"1net~ ~kocedb7h@for:thi~ /vfyp.e- of land use a~ol!cktion.are~ outlined - %--" ,,-- -* - -,--*- --Txv -- --- -,-- - - -- .*- gafi"&y6,rl"'"- '% F i iwss* , -  iiii , ---- - - *  - * - -  - 

r d,De2Pela@~enti@58d~S"edtio~.Ii2! ldO:O2<&pi3kia~ ~eveiobmeni and iand-~e~e loprnen f~~o@ 

Contractor SidewalWStreeft Stamps - An insiqnia or mark stamped into a sidewalk or street that 
includes information, such as the contractor's name, and the date the work was performed, and 
which indicates that the stamr, dates from 1955 or before. 

Cowallis Reqister of Historic Landmarks and Districts (Local Reqister) - The Citv's official list 
of locallv-desianated historic resources. 

Desiqnated Historic Resource - A  historic resource that has been determined throuqh an official 
action to meet criteria for historic siqnificance. resultins in the resource beina locallv-desiqnated 
and/or nationally-desianated, as more specifically defined below. The Citv's Historic Preservation 
Provisions in Chapter 2.9 a ~ p l v i o  all desiqnated historic resources, reaardless of whether thev are 
locallv or nationallv-designated. Some desiqnated historic resources are listed in both the Local 
Reqister and the National Reqister of Historic Places, 
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a. Locaillv-desieaaaated: A locallv-desianated historic resource is listed in the Corvallis - - 
Reqister of Historic Landmarks and Districts (Local Reaisterf. To list a propertv in the 
Local Reqister, a propertv owner must obtain approval for a Development District 
Chanqe to applv a Historic Preservation Overlav to the subiect propertv. A Historic 
Preservation Overlav denotes the locallv-desiqnated historic resource on the Citv's 
Development District Map. Propertv owner approval for local desiqnation is required. 

b. Naiti~nalBv-desiqnafed: A nationallv-desiqnated historic resource is listed in the - - 
National Reqister of Historic Places. To list a propertv in the National Reqister of 
Historic Places, a propertv owner must obtain approval in accordance with state and 
federal processes and criteria listed in 36 CFR 60. Local level input reqardinq a 
proposed National Reqister of Historic Places nomination normallv is solicited; 
however, official local action does not occur. Because nationally-desiqnated historic 
resources are subiect to the Historic Preservation Provisions of Chapter 2.9, a 
notation indicatinq that a property is listed in the National Reqister of Historic Places 
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". - - 
Health ~ a r a r d  ~nn@xaf ion - a land use ~rocess thai addressesheafih hazard situations and 

-. .- - . - * -  - - - - --< - 

evaluates whether a properfy -meets.-the cr2eria !for-incorpordion hto-tfie. Citv /hits: -~?ocedures 
fot this tvbe oi iand-use application 'akre6ujline3J h ~ e v ' e l o ~ m e i i ~ ~ o d ~ ~ e c t i b n  ?: 2.1 10.02 - 
special ~evelopmenf and Land ~eve-idpmenf code chapter 2 6 ~ ' k n n e x a t i o n ~  

- - - - .- - - - - - - - - -, - - ,- - - . <----- -. - - ' r- - - - .--< . ,-.- ,. ---->r. - - 
~ k t o r i c  Intearitv - Inteqritv of setiincr:_locafion, materials or work%anship which is deterhineb to 
be historic bv fu\fil/inq at least ' t k i  of the'fofiowi~g'cri'teria: 

- - - - - - - - - -- - - & 
 he h;storic resource remains essenfialrv-as o!!yinallv~construc~ed; a - 
. - - 7 -  - - -  .- - I- _ ,_---_ ---. -___ - - - - . < - - - - -- .-- a ~ i f f i c ien i  '*oriainal vkorkmatishib and - matmal remain <td %d-row I the a consiructio$ 

- - 7  . ? - -  - --" ,--7-3- --- -.-- -".- -, - 7r., -.- 
techniquea~dsfv~i~t i~character  of a'qiven'period: E 
-..---.-- - -  - " - --- " _ _  _ - l ( _ _ / _ . j . _ C - _ -  -??<-" > - -.-T'-" -- .-,-,- -. -.. r - ---- - CIJ 

The immedide setti~?a~'ot the historic resource reta~ns land uses. o r  landseapinq arlifl 
- - ..-. - - r  ' '- -+ -,-. ..-- "-. - 

relationship with associa fed structures, conkisten t with the period of histotQ 

- -k<.- - * . I , r  - - - r F - 7 -  -7 *; --7 *---- " ,-- ,%* -. - - .- - - -.-- ---- 
The historic resource -contr~bufes 'to: the~. archifecfdral -contin;;@- of ?he-s&et or 
neiqfib-b'~hood,' 

-"-. - - -  - --.-- ." - -- - - -  - - - 
fZ  he site is likejv ,to confain -arfifacts related to:-krehisforv olr."earlv history of the 

- - - - - - - - - . - - -  -T ---- - - "-*-.a -..-" , -. . - -- - . .  
The historic resource i s m w  one offew reriiaininq grime examples of an architectural - - - -  - -  . - "-<-'?.zr."- ---* -:" ."?-,-. ,-zT-,? --  - -xTp. - < - - - - - -  ---- - 7 -  -5 - -- 
stvle'or desiqn, or a- Zv#e' of cot~strucf~omthat -was once common.' 
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- - - *  - =-,v - - - - 
e) it reoresenti the woik ofaa master,: i e . ,  jf is a i-totewot$Ki/: eka~ofe:of.fih"e~work of a - - 

? -- - - -  -,. .) *-rr- .-- -7 - r q i  4- 2 -. - ' t-J, ," - craftsman, builder, archifeet ;$engineer sitgnifidant in -CitEiOohnf2;"Sfate,, or,nationaf 
I? is <ow; 

7 -  - 

L! If demonstrates hiqh artistic values in its workmanshiro or materials: 

& it vields or is likelv to vield information imbortarit in p reh is to~  %historv: 

d lt contributes to the continuif v or the hisforic - -  character - of - -- the- streel; '3ehhborhood, 
and/or comn?unitv, or contributes io the inteqritv of the historic.pe?iod reoresenfed: 

HisforjcaBlv Significant Tree -A historically significant free is defined as a free that meets the 
criteria described in-"?, " "2, " or '3, " below: rn 

X 

7 .  - - A free that meets al/ of the foliowing criteria: 

aJ The tree is located on a desiqnated historic resource orooertv or is designated as5  
s~ecificallv listed resource. is at leasf 50 vears old, and has been in existence sin- - 
a time prior to. or durinq. the designated historic resource's period of siqnificanceg 

rn 
b) The tree meets the definition of Significant Tree in Chapter 1.6, with the exceat ia - - 

that the minimum 8-inch diameter at breast heiqht (dbhf requirement does not aim&' 
to a tree which, due to their sroecies fvpe. is not anticipated to reach a minimum 8- 
inch dbh bv a 50-vear date of maturitv; and 

The tree is consistent with at /east one of the statements in " I , "  below, in the ooinion 
of fhe City's Urban Forester. The Citv's Urban Foresteris opinion shad be based on 
the items in '2. " below: 

Statements - 

& The tree can be correlated to a historicallv siqnificant event that 
contributed to Cotvallis' histow; 
The tree marks the site of a historic event; 
The tree is associated with the life of a gerson or qroup of historic 
sicmificance; or 
The tree has age, size, or species siqnificance that contributes to its 
historic status. 
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2) Information for Use bv the Cifv's Urban Forester - - - 

aJ Documentation in Section 2 .9 .60 ,~  and any additional docurneniafion 
provided bv the ~roper fv  ownec 

b 1 - - Consultation with the Director abouf the afsi-emenfioned 
documentation; and 

CJ Consideration of these matters relative to the desiqnated hisforic 
resource's ~ e r i o d  of siqnificance. 

2. A tree that is either: - - 

& ldenfified as a desianafed historic resotrrce on an individ~ral basis; or 

Q In or adjacent to a Nafional Reqister of Historic Places Historic District, vvifhin a 
private street riqht-of-way or a public riqht-of-wav, and which meets both criteria ?.a 
and 7. b above, relative fo the District. !f?=l x 

3. lndividuallv identified as historically siqnificant in an official historic inventow f o r e  - 
desiqnated historic resource oran approved National Reaister of Historic Places nominafi3 

< 
In-Kind Repair or Replacement - Repair or replacement of existinq materials or features t& 
match the old in desian, color, texture, materials, dimensions, shape, and other visual qualitia.~~ 
This includes replacement of roofinq, doors, windows, sidina, and other structural elemen& 
provided the replacements match the old in the manners described herein. Reaair or reolacem&$ 
oi windows or'doors containins dass that'substitute double-paned crlass for sinale-paned qlass% 

-- -- - - 
not consider6dIto'be in-kind repa~r'or~re~lacernenf. Addifionallv. while the repair or r-eplacement 

- .--. - - " - " .-- - - ----.- .-, 
of de6riorated'materials in-kind is allowed, i6- i~ recommended that repair be considered bv the 

" r 7 - 7 - . -  -* - . *  .- - 4- - - - , I . . I - .  -- 
- \ propertVowner prior-to rep/acemenE: . :rjsu~ i - ~ ~ & j l  i i = I ~ m ~ I ~ ~ C ~ V s  ~ ~ 7 6 , ' :  hz ~ * , ~ i , r ; r t  

- - -- - -- - --  - - -v- . - ? .  - -  ? - - >  

Land Develo~ment code Text Amendment - ~ n  amendment to the text of the Land Develop~nent 
- - - -  . -- .- - - - 

Code. ~rocedures-forthis t v ~ e  of land use apdication are outlined in Land Develo~ment Code 

- - -- . - - - - - - -  and Division - - '- Land divided to create legally - - separate areas in one of the following ways: 

. - - -  - . - .  - . . 
a. ~ah$on_-~iv is ion-of  land tha! creates three or fewer parcels within a calendar year when 

such:parcels exist as a unit orconfiguous units of land under single ownership at the 
beginning of the year. ~rocedur& for this f v ~ e  ot land use a~piication are outlined in Land 
develonment code Section 7.2.1 10.02 - S~ecia i  Development and f-and Develoornenf Code 
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National Reaisfes of Histosic Places (National Resister) - The nation's official list of siqnificant 
- I .. historic resources worthv of preservation, as authorized bv the National Wis l~ i  Historic 

Preservation Act of 1966. as amended. The National Reqister of Historic Places is administered 
bv the National Park Service. U.S. Department of the Interior. Historic resources may be added to 
the National Reqister of Historic Places on an individual basis and/or as part of a ~ n a t  R e  
Historic District. Under state law, National Reqister of Historic Places historic resources are defined 
as "historic resources of statewide siqnificance." All National Reqister of Historic Places historic 
resources are defined as desiqnated historic resources in this Code. 

National Reqisterr of Historic Places Historic District Cilassifications - Besi~nzliaci. Historic 
resources in an approved National Reqister of Historic Places Historic District are classified as 
"Historic/Contributina," "Historic/Noncontributinq," or "Nonhistoric/Noncontributinq." The 
components of these classifications are defined as follows: 

Historic - At least 50 years old at the time of desisnation. 
Nonhistoric - 
Contributins - 
q 
inteqritv to convev its historic appearance and siqnificance. 7 

Noncontributinq - A resource in a National Reqister of Historic Places Historic ~ i s t &  
which, at the time of desiqnation, lacks inteuritv relevant to the ~er i&  
of historic sianificance, and/or which is not historic. > 

G) 
rn 

The City shall refer to the final approved National Reaister of Historic Places Historic D is tm 
* 

nomination forms to determine the appropriate classification that applies. In some casdL 
more than one classification may applv to a ~ropertv; for example, a primarv structure on 
a site, such as a sinqle-familv detached home, mav be classified as Historic/Contributinq~ 
while an accessory structure, such as a detached qaraae, mav be classified as 

As identified in the final ap~roved National Reqister of Historic Places Historic District 
nomination forms, a few properties do not have a classification because they are vacant lots 
or parkina lots. Anv new construction on these unclassified properties must be considered 
in the context of existinq desiqnated historic resources in the area, the value of the 
unclassified properties to those desiqnated historic resources, and the Historic Preservation 
Provisions of Chapter 2.9. If, in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 2.9, new 
construction is approved for an unclassified resource in a National Reqister of Historic 
Places Historic District, anv future alterations to that resource shall be evaluated per the 
requirements for NonhistoricINoncontributins resources. Anv reclassifications for these or 
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anv other desianated historic resources listed in a National Reaister of Historic Places 
Historic District shall be accomplished Der state and federal requirements. 

Nornhistoric - For historic resources not alreadvspecificallv classified as part of a National Reqister 
of Historic Places Historic District (classifications for said District include "HistoriclContributinq," 
"Historic/Noncontributins:" and "Nonhistoric/Noncontributinq3'~, the term "nonhistoric" means 
resources that are less than 50 vears old. 

Period of Siqnificance - Period of siqnificance is the lenqth of time when a propertv was 
associated with important events, activities, or persons. or attained the characteristics which qualifv 
it for National Reqister of Historic Places listins and/or Local Reaister listins. Period of siqnificance 
casuallv begins with the date when siqnificant activities or events beqan aivinq the ~ropertv its 
historic siqnificance; this is often a date of construction. Period o f  siqnificance usuallv ends with 
the date when the siqnificant activities or events stopped aivinq the proeertv its historic siqnificance. 

--  - 

For prehistoric properties, the period of sisnificance is the broad span of time about which the site 
or district is likelv to provide information: it is often the period associated with a particular culturah - 

Partition_- see- and Division." 
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ol land rise a~~l icaz ' ion are outlineci iii Land Deveio~177ent Code Section 1.2.110.02 - Snecial 
Develo~menf and Lallcl Deveio~ment Code Secfion 2.5.60 - Planned Develo~ment Modification. 

Pl'arl-snecS ~eve!aarn&it ModiRcatlon (~iu&Pr) = a land use ior0cess:thaf orovide~-anl6$h$d2$i@%s 
, A*- *- --- , -- - -. ,.. - - ,a  - 7.-- q7i-"2- ,?? 

af/o w .a - fimited"aho;nt sf fle~ilbilitv~ with recrard4 to site planbih,q' andY%?chite6t~&I ; ' d& i~~~fo i r .  
<- <T &-*" -7- M s - -  - L, - .pT, -:< ik*=%.> s5a- L- - 
p~e~vi6uslv ap~mj ;?d  Gonceotua/+or Detai~eb~~eve~oomenf ~ l a f i s ;  and prov~d@s benefitszmifhm@be 
I-&'r 2' ?"'*' - - - - - 7  " 93T-.-.-l-;" --7ze------ - 
@~:geibornent ~if&~-?fiat coml~ensafe ffoc-ieauesfed variations f,-~ni:~the :abpr@,ved -BoKa&fliiP$RG D-"f+""" -z-- 3 -- + \ - -"~pGr~x .aa>.v--*-- ;- ,e a t /ed~~ak6lop1~&n' t~  Plan such-tha t the i17fen"ikf the 'oi-icrinal adoroval f s  ;r'till:;7Gf.~+~i~ocedt"i~8~for - --,- - - - -  - -, q " ~  - ?. - 7 , ? d . " >  - ---- --,- 
this tQpe- of land use -aio~lication are oufiined $I ~ a n ~ ~ ~ ~ e v e l o ~ i n k n f  ~ ~ i f & ,  ~ e c f i ~ d i $ ~ g ~ ~ ~ ~ ( j ~ ~ i  

3.. .. -7 *-- "" T","y$Z" 

~ ~ & c i a / . , ~ e v e l o ~ m e n t  and  and Develo~rnent- Code section 2.151 60 - *~lanhed-~~ete/dIb"fi"ent 
jAod%'ca tion. 

-T*7,-.-- - - , -- , - " --- 9 %  - - ? ? * - a  -----=-> >-."*.&-T3>fi 

RIdhn&ad=PdeeveIophenf Bveria,~ - $  bne of two-ivies of -overiGvsr O n e  t v p e - i $ ; i B i ~ e ~ e ~ d ~ %  
- - <- - F > - ,  ' FEZ  - - DBfi:iSi LC6-li;er/avs that :exists forkthe 1;fe of an actjve ~ o n ' c e ~ t u a i ~ 0 r Q D e t a ; / ~ ~ ~ ~ ; ~ $ r ( j ' ~ i i ; l ~ ~ & & 7 ~ ~  

* r;+ - " "-  - - - - ,  * > --- -. 22z--->Fe* = 
Eroc;erd"uri3s, fdr- ifiig firsf f vpe of ~ l gnned  ~eveioioment land- ~s~~a~~iic3tisn-:aze*.,*.,@~"f1ih~~8+@$~an~ 

+F-, ,-- .- - %' -2 - p-.= Ti ii, .--7- l 

,wi!fio"utFHn-aisocia fea ~oncedfualsr detailed Dbveloiomenf;~lan: Proceduri?~ f o ' ~ t / 7 t s : s 8 s 0 ~ 8 ~ * ~  
- " "v-a- -? Z G  -3, -, .- - G -,"-* - - 4 - - u - -  7-.T - p ---- "-3 %TGTFB --%Z = / -  -.: 
ot3E/annedr ~eve lob&enf~~~er lav ' land  u& aproitcatibn -areLout1in'ed- iflkaridi&&kelo~irlefi&@&% 
' 

~ b + - -  - --- *-- - - --  - - - -  " - , .. 
S($cfiori:+ 1.2; 1 16.02$ - $peci& DeveIGpmenf- and Land beve/ophenfb ~&~e~@h&@t~@~3 ; .~@$@@ 
,--,- - s "  

J~lann@d ~eveiosment)  District Overla-v. 9 a 
Presewation (as asiolied io desianafed historic resources) - As used in this Code, preservatirn 
means activities that stabilize and maintain ~ r o ~ e r t i e s .  Preservation includes actions such as " l i g  
for-like" replacement and often allows review throuah an administrative Drocess. CD 

Primaw Source Material - Pertains to desiqnated historic resources. Primary source material 
includes historic photoaraphs, desiqn drawinas or blueprints, or other information directlv 
associated with a specific historic resource. 

Rehabilitation - As used in this Code, rehabilitation includes activities that modify properties. 
Thouqh removal of historicallv sianificant features is discouraaed, re~lacement with new materials 
and even new additions may be allowed. provided thev are consistent with the propertv's historic 
character. Approval aenerallv rewires quasi-iudicial review bv the Historic Preservation Advisow 
Board. 

. . . .. 

Rep8ai (Major) - ) 
. , 

- t t a  land use process that is ~ ~ s e d  ;;hen 
narcels within a re,- oi-ded Suixiivision are reconficrured such that 4 or more ~arce ls  are created or 
deleted in a cr drjdar w a r .  - : ~ d ~ ~ r e s  for ihis i v ~ e  of land use asnlication are o~~tl ined in Land 
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Develosment Cocle Section 1.2.1 10.02 - S~ecia l  Develo~rnent. Land Deve/o~meni Code ~ h a ~ f e r  
2.4 - Subdivisions and Maior Re~la ts ,  and Land ~eveiop~nent  Code Section 2.4.50 - Maior 

. . . . .- - . .  " WessIa t fMinsi-) - gf G G- . - -  .. . . -  or jx&hm@& . - - -  . - -- < , . - . -  - . . - . , - I :  - - -  - - -  ~ ~ : , - a  - - -  - land use 
process that is used when parcels within a recorded partifion are reconfis~~red such that-3 or fewer 

. . - -- . - - -- . - 
parcels are created or deleted in a calendar vear. ~roceduresjbr this type of landuse'application 

- - - - -  - - * . . -  

i d  - - ,  - -. \. - 
Developrnenf Code Cha~fer  2.14 - Partitions. ~inor'~f?e~/afs,--ari"d iof ~ine;4dLstinents,-andkand 
Development Code Section 2.1'4.50. 

Reversible - Pertains to desiqnated historic resources. Refers to im~rovements that do not 
substantiallv chanqe, obscure, damaqe, or destrov character-defininq materials, features, or 
finishes. Intent is that the improvement could be removed and anv impacted character-defininq 
materials, features. or finishes could then be restored. 

Secondarv Source Material - Pertains .to desiqnated historic resources. Secondary sour- 
X 
1 

material includes information such as photos, desiqn drawinqs, or other information depictiQ 
structures or appurtenances similar to andlor from the same period of siqnificance as the histore 
resouce for which a Historic Preservation Permit is beinq requested. 

- 
. . -  - -  

Solar Access Permit (Tvoe I )  - a land use process thaj provides and protects solaraccessforu& 
of a PI-opertv owvnerls) by limitincr shadinq of a solar collectof b y  frees. on adiacenf- pfofiet?i'efl 
Procedures fo/ this t y ~ e  of land use application are outlined in Land Developmenf dose sect;& 

- .  

1.2.110.02 - S~ecia l  Development and Land Development Code "chaster 2.18. 

- .- , _-*. <=_-- ___. 

Solar Access Perrnil (Type II) - a  land use process that provides and protects solar access-for,use 
= - >,- -- -, 

of a propertv ownerfs) bv limitinq shading of a solar col/ector by structures' on adiacent propediks; - " . _ " , _ /  - -- -. - 
Procedures for this t v ~ e  of land use application are outlinedin  and-~evelopment Cod& Section 

. - 3 -  - 
1.2.7 10. 02 - Sseclal Develosment and Land ~evelopmenf code Chapter 2.18: 

State Historic Preservation Office ISHPO) - An aqencv of state qovernment delesated the 

authoritv from the federal qovernment to administer a state's historic preservation Drosram 

consistent with state and federal law. 

Subdivision - See "Land Division." 

Tentative Se~bdB'wision Plat - see "b" under 'Land Division." 
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Tentative Subdivision Plat IWodif8catisn - a land use D ~ - O C ~ S S  that srovldes an 0 ~ ~ 0 l f l l n i i v  to 

allow a limited an?ounf of flexibilitv with reqard to site plannina for a nrevio~islv anproved 

subdivision; and srovides ele~nents within the develosmeni site that con?nensate for recrl~ested 

variafions from-the anoroved ten ta five subdivision nlat such that the intenf of the oriainal a~sroval  
is still met. Procedures for this tyse of land use-apslication are o~itlined in Land Development Code 

Section 1.2.710.02 - Soecial ~evelobment and Land Develonment Code Section 2.4.80 - Tentative 

subdivision piat ~odif ication. 

~ a i a t i n q  ol Public Lands andP8a-is - a land use srocess fhaf petitions to vacate all or satis of 
- -  - - - - -  .- - -  . 

a sublic street, alley, easement, plat, or other ~ u b l i c  siace if determined not to be ha rmf~~ l  to the 

City or adiacenf bropetfies. ~rocedures-for this tvpe of land use an~iication are outlined in Land 
bevelopm&i code section ?:2.905jl special Develosment and  and ~evelosment Code Chapter 

2.8 - ~acafincr of Public iands and Plats. 

. .  . 

!@illahette River Greenwav conditional ~evelobrnenl - a land use urocess that is a f v p e d  rn 
Conditional D6ielo~ment required for develo~n~enf within lands s~~biec t  to a Willamette ~ i &  

3% - - -? -=. . - - - - ---. - - ,  z-- - - - ,  - - -.. 
provkions of- ianb Develo~hent Code Section 3.30.30. Procedlires for this tvne of land u e  

- - . - --  - - - - "  - 

apo~ication are outlined i n i i n d  bevelosment Code Section 1.2.90.01 - Ssecial Develooment, f a 9  
~ e v e l o ~ m e n f  Code Chaoter 3: 3 0 -  WRG (Willamette River Green wa Y )  District Oveila v. and ~ a &  

- . - - - . . U I 

deve~odment code chapter 2.3 - Condifional Deve~onment. rn 
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HPAB-DIRECTED CHANGES TO DATE, THROUGH THE END OF THE 
BOARD'S OCTOBER 12,2005 WORKSHOP #8 

BOARD CHANGES INDICATED IN EITHER RED-LINE/DOUBLE UNDERLINE 
OR FONTS 

Staff-Proposed Changes indicated in a combination of italics and red-iine/double . . 
underline or dzdtcs 

Planninq Commission-Proposed Chanqes are indicated in a combination of 
shaded-italics and red-line/double un&i-line or shaded--/emf 

CHAPTER 2.0 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 

(Excerpts; last reviewedlrevised 1-9-06) 

Section 2.0.50 QUASI-JUDICIAL HEARINGS 

2.0.50.03 - Prenotification to Neighborhoods 

. . . . < 
a. As a means to provide information 

c C t i  
prenotification shall be provided to gtrekpro~erfv owners and residents, 
neiqhborhood associations- orqanizations on file with the Citv as requesfinq sum 
information, and organizations and pe?sohs whose ~robei&Eboundaries include &f 
border the subject property. Prenotification shall contain the ikdbemq in for ma ti^ . . 
listed below. However, rs-renotification is not required for: HPAB-Level Historic 
Preservation Permits and District Chanqe aprslications to establish or remove a 
Historic Preservation Overlav. 

I. Date, time, and place of hearing; 

2. Nature of the proposed development, and proposed uses that could be 
authorized; 

3. Address, legal descriptions, or some other means of identification of the 
subject property; and 

4. Name and telephone of a staff member from whom additional information can 
be obtained. 

b. When   prenotification is reauired (see Section 2.0.50.03.a above), it shall be sent 
to neighborhood contact persons and any citizen ,d~"i-i-@a~izatio~~who has requested 
sue!; irifarrnation. These prenotification mailing lists shall be lrpdatsd annually. 
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c. When  prenotification is reauired (see Section 2.0.50.03.a above), it shall be mailed 
upon determination by staff that an application for a pending land use action is 
complete. 

2.0.50.04 - Public Notice 

a. (no changes) 

b. The notice shall be sent by mail at least 20 days prior to the hearing to the following 
persons: 

"I-&< qn' & r" -Ti' ?T 

I. The applicant or authorized agent(s), and bwine~s)~,ofr;"the propertv of,fhe 
- -- - ~ < ~ - ~ J * ~ ~ $ ~ ~ - ~ ~ > ~ ~ ? ~ ~ , ~ s - : \ : ~  *-- 

s i i b i ~ b @ a . p a t r ' @ a , f ~ o ~ . d  if different from the ap~licant. For the DurDoses 
of this mailinq, the oro~ertv owner shall be determined using the most recent 
Benton County Assessor's database suoalied fo the Ciiv. f-f-8~-z- js ~;r;s;-c :,';al-? 

2. Any person who resides on or owns property within 300 ft, including street 
right-of-way, of a parcel of land for: 

52 
a) District changes or Comprehensive Plan amendments (excludir2J 

establishina or removinq Historic Preservation M Overlays, a@ 
Research Technology Center time extensions); =-I 

< 
b) Subdivisions and replats that create 10 or more lots; I 

-u 
P 

c) Conditional development w a * v ( i n c l u d i %  
% Willamette River Greenway Permits); 

d) Annexation proposals; 

e) Subdivisions and major replats that create fewer than 10 lots; 

fl Planned Developments. 

HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permits related to demolitions. 

3. Any person who resides on or owns property within I 0 0  ft, including street 
right-of-way, of a parcel of land for: 

a) Appeals of an administrative decision of the Director; 

L:\CD\Planning\Development Review\Land Development Code Text Amendments\LDTO5 Cases\Chapter 2.9 
Update\Draft Code Changes\Code for Staff Report\PC Changes\PC Chapter 2.00.wpd 2 



HPAB-Approved Provisions Related to Historic Preservation 
Recommended for Approval on October 42,2005 

Staff-Proposed Changes are indicated in a combination of italics and red- 
. . 

line/double underline or Mics aiid s f r i M  

are indicated in a combination of 
The 

changes reflect staff's first attempt at incorporating the PC-directed changes to 
date. Staff will continue lo  work on grammatical items and cross-references. 

CHAPTER 2.9 
HBSTORIC PRESERVATION PRBVISlONS 

(Last revised 3-1 7-06) 
rZ 

Section 2.9.1 0 - BACKGROUND AND APPLlCABjLBTaJ 
a6: - 
tX1 
7 

The City of Corvallis recognizes that historic resources located within its boundaries contribute BQ 
the unique character of the community and merit preservation. The City's Historic Preservati$ 
Provisions implement the policies in Comprehensive Plan Article 5, Section 5.4 - Historic a* 
Cultural Resources. In doing so, the City's Historic Preservation Provisions establish procedur# 
and standards for the review of development on properties designated as historic resources (m 
defined in Chapter 1.6) and development on or within public rights-of-way and private street rightg 
of-way located within and adjacent to a National Register of Historic Places Historic District. These 
properties include those subject to a Historic Preservation Overlay (HPO) and/or historic resources 
listed in the National Register of Historic Places. As defined in Chapter 3.31, a Historic 
Preservation Overlay applies to all historic resources listed in the Corvallis Register of Historic 
Landmarks and Districts (Local Register). As a Certified Local Government, the City has authority 
delegated from the state and federal governments to evaluate Historic Preservation Permit changes 
to Designated Historic Resources listed in the National Register of Historic Places. Accordingly, 
the City's Historic preservation Provisions apply to: historic resources listed in the Corvallis Register 
of Historic Landmarks and Districts (Local Register); historic resources listed in the National 
Register of Historic Places; and public rights-of-way and private street rights-of-way located within 
and adjacent to a National Register of Historic Places Historic District. These Provisions also 
conform with Statewide Planning Goals and other state land use requirements. 
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Section 2.9.20 - PURPOSES 

The purposes of the City's Historic Preservation Provisions are as follows: 

a. Implement historic and cultural resource policies of Comprehensive Plan Article 5, Section 
5.4 - Historic and Cultural Resources; 

be. Encourage, effect, and accomplish the protection, enhancement, and perpetuation of - - 
historic resources, historic resource improvements, and of historic districts that represent or 
reflect elements of the City's cultural, social, economic, political, and architectural history; 

ce. Complement any National Register of Historic Places Historic Districts in the City; - - 2 
II 

m 

I 

T 
D 

y .  - Foster civic pride in the beauty and noble accomplishments of the past; G) 
m 

. Promote the use of historic districts and landmarks for education, pleasure, energy 
'T"-9-- "5-X >""P.L-* -- -' 

conservation, housing, and the public tiri&e:~o8dfii&welfare of the City; 

k f- 

R. Provide processes and criteria for the review of Historic Preservation Permit applications for - - 
Desianafed Historic ~esorces  for the following actions: 

1. Alterations or New Construction; 

2. Demolitions; and 
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3. Moving; 

. - Provide a clear and objective listing of activities exempt from the Historic Preservation 
Permit process; 

hn. Provide procedures for addressing emergency actions affectina the historic resources in the - - 
Ciiv; and 

Section 2.9.30 -PROCEDURES FOR ESTABLISHING A HISTORIC PRESERVATION OVERLAY 
DISTRICT DESIGNATION rn X 

k 
A Historic Preservation Overlay District designation may be established for a historic resources 
accordance with the provisions in Chapter 2.2 - Development District Changes. --I 

< 
B 

Section 2.9.40 - PROCEDURES FOR REMOVlNG A HISTORIC PRESERVATION OVERL 
DISTRICT DESIGNATION G) 

rn 
h.3 

A Historic Preservation Overlay District designation may be removed from a Designated Histom 
d 

Resource in accordance with the provisions in Chapter 2.2 - Development District Changes. 

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. 

I htip://www. cr. nps.aov/hns/tps/standards/rehabifiiation. htin 

2 http://www. cr.n~s.aov/h~s/t~s/s~andards/~rese~vatio~?. htln 
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Section 2.9.60 - DETERMINING APPLICABILITY AND APPROPRIATE HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION PERMIT REVIEW PROCEDURE(S) 

A Historic Preservation Permit is required for certain Alterations or New Construction, Demolitions, 
or Movings affecting Designated Historic Resources, even if no building permit is required by the 
Building Official. Accordinqlv, the Gitv's Historic Presewation Provisions a p ~ l v  to: historic 
resources listed in the Cowallis Resister of Hisforic Landmarks and Districfs (Local Reqister); 
historic resources listed in the National Reqister of Historic Piaces: and sublic ricrhts-of-wav and 
private street riqhts-of-wav located within and adiacent to a National Reqister of Histol-ic Places 
Historic District. Different review procedures and criteria apply, depending on the nature of the 
permit request, and if the Designated Historic Resource is located in a National Register of Historic 
Places Historic District, the classification of the resource. 

a. Exempt Activities - Section 2.9.70 outlines activities affectinq -a Designated 
Historic Resource that are exempt from the requirement for a Historic Preservation Permit. 

b. Types of Historic Preservation Permits 
1= 

I. Director-Level Historic Preservation Permit DJ ==i 
< 

The Director-Level Historic Preservation Permit addresses Alteration or New 
Construction activities that are minor in nature and not covered in Section 2.9.70g 
Exemptions from Historic Preservation Permit Requirements. Specific proceduroCF) 
and clear and objective review criteria for this type of permit are listed in ~ect io# 
2.9.60.c, 2.9.90, and 2.9.100. The Director-Level Historic Preservation Permit 
classified as General Development in Chapter 1.2, is a staff-level review, and acts 
as a double-check for compliance with Sections 2.9.90 and 2.9.100. 

2. HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permit 

The HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permit addresses Alteration or New 
Construction, Demolition, and Moving activities not covered by "1 ," above, and not 
covered in Section 2.9.70 - Exemptions from Historic Preservation Permit 
Requirements. Specific procedures and discretionary review criteria for this type of 
permit are listed in Sections 2.9.60.c, 2.9.90, 2.9.100, 2.9. I 10, and 2.9.120. The 
HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permit is classified as a Quasi-Judicial Land Use 
DecisionJType II Special Development in Chapter 1.2, involves public notice, and 
requires a Historic Preservation Advisory Board public hearing review for compliance 
with Sections 2.9.90, 2.9.100, 2.9.110, and 2.9.120. 
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c. Sources of Information that Assist the Director in Determining Historic Significance 
and Appropriate Historic Preservation Permit Review Process 

The Director may use any of the following information sources to determine the appropriate 
Historic Preservation Permit review process that applies: 

1. This Code Chapter and others referenced by it; 

2. The official historic inventory for the Designated Historic Resource; 

3. Findings from a final approved Order or Notice of Disposition summarizing the 
rationale for the placement of a Historic Preservation Overlay on the resource; 

4. An approved National Register of Historic Places nomination; 

5. Applicable state law; 

:: 
6. Other adopted City ordinances; - 2 

W - 
7. Primary source material provided by the applicant; and/or 

8. Secondary source materials on history, architecture, design, materials, methods, 
pertinent examples locally or elsewhere. 

P 
0 
n 
!h¶ 

d. Emergency Actions - Section 2.9.80 outlines how to address activities resulting from 8 
emergency action when the City's Urban Forester, City Engineer, Building Official, and/or 
Fire Marshal determine(s) that an emergency action is needed for public safety due to an 
unsafe or dangerous condition. This Section also addresses requirements for obtaining the 
appropriate Historic Preservation Permit, when applicable, after the immediate hazard has 
been addressed. 

Section 2.9.70 - EXEMPTIONS FROM HISTORIC PRESERVATION PERMIT REQUIREMENTS 

The following changes to a Designated Historic Resource shall be exempt from the requirement 
for a Historic Preservation Permit. Property owners are advised that other permits may be required 
to make such changes (such as other land use permits, building permits, etc.). 

a. Interior Alterations- Changes to the interior of a Designated Historic Resource that do not 
alter the building exterior. 
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b. Routine Maintenance and/or 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, style, or material of the resource. The I nX j~c f  Repair or Replacement of 
deteriorated materials +f@$4s also allowed; however, it is recommended that repair be 

. .  . 
considered prior to *replacement. Also included in routine 
maintenance are the following: 

1 Routine site maintenance pertaining to landscaping maintenance, brush clearing and 
removal of debris, pruninq of shrubs, and m d d h g  the pmhgwremova l  of shrubs 
not listed as original plantings in the official historic inventory, or other sources of 
information listed in Section 2.9.60(c); 

2. Pruning of trees . However, pruning of trees that are located on Designated Historic 
. . --- " - .  

Resource properties shall be d i n  accordance with the 
most current edition of American National Standards Institute (ANSI)A300 standards 
for Tree Care Operations. Under no circumstances shall the maintenance prunin A be so severe that it compromises the tree's health, longevity, and/or resourcpq 
functions; X - 

[XI - 
3. Removal of trees that are not considered ?6&@i~~istorically Significant Trees, bas$ 

on the criteria in Section 2.9.1 10.01 .e, below. I 

c. Painting - Exterior painting or repainting of any portion of a Designated Historic Resourc 
including changes to paint color. Exemption does not apply to artwork attached to building& 
murals, or painting over existing architectural features, such as signs, or previous& 

- 

unpainted metalwork, brickwork, stonework, and masonry. 

- -  ' - .- - - -  - r .  - - - - - - - 
d. -Signs or Tablets - lnstailation of one permanent memorial siqn or 

' 3 - .  -- 1 ' .  
- - - -  - 

tabkt per propettv;-wheref6e siqn o r  table! is j - 
exempt from 

the City's Sign Code regulations per Section 4.7.70(e);landisc6nsistent wifhihedhensions 
-- .* -- ,=.- ? 

andc3:desiqn quidelines establis-he2.6~ the ~isfor%?presen/ation ~ d v i s o w  Board. 

e. Certain Alterations 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 - --,-_-- # -,,. -- * .it.- , - --,-,.--- i- . 1- I. 

on historic/Noncontri b u t i n g l  I . ,  

shall be exempt from review, provided the Alteration or New 
Construction is not visible from the public right-of-way or private street right-of-way (except 
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for allevs, from wi7ich if mav be visible), is 200 sa. ff. spar&%+ or less-kske, and does 
not exceed 14 &.-he+ - in height. 

f. Installation of Removable Storm Windows - A storm window is a secondary window 
attached over a structure's primary window to protect the primary window against weather 
impacts. A storm window shall not function as a replacement for a primary window, and 
none of the external historic features of the resource shall be damaged or permanently 
altered with the installation. 

g, Installation of a Removable Heating or Cooling Device - f%eme+lnsfaIlation of a 
removable heating or cooling device, such as an air conditioning unit, in an existing building 
opening, provided that none of the external historic features of the resource are altered. 

h. Accessory Development - Accessory development meeting the criteria in Chapter 4.3 that 
is not visible from the public right-of-way or private street right-of-waylexceiof forallevs, from 
which it may be visible), that is ~ W s c y .  - - it-- w , <  or less @, and that does not 
exceed 14 f.Seef - in height. Pl z - 

eR 
This next section was made to read more easily (shorter sentences). 7 

No intent to change meaning. < a 

T 
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L - - Demolition or Moving of Freestsnding Temporaw or Small Accessory Structures - 
Demolition or Movina is allowed for freesfandina temporary accessory sfructures and ofher 

. . 
freestandinq accessow structures less than 200 -W&sq. ft. sci;;s;-z fsc: it? sizr3 and less than 
14 i7.M in heiqht provided that: 

I .  - - The proposed -- -., . Demolition a -  z- or Movinq does not damaqe, obscure, ornesrativelvimpact 
any ~o-c~iig~Q&sianated ,Historic Reso~trce - -z3---- ,, - r F - - d - - 7  z - -  7 -  <---* . ., r-p-" --- a rv"-% ~ z 7 ~ m ~ ; . 7 ~ $ ~ - j 7 p X C 7 p ~ t W y ~ n ~ 4 ~ Q ~ e ~ 7 b ~ , A  ..,kzyt3: - *- - -- - - - s -  "I &.- ---<-2r- - . * i or if i',!G - b, GVG; L y-ia ;; 6 , ?G~;G~,G/  t 7 ~ ~ s t ~ ~ ~ k i 3 ~ ~ , ' i s L ~ f  ;.G*,~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ! ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ a n  Y 

~ ; i ~ i ~ n a l f ~ ~ ~ e ~ s ~ ~ n ~ f e d ~ ~ i s * f o r ~  ~esource  that is classified as Historic/Contributinq or 
called out as beinq siqnificant, based on any of the sources of information listed in 
Section 2.9.60. c; and 

r: 
2. T V  - - 

ap~licant); and 011 
=i 

3)  ~ ' f t eas t  %lie o f ~ ~ ~ e ~ 0 1 1 0  wib6: 
e 
I - - 
w 

The affected struct~ire is in a National Reqisfer of Historic Places H i s t o r .  
P 

District and listed as Nonhistoric/Nonconfributincy; or m 
Ih) w 
Ih) 

4kr) The affected sf]-ucture is a nonhistoric structure on an individuallv Desiqnafed 
Historic Resource iisfed in the Local Reaisfer and/or National Recrister of 
Historic Places; or 

Sc) - The affected str~icture is a nonhistoric structure on a Desiqnated Historic 
Resource properfv listed in a National Register of Historic Places Historic 
District. even if the approved National Resister of Historic Places nomination 

:.c 
/ - 

for the District is silent 017 the issue.&,-s I ~ s s l l ~  the str;.zt~iic 6,- 

.in Installation of Satellite Dishes - Installation of a satellite dish on a facade not facing a 
public or private street right-of-way (except for alleys, from which it may be visible), provided 
the dish is less than 30 inches in diameter. 
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k. Handicapped Access Ramps - lnstallation of a handicapped access ramp, provided that 
none of the external historic features of the resource is damaged or permanently altered and 
the ramp is 32 inches or less in height and is constructed in a manner that is reversible. 

1. Conversion of Existing Vehicular Parking Spaces to Handicapped Vehicular Parking 
Spaces - The conversion of existing vehicular parking spaces to handicapped vehicular 
parking spaces where no additional impervious surface is created. 

m. Wood Fencing installation or Removal - The installation of ne o r 
replacement @fencing that is constnicted of wood and that meets applicable development 
standards in Section 4 . 2 . 5 0 0 .  The fence shall not be located 
beyond the building facade facing a front or exterior side yard adjacent to a public right-of- 
way. 

Insert Graphic 

. -", -" - 
Additionaliy, %he removal of an existing wood or,"chahlin~'fence, in whole or in p q ,  
provided the fence to be removed is not identified as Historically Significant, based on a g  

- 

of the sources of information listed in Section 2.9.60.c. loo 
==i 
< n. Freestanding Trellises - Installation of a freestanding trellis that is less than 14 &+&in - 

height and not visible from the public or private right-of-way (except for alleys from whic Ti a may be visible). The installation shall not damage or obscure any significant exterml 
architectural features of the historic resource+dmetwe. m 

N co 
G3 

o. ~ew;5R@@a~'e or Replacement Landscaping and Tree Planting - lnstallation of new, 
*"- -- - ., ,.- 
~8i%&i@ or replacement landscaping, including tree planting, and related appurtenances, 
such as irrigation sprinklers. The installation shall not darnaqe anv sianificant external 
architectural features of the historic resource or damage any historically-significant trees or 
other landscaping on the Designated Historic Resource site, as identified in the official 
historic inventory or other sources of information listed in Section 2.9.60(c). 

p. Building Foundations - Alteration or New Construction activities to a building foundation 
that are required to meet present-day Building Code requirements, provided that the 
foundation mz&erial is not specificallv identified as Historicallv Siqniiicant and the initial and 
finished foundation exposure is not more than 12 inches. 

q. Gutters and Downspouts - liie6aik~rVi-fteplacement of gutters and downspouts using 
,-** --- - 

materials that match ~ h ~ ~ a ~ ~ ~ ~ ? & f i & & ' - o f ' t h e  gutters and downspouts being replaced or 
match the appearance of those that were typically used on similar-style buildings from the 
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s a m e : ~ 6 ~ o d  of siqnificance based on evidence supplied by the ~ r o ~ e r f v  owner-. 
The W i n s i i a l l e d  gutters and downspouts shailde-not damage 
or obscure any significant architectural features of the structure. This exem~fion also covers 
this ' -  in~3aliation bt qutfers and: downs~outs where none greviot~slv existed on 
'N~%k~s~8f i i~hMonc6~fr ibut i1 ~es i ina te~His to r i c  Resources. 

r. - - uncovered Rear Deck or Patio Additions 200 Sauare Feel or Less - The deck or patio 
shall be obscured from view from the nublic riaht-of-wav and ~r iva te  street I-iqht-of-way 
(exce~ t  for allevs, from which it may be visible) by a fence. hedqe. or other sfr~~cture and 
shall rned the applicable setback reauirements ( ~ e r  the Development District or as 
approved thj-buqh a Lot Development Option or Planned Development Process). The deck 
shall' be 30-inches or less in heiaht, and shall be constructed in a manner that can be 

. -.- * h) 
~ ~ ~ ~ 6 ~ i @ ~ ~ W f i e ~ ~ ~ ~ d ; h ~ " ~ 6 0 1  ~bb&a&e is noit Visibje from the Ground Pjane - Where a r o e  

- - "-." .vqc:%-,- - < a  
- - - - - 

&wn'a?ee+~~~Tnot-$i;s'ibIe:"-f~~m^~m^fheT dround dane and  the roofina material. is not specifica/c 
,.-.-* - -T--; ...a.. ---l-ET-s-'T"-"i r ,y-.*.- 3 

/ de~1 t l f i $&&~s1"~~~ fonea I~y~~~ i~~ i f i can t .  the 200finq miter-ial ma v b e  re~afred;(,oL rerp/a cedi 
-,m-%w">p <,% r*>," . zs -+.z -,.- Pw:&%-7f*-Jp&r-&p--gt 2- * iz@-':-S -- n,;,,, -L"""- - -a ","".< 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i d e d " f B . e r ' f ~ ~ ~ s f i ~ e ~ ; c r o ~ f  sbrrfa~e ?tf!i?&hs ri"dt.*visible from the around plane1-*SRfIiqhf5't~a'_t 
;ayfet, y=-*""=r ---- L 7 ? t Z .  - -.- - - t,Q-. --- 

J ,ram:;r~~%+%TQciBE~~s :perhod-- of siqnificance shall be retained. and .their&-epaiK oi- 
.i w- 7 : .$._ r>q n-s*' l"-Lm-v-'* -7"- - a -  _ - -  - - 2 -  , e l - u  

~~e'~/acemGtT&shal/~:be'. ciins~eredlfhroubhhhthee~ame processes' used'in ,fhlS-code for r e~d i r  
or re~lacement of windows (or doors with qlass). 

w. installation of Sidewalk Ramps - IN PROCESS OF DEVELOPING ... - 

Section 2.9.80 - EMERGENCY ACTIONS 

a. Emerqencv Actions - Emergency actions include the Alteration or New Construction, 
Demolition, or Moving of a Designated Historic Resource when the City Engineer, Building 
Official, or Fire Marshal determines that emergency action is required to address public 
safety due to an unsafe or dangerous condition or to resolve an immediate threat to the 
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Designated Historic Resource itself. After the immediate hazard has been addressed, if the 
emergency action was not an exempted activity as defined in Section 2.9.70, the property 
owner shall apply for the appropriate Historic Preservation Permit and address any 
additional requirements specified by the Historic Preservation Permit. In the application, the 
property owner shall submit information documenting the need for the emergency action. 
Such documentation shall include photographs and a written evaluation by an engineer, 
architect, or a historic preservation consultant. Once a building is determined to be unsafe 
or dangerous in accordance with these provisions, property owners are encouraged to 
consider, while addressing the hazard, the re-use of the structure or its materials, to the 
extent feasible under the hazardous circumstances. To decide upon the Historic 
Preservation Permit, the decision-maker shall consider information from the City Engineer, 
Building Official, or Fire Marshal, depending on the authority(ies) that deemed the 
emergency removal necessary. Once made aware of the emergency action, the City shall 
notify the Historic Preservation Advisory Board that the action has occurred. 

b. Emersencv  removal of a Historicallv Sicrnificanf Tree- Emergency  removal & - 
HisforicaNv Siqnificant Tree is defined as a situation where failure of a tree or tree pa 9 imminent and response time is critical (i.e. the hazard needs to be removed within 24 h o w  
or less). In the event that a tree is deemed an immediate hazard, the emergency remo@l 
of a Historically Significant Tree (as defined in Section 2.9. 110.0I.ell or its hazard& 
portion+s+ehed A? Se&m 2 . 2 . f X  .O:.c}, is allowed if the City's Urban Forester, 6 
Engineer, Building Official, wFi re  Marshal 
Universifv, determines that emergency act 
or dangerous condition. After the immediate hazard has been addressed, the propem 
owner shall submit information documenting the need for the emergency action. S 

7 -  - - -  --- 
I / 

'" &= & -x-'- -- 
documentation shall include photographs a n d 2  if ~ ~ a , r : i t i m c c 1 ~  f,: .&= a 
. .. 

a written evaluation by a certified arborist. The Director shall consider 
information from the City's Urban Forester, City Engineer, Building Official, Fire Marshal, or - . -  7 

or for trees on the 0ceqon state-university campus. a certified arborist employed by Oregon 
State University, depending on the authority(ies) that deemed the emergency removal 
necessary. Once made aware of an emergency action involving the removal of a Historically 
Significant Tree, the City shall notify the Historic Preservation Advisory Board that the action 
has occurred. 

Section 2.9.90 - PROCEDURES FOR ALL REQUIRED HISTORIC PRESERVATION PERMITS 
(DIRECTOR-LEVEL AND HPAB-LEVEL) 

2.9.90.01 - Initiation of Application 

7- 
. , <e:opii ienr Revrew\Land Development Code Text Amendments\LDTO5 Cases\Chapter 2.9 
Update\Draft Code Changes\Code for Staff Report\PC Changes\PCft-Chapter 2.9.wpd 

2.9 - 11 



A property owner, or hislher designee, may initiate a Historic Preservation Permit 
application. Property owner(s) consent to the application shall be required. 

2.9.90.02 - Application Requirements 

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. 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: 

I. Applicant's name, address, and signature; 
rn x 

2. Owner's name, address, and signature, if different from applicant's. If t& - 
Designated Historic Resource is owned by more than one property owner, t@ 
consent of all owners shall be required; 

I 

3. Location of the Designated Historic Resource, including address and t 
assessor map and tax lot number; 9 

G, 
m 

4. Map(s) illustrating the location of the Designated Historic Resource; h) 
CD 
aa 

5. Historic name of the resource, whether listed in the Local and/or National 
Register of Historic Places, and (if pertinent ) classification within a National 
Register of Historic Places Historic District; 

6. A narrative description of the pmpmxfrequest in sufficient detail to allow for 
the review of the proposal; 

7. A narrative explanation of what the applicant proposes to accomplish: A 

8. A narrative description reqardina how the reauest complies with applicable 
review criteria, includinq applicable Development District standards; A 
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9. A site plan, drawn to scale, showing the location of structures, driveways, and 
landscaped areas on the site, setback dimensions, and the general location 
of structures on adjacent lots; 

10. Elevation drawings, drawn to scale, in sufficient detail to show the general 
scale, mass, building materials, and architectural elements of the proposal; 

. . 
11. 'Information regarding whether or not there are any 

=it Trees (as defined in Section 2.9.1 10.01 .e) on the site; 

12. A copy of any relevant historic resource inventory information; 

13. As applicable, any ftfPB-recommendations from SHPO or other state or 
federal acrencies relative to any reviews required under state or federal law, 
including: 

a) Section 106 of the National Register Historic Preservation Act; 

b) Consultation review as required by ORS 358.653; 
:: 
=I: - 

c) Special Assessment Program requirements per ORS 358.475; 00 
d) National Transportation Act; 7 
e) National Environmental Protection Act; or < 

I 

f) Any other applicable state or federal law. J 
t, 

I+-SWW-SLIC~ recommendations - shall be required only if the proposa 
changes that are the subject of any of the above required state or fede8 
reviews also require Historic Preservation Permit approval under tl?! 
provisions of this Chapter. 

14. Photographs of the resource to provide context, and 

75. aAny additionai information deemed necessary by the Director. - - 

b. The narrative description for Historic Preservation Permits involving HPAB-Level 
Alterations or New Construction activities to install a Moved Designated Historic 
Resource on a site within the City limits shall include the following information, in 
addition to "a," above: 

1. A rationale for the new location for the Designated Historic Resource that also 
addresses the Development District standards that apply to the new site; and 
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2. A site plan, drawn to scale, for the proposed new location for the Designated 
Historic Resource showing: the location of existing and proposed structures, 
driveways, and landscaped areas; setback dimensions; the general location 
of structures, walkways, sidewalks, and driveways on adjacent lots; the 
historic designation of adjacent properties; existing and proposed legal access 
and infrastructure for the proposed new site; and existing and proposed 
infrastructure improvements adjacent t o e  the proposed new site; 

c. , The narrative description for Historic Preservation Permits involving HPAB-Level 
Demolitions shall include the following information in addition to that outlined in "a," 
above: 

1 A description of the Designated Historic Resource's current physical condition, 
and its condition at the time it was inventoried; 

2. If within a National Register of Historic Places Historic District, a narrative 
descrioiion of  the Designated Historic Resource's contribution to the  ist trig 
and the subsequent integrity of the District if the resource were to bBe - 
demolished; CA 

7 
< 

3. A statement as to whether the applicant considered moving the resource a$ 
an alternative to demolition. If a move was not found to be feasible, ZJ 
description as to why not; D a 

m 
4. A narrative explanation of why the proposed demolition is needed and wh& 

00 
alternatives were explored; 

5 ,  k statement reqar-dinq whether denial of the request will result in substantial 
economic or other hardship to the owner of the Designated Historic Resource. 

-. 

d. The narrative description for HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permits involving 
Movings shall include information required in "a," "c.1," and "c.4," above, stated with 
respect to Movings. Additionally, the narrative description for -the - - 
pl-oposed Moving shall, if the resource is listed in a National Register of Historic 
Places Historic District, address the Designated Historic Resource's contribution to 
the District and the subsequent integrity of the District if the resource were to be 

. . 
moved. 
+?em-This provision pertains to the site %from which the designated resource is 
beina moved -and, if the site t%&fo which the designated resource is 
moving *is inside the City limits, then it also pertains to the new site. 
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2.9.90.03 - Acceptance of Application 

The Director shall review the application to determine whether it is complete per the 
requirements in Section 2.9.90.02. If the application is incomplete, the Director shall notify 
the applicant and state what information is needed to make the application complete. The 
applicant shall have up to ten days from the date of the Director's notification to submit 
additional information and make the application complete. 

2.9.90.04 - Public Notice 

a. Director-Level Historic Preservation Permits - No public notice is required. 

b. H PAB-Level Historic Preservation Permits 

1. Public notice shall be provided in accordance with Section 2.0.50.04.a; 
2.0.50.04. b. 1-3, and 7-1 0; and 2.0.50.04.d-f; and 

r: 2. For a proposed Demolition or Moving, public notice shall be published i n s  
newspaper of general circulation at least ten days in advance of the H P A ~  
public hearing. 7 

< 
I 

2.9.90.05 - Staff Evaluation 

ia 
a. Director-Level Historic Preservation Permits - All applications for Director-LevEJl 

Historic Preservation Permits shall be reviewed to assure consistency with the r e v i a  
criteria in Section 2.9.90.06, below. CD 

b. HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permits - For all HPAB-Level Historic 
Preservation Permits, the Director shall prepare a report that evaluates whether the 
permit request complies with the review criteria in Section 2.9.90.06, below. The 
report shall also include, if needed, a list of approval conditions for the Historic 
Preservation Advisory Board to consider. 

2.9.90.06 - Review Criteria 
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a. General Review Criteria for All Historic Preservation Permits 

-AJHistoric Preservation Permits ' - - shall 
comply with: Building Code, as adopted a q e g o n ,  
and other applicable state and local Codes and ordinances related to building, 
development, fire, health, and safety, including other provisions of this Land 
Development Code. When authorized by the Building Official, some flexibility from 
conformance with Building Code requirements may be granted for repairs, 
alterations, and additions necessary for the preservation, restoration, rehabilitation, 
or continued use of a building or structure. In considering whether or not to authorize 
this flexibility from some Building Code standards, the Building Official will check to 
ensure that: the building or structure is a Designated Historic Resource; any unsafe 
conditions as described in the Building Code are corrected; the restored building or 
structure will be no more hazardous, based on life safety, fire safety, and sanitation, 
than the existing building; and the advice of the State of Oregon Historic Preservation 
Officer has been received. 

% b. Director-Level Historic Preservation Permits - The review of a Director-Lev& 
Historic Preservation Permit may be accomplished concurrent with the review of a g  
accompanying permit application(s), or individually if no accompanying p e r d  

. . 
application(s) exists. Applications -&a - Director-Level Historic ~reservatio5 
Permit shall be reviewed to assure consistency with the review criteria in ~ e c t i k  
2.9.1 00.03-d . W J ,  2 , 2 . f2G . 33 . -T%t?-iS~-l a 

- ,r 

c. HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permits 

1 Alterations or New Construction - Alterations or New Construction requiring a 
HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permit shall be reviewed to assure 
consistency with the review criteria in Section 2.9.100.04. 

2. Demolitions - Demolitions requiring a HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permit 
shall be reviewed to assure consistency with the review criteria in Section 
2.9.1 10.03. 
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3. Movings - Movings requiring a HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permit shall 
be reviewed to assure consistency with the review criteria in Section 
2.9.120.03. 
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2.9.90.07 - Action on Application 

a. Director-Level Historic Preservation Permits 

Based on applicable review criteria, -the Director's or hdherdesignee, shq 
approve, conditionally approve, or deny the Historic Preservation Permit applicatio 

5 
Conditionalapproval must be limited to conditions that address s~ecific defects in t 
application and are required for the application to complv with the criteria. ~tf!? 

W 
decision shall be made in writing. Staff shall strive to process the application am 
quickly as possible, but in no case shall the initial decision be made later than &? 
days from the date the application is deemed complete. 

b. HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permits 

The Historic Preservation Advisory Board shall conduct a public hearing in 
accordance with Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings. Following the close of the hearing, 
the HPAB shall approve, conditionally approve, or deny the Historic Preservation 
Permit application. Conditional approval must be limited to conditions that address 
specific defects in the application and are reauired for the apalication fo complv with 
the criteria. The Board's decision shall include findings that specify how the 
application has or has not complied with the applicable review criteria. The Director 

- ,.p,:- ,, -- . - ?  

shall strive to process the application as quickly as possible to ensure 
-"-- - ' " 4 '  &. - , >,<, * 27;. ."+-&-- , - "chat the initial HPAB decision is made no later than =*days - 
from the date the application is deemed complete. 
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2.9.90.08 - Notice of Disposition 

a. Director-Level Historic Preservation Permits 

- -  - 
The Director, or hislher designee, shall provide 7 3 . -  ._ .^ 5 -. 

- I ' _ _ .  
*a Notice of Disposition that includes a written 
statement of the decision, a reference to the findings leading to it, any conditions of 
approval, and the appeal period deadline to the f o l l o w i n q : ~ ~  of . . 

1. The applicant and the ~ropet?v ownerfs) fif different from the an~licant): & - - 

2. The Historic Preservation Advisory Board; - - - 

3. Anv loerson who resides on or owns a ~ronerfv within 100 if.. incltidincl str-~@' - - 
r9- 

riqht-of-wav, of a parcel of land for a Director-Level Historic PresewatiE 

\ 
4. Anv ~ e r s o n  who requested notice on the ~roposa1:and I - - 

5. Anv Dersons who sulbrnilted written comment on the loro~osal. 
P 

- - C) rn 

b. WPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permits 

The Director shall provide the applicant and the Historic Preservation Advisory Board 
with a Notice of Disposition in accordance with Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings, that 
includes a written statement of the Historic Preservation Advisory Board's decision, 
a reference to the findings leading to it, any conditions of approval, and the appeal 
period deadline. The Notice of Disposition also shall be mailed to the property 
owner(s) (if different from the applicant), q d ,  3s -any persons who 

, , --<-: 
presented oral or written testimony -at the public hearing, atfd?a&$ 
person who requested notice on fhe ~roposal. 

2.9.90.09 - Appeals 

a. The Director-Level Historic Preservation Permit decision- 
-+ - may be appealed to the Historic Preservation Advisory Board in 
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accordance with Chapter 2.19 - Appeals. The HPAB-Level Historic Preservation 
Permit decision I n r b v m a y  be appealed 
to the City Council in accordance with Chapter 2.1 9 - Appeals. While there is no fee 
for a Historic Preservation Permit application, there is a fee for an appeal of a 

. . . . 
-Historic Preservation Permit decision. 

b. Undue Hardship Appeals. The decision-maker 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 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 decision-maker, the following types 
of information, as applicable, shall be submitted in order for the appeal decision- 
maker to consider a hardship appeal: 

1. Estimate of the cost of the activity(ies) proposed under the denied $: conditionally-approved Historic Preservation Permit, and an estimate of a m  
additional costs which would be incurred to comply with the modi f ia 
activity(ies) recommended by the decision-maker. 7 

< 
I 

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

Cr3 
0 

3. lnformation regarding the soundness of the affected structure(s), and t h e  
feasibility for rehabilitation which would preserve the historic character and 
qualities of the historic resource. 

4. Any information concerning the mortgage or other financial obligations on the 
property which are affected by the deniai or approvai, 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. lnformation relating to any nonfinancial hardship resulting from the denial or 
approval, as conditioned, of the proposed Historic Preservation Permit. 
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If :A,- ~ f i 7 e d e c i s i o n - m a k e r  - 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 decision-maker. 

2.9.90.1 0 - Effective Date 

Unless an appeal has been filed, the -Historic Preservation Permit decision 

after the Notice of Disposition is signed. 

2.9.90.1 I - Effective Period of Approval 

-+Historic Preservation Permits ~ M # E M e w $ - s h a l l  be 
effective for a two-year period from the date of approval. In the event that the applicant h 
not begun the development or its identified and approved phases prior to the expiration - 
the established effective period, the approval shall expire. EW 

7 
2.9.90.12 - Re-application Following Denial, Modification(s) to an Approved Histors 
Preservation Permit, and Padial Approval of a Historic Preservation Permit: "II 

33 

a. Re-application Following Denial - Re-application for a Historic Preservation Perm 
~ - ' - . . - ' ~ ~ - f 3 = k e ~ f o I l o w i n g  denial of that Permit is allowed % 
accordance with Section 2.0.50.14. 

01 

b. Modification(s) to An Approved and Unexpired Historic Preservation Permit - 
A Pp-oposals to modify an approved Historic Preservation Permit - 

I r n n n  I 
I I ]  mu-L eve+-shall be processed as a new Historic Preservation Permit 

application, in accordance with the provisions of this Chapter. The new Historic 
Preservation Permit application shall be considered in the context of the existing 
Historic Preservation Permit, the subiecf Designated Historic Resource, and any 
completed improvements done in accordance with the original Historic Preservation 
Permit. Approval of the new Historic Preservation Permit shall replace the existing 
Permit in whole or in part, whichever is applicable. 

c. Partial Approval of a Historic Preservation Permit - An application for a Historic 
Preservation Permit -**may be approved in part, with 
a condition(s) clearly outlining the part(s) that is denied and the associated rationale 
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(incompleteness and/or lack of compliance with applicable criteria). Re-application 
for a subsequent Historic Preservation Permit f-eraddressincr the denied part of the 
original Permit is allowed, pmmkd :he . 9 a  

. . . .  ~ I ' t c o n s i s t e ~ 7 f  with the criteria in Section 2.0.50.14. 
The new Historic Preservation Permit application shall be considered in the context 
of the existing Historic Preservation Permit, the Designated Historic Resource, and 
any completed improvements done in accordance with the original Historic 
Preservation Permit. 

Section 2.9.100 - ALTERATION OR NEW CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES INVOLVING A 
DESIGNATED HISTORIC RESOURCE 

2.9.100.01 - Definition of Alteration or New Construction Involving a Designated 
Historic Resource 

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 aMoving, as defin R 
in Sections 2.9.70, 2.9.1 10, and 2.9.120, respectively; and the activitymeets at least o m  - 
of the descriptions in "a" through "d," below. t10 

=i 
c a. The activity alters the exterior appearance of a Designated Historic Resource. 

Exterior appearance includes a resource's facade, texture, design, material, and100 
fixtures. B 

C) 

b. The activity involves a new addition to an existing Designated Historic Resource 8 
new freestanding construction on a Designated Historic Resource property. Q) . 
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d. The activity involves installation of a Designated Historic Resource at a new site 
location, following a Moving, if the new site is within the City limits. If the new site of 
the Designated Historic Resource is outside the City limits, no City evaluation of the 
resource's installation at that new site will occur because the City has no jurisdiction 
in such locations. 

2.9.1 00.02 - Historic Preservation Permit Required for Alteration or New Construction 
Involving a Designated Historic Resource 

If an activity meets the definition for an Alteration or New Construction involving a 
Designated Historic Resource, as outlined in Section 2.9.1 00.01 above, then one of the two 
types of Historic Preservation Permits (Director-Level or HPAB-Level) outlined in this 
Section and.summarized in Section 2.9.60.b is required. 

2.9.100.03 - Alteration or New Construction Parameters and Review Criteria forg 
Director-Level Historic Preservation Permit -I 

< 
I 

A Historic Preservation Permit request for any of the Alteration or New Constructi 7il % activities listed in Sections "a" through "@,"below, shall be approved if the Alteration or Nea) 
Construction is in compliance with the associated definitions {and - review criteria hBe""ddfl 
tEereihilisted below. Such Alteration or New Construction activities are classified as% 

*~3~4**1*~-s"4~- z-7P.y,,, -, 7.--*- 0 -p ;- 00 
Director-Level Historic Preservation Permit. ~ ~ m m e ~ - I a c ~ i w ~ ~ e s t i f k a ~ ~ a ~ e ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i l a ~ ~ - ~ ' ~ h o s e  

-*%-a-h- ---.r -- -* % , .z ; $',: r:-* 77- -7c,,*T-,-->7 "JrF+T- 7*.Tx-rq Tr2,z*xxr*" - - T 3 v z - & T * T * q  L*--?z7r.--e >, ,>? - 7---- --- - ------ -3 --7, -vp- - 
~ e s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ @ ~ ~ @ ~ ~ s w ~ m ~ ~ ~ ~ & ~ g ~ ~ e m p ~ ~ f ~ ~ m ; ~ e m ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ f l l ~ ~ ~ & ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ e c f / o ~ * ~ ~  g s ~ @ c @ ~ ~ - 8 a ~ ~ : r ~ Q ~ ~ r e  
, wTGq.-&-z 8>-zT,%r,>=&~ = 7 - - - 
re vie w ; : ~ ~ f ~ e ~ @ @ ~ ~ j  

- - - ~ - - -  - -  - - 
a. Building Foundations - I d  r:ii Seek ; ;  2 4 - .2.70.n;, Alteration 

or New Construction activities to a building foundation that are required to meet 
present-day Building Code requirements, provided that similar materials are used 
and the building elevation is not raised by more than 12 inches, z x b w  

b. Solar or Hvdronic Equipment - Installation of solar or hydronic equipment b a d e l  - . . 
- ?  ., - - -' -.---- - 

to the roof surface with no partbf the installation protrudinq more than iwelve inches 
above the roof surface, grovided the' subjec<.rhof surface does not directly front a 

. . - " -  . . - - . . r .  
. - 

street. - - - - 
.- --- 
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. . *The *equipment shall 
be attached to the Designated Historic Resource in a manner that does not damage 
m=dxmmany significant architectural features of the structure. Additionally, the 
installation shall be reversible. 

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

shall not damage or obscure any significant architectural features of the structur&! 
-.I 
< 

e. Small Signs or Tablets - Small signs or tablets, not meeting the exemptican 
. . 

dexwphm in Section 2.9.70.d, provided the sign or tablet is 
a~blicable sign allocation standards outlined in ~ h a d e i  -~:::7:-*15xG6~&1lj~#2S[@ 

* 

Re'cyillations, is tenss. R. qttat-e-M or less h-exe; is non-illuminated; 
architecturally compatible with the design or style of the Designated Histo@ 
Resource; and if fi-sestandin~, is less than four - ff.feei - in height-, 

f. Mechanical Equipment - Installation of mechanical equipment, limited to equipment 
not visible from the public right-of-way or private street right-of-way, except that fer 

. . 
*the equipment may be visible from alleys. 
The *equipment shall be attached to the Designated 
Historic Resource in a manner that does not damage w-ekmeany  significant 
architectural features of the structure. Additionally, the installation shall be reversible. 

g. 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 stvle, of existing driveways (including paving of these existing 
areas); existing paths and sidewalks; existing bicycle parking areas; andlor existing 
vehicular parking areas that involve four or fewer spaces (including paving of these 
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existing areas), provided the extent of -such features is not 
increased in size. 

h. Addition of Handicapped Vehicular Parking Spaces - Addition of tequwd 
*SF- *--- -7 

handicapped vehicular parking spaces-<:iii:rea~ired.- f&~achie~e~~com6/iancb 'with 
AmericBns :with -~isa bilities:~ ct"   ADA )r-r$qtiireb?eyit~, -~inless 
exempt per Section 2.9.70 k. 

i. Certain Alterations or New Construction to NonhistoriclNoncontributing 
Res~urces in a Mati~nal Register ~dHistoric Places Hishric District -An exterior 
Alteration or New Construction more than 200 sq. ft. = to a property in a 
National Register of Historic Places Historic District that is classified in its entirety 
(including all structures on the site) as Nonhistoric/Noncontributing, provided the 
Alteration or New Construction is not visible from the public right-of-way and the 
private street right-of-way, except for allevs, from which it mav be visible, and does 
not exceed 14 &%-# - - in height. 

j. 
R 

Gutters and Downspouts -The addition of gutters and downspouts to a Desianafq 
Historic Resource oi-a ooriion illereof fhat previouslv had none, using materials thi#? 
match the appearance of those that were typically used on similar-style buildin$ 
durina the resource's oeriod of siqnificance, provided that the new gutters an3 
downspouts do not damage or obscure any significant architectural features o f t  
structure. 

Y 
C) 
rn 
w 

k. Fencing - The extension of existing fencing (other than wood fencing, which 8 
exempt under Section 2.9.70.m) with in-kind materials, provided that the type of 
fencing material was used ,during the period of significance for the historic resource 
and the fence is not extended beyond the facade of the resource facing a front or 
exterior side yard. 

Insert Graphic 

1. Freestanding Trellises - Unless exempt per Section 2.9.70.n, installation of a 
freestanding trellis that is less than 14 g w  in height and visible from the public or 
private right-of-way. The installation shall not damage embewe-any significant 
external architectural features of the structure. 
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i.,:,.i-..:- ..,--. .,-- :.-. .,., s ,.., . - s I ^ - . .  - ,  ,:-I - . . I  ,.-, 21- -1  h., d l ^ ^  - ^ . _ I ; ^ - . _ L  
I I I J L V l l i r  i G d U U I  LrG I I I V G l I L U 1  V ,  V I  V b l l C 7 l  V V I L l C 7 I I C / G  J L i I J l l l l L L ~ U  I J Y  ( I l V  U U W I ! ~ L L I I ( .  

- J J L -  A 1 2  -,-- z:. - - .  A 1  . ,  0 - , - - .L,-  , -z -  .,. '14 ,- - J  -1- 
UI 11 I G  1 7 1 1 6 - 1  C I L I V I  I  Ul I  VG% C I U 1 1 3 1 1  ~bt/@f?hlll 1  I U L  U C i  

X 
. r . , - . S ,  ?.:,.,-:s:---4 -.-c.h:4- - J .  ,.--I .c-.-l -- m-c A k -  nL,-, ,-.I.. .,-m 

- 
U I  t W ~ r . l . r r r  Ul  11 I G  3 L I  L I b L L l I  G. [X1 - 
Awninas - installation of canvas awninas. limited to Desianafed Historic ~e.sourc$ 

? *&wr tay2 " ~ ~ ~ V - ~ r .  = , *--m-m--? s *S$>i-- -<-& T7;vzp-z -Bk$ b%DTz-*l 1 .A 9 - t  

elfhep;~e;:":f83f$i'fBiiji$ &&%@fh@n @*+x,/-e us/ v:exisf ed or ma v "- I I -- ~$7~ 2; : - - :-'a -z , . .-. ,.., 
L I I  I L /  U ~ J - I W O  U U I 1 3 L I  U b  

awninns, as shown in documentation submitted bv the ap~licant. In-kind repair. odr 
- rqpTT-"*s.- ==*=<*,=-r.-* yvr $&, -. ,a- id -2. 4. :,".,Cj3;- r - 7 r . T  -13.77 - -* ;, ," -- - - 1 - 
~e?~1a~~~~fi&0if:~~e~11sffnq;::a~~bi~~s~~i~~exe~ptp~r SQction 2.9.70. 

ACC~SSQW ~evelswmenit 1 Accesson/ development meetins the criteria in Chauter 
4.3 fhaf is~ot~vis ib le from the ~ u b l i c  o r  ~r ivate  street right-of-wav (exce~t  for allevs. 
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from which it mav be visible), is crreater than 100 sa. 17.. is 300 sa. ft. 01- Iess, ancl 
does not exceed 14 ft. in heiqht. 

ro. - Repair or Sie~lacement 0% Windows (or Doors Co~ttaininq Glass) with Enerqs/ 
Efliciend (Double-Paned) Materials - W a -3 hl-sadv GAG - - * -  P I S T '  - - #  p- -':-*- . . 7nL 

.. - 
I u 

. -  - 
/ aWindows (or doors coniaininq qlass) mav be repaired ot I-eplaced 

usina enerqv efficient (double-oaned) qazinq. provicled the replacemenis: 

2 Are beirw placed on nonhistoric additions or where not visible from the sublic 
or private street riqht-of-wav (except for allevs, from which Shev mav be 
visible ) 

2J otherwise match the replaced items in materials. desiqn. color: dimensions, 
number of divided iiqhts, and shape. 

X 
2.9.100.04 - Alteration or New Construction Parameters and Review Criteria for= - 

HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permit CR 
=i 
< 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 rW 
compliance with the associated definitions and review criteria listed below. Such ~lterati& 
or New Construction activities are classified as a HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permm 

CJd 
d - ~ - -  

a. Parameters - ' ~ n ~  Alteration or New Construction activity involving a ~esi~nate?? 
Historic Resource that is not exempt per Section 2.9.70, or eligible for review as a 
Director-Level Alteration or New Construction activity per Section 2.9.100.03, is a 
HPAB-Level Alteration or New Construction activity. This includes: 

2. Nonexempt Exterior Paintinq - Exterior painting or the application of artwork 
f~,-'sr* "2-. a - 
- k -, -L > - a#aek&to buildings, murals, or existing architectural features such as signs, 
stonework, brickwork, and masonry. Other types of exterior painting are 
exempt in accordance with =Section - 2.9.70.c. 
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3. Siqns - Signs S l h a f  are nof exempt per Section 

2.9.70.d, or eligible for review as a Director-Level Alteration or New - 
Construction activity per Section 2.9.100.03.e, ~rovicied- lhevl meefr the 
a~plicable siqn agoca fion standards outlined in dhapier 4.7: - -Com&llisf ~ i ~ n  

I 

3. - 
Siqnificant Architectural Features - 
involvinq m&w=kkchanges in material, l u n l e S l 3  
exempt per Section 2.9.70, or allowed to be reviewed as a ~ i r e c t o r - ~ e v g  
Historic Preservation Permit -=Section 2.9.1 00.03. Cc, 

&. - Alterations or hiew- ~onstruction- toL iater: Additions - unless exernDf per 
Section 2.9.70, Alteration or New Construction acthities involvinq a later 
addition fofthe fojlowina: 

2 A ~ e s i q n a  fed ~ is for ic  ~esorrrce gin a .  Maiional ~eq is ier  of Historic 
Places Historic District where the addition- was 'constructed outside 
(after) the resource's peri6d of siqnificance; and/or 
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The c;x,'ic,-,-i: s, ' i~ / :  ci'uc~;;;;~;;: :he: :/:G Altera ti017 or New Consiruction Wsha l l  
not damaae anv significant architectural features of the structure. 

-- -- 
. -- Alterationsor New Construction to Historic/Noncontributinq Structures that El8 

Not - 
Resister of Historic Places Historic District. W 

=ri 
< 8 Alterations or New Construction to Individuallv Desiqnated Historic Resources 

that are Not Located Within a National Reqister of Historic Places Historm 
District and that do notdtmfka%reDlicate the oriqinal features of the structurg 

m 
-- - 
97. Buildinq Foundations - Alterations or New Construction to a buildi - = 

foundation where dissimilar materials are used and the foundation's exposure 
. . 

is greater than 12 inches, and/or where -c3, bid-the 
building elevation is raised by more than 12 inches. 

"' '" "*$- - .%,.-? .-,". -7,- 
@ .  Awnincj Installation - Installation of awnings that are no~ex&m~t;a~;ayif"in~~ind 
*-a - r e  -- - , ,&$- z - - - -- . - -.. .- --- ,.. % 2 .-.tr;* *we - 4 e -  * -\** 3 . $ ic*- .j- .kj%* -"+-- ~y, -&@ -&gfjy-f~y?wP- J- L7" repalr@r:~e~/z) ~ e & ~ ~ $ f ~ e ~ g e ; g f f a ~ ~ ~ $  .:> rFz : "*'*'-T 8 a, ~%r&-h~&e/iqible for review as 

a Director-Level Alteration or New Construction activity per Secfion 
2.9.100.03. 

-' - i--- -- 
~ x t e ~ o r  Ste~&a%d/orSf;iinvavs - Chan&%-instec:or siainva y desi& or sivle 

, - -  .̂ . -. - I- - - - -  - - 7 -  

th'ai; mav be' reqiired ',lo vneef present-da# Bui~dinq code requirements. 
irdudinq hahd6ir b?'b;~ai-diail instg'iiation.'- when authorized bv the Buildinq 

^ . - -  -/_ - - --_ -_"I -- - 
,Officia/, someL .flexibilitvr from; 'Ebnfdmiance. ' with some 'Buildinq - Code 

- - .  . -  - . .- " "  - . 
requirements-relatii/eeeicd this:8esiqn, includina the-question of whether or not 

- ? -" - -- - - < - - - - - -,-- 
handrail or' auardrail installation is rewired, mav be qranied as outlined in 
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- 
Seciicn 2.9.90.06.a. ! he desiun or .sf vie shaii be archilectut-allv compafibie 
wjil-1 the historic I-esot~rce (based on a'occl~??enl-alien ~rovided bv the ao~iicanrl. 

1 2 .  - Solar or Hvdronic Equipment - Installation of solar or hydronic equipment 
.F.- C h  ,. n" ,. -4" 
rim L I I ~  u I  cI 3 1 1  -not a - 

eligible for Director-Level review per Section 2.9.1 00.03.c. 

. . 
13&. Mechanical Equipment - Installation of mechanical equipment- 

. . - - - - -not eligible for Direct 
Level review per Section 2.9.1 00.03.f. P 

I= - 
CI1 -- 

I .  Reroofinq - Unless ftffeaD.eeLeliaible for Director-Level review per sec t ia  
2.9.1 00.03&9, - replacement of the existing roofing material with a new rnater5 
that is different from the original. 2 

G) 
I=. - Fencins - The installation of new fencing or replacement fencing wfPR - 

-unless exes 
 section 2.9.70.m or eligible for Director-Level review m&wB 
Section 2.9.1 0 0 . 0 3 . k o .  

. . .  . . .  

16B. - New Freestandinq Construction - Any new freestanding construction for a 
Designated Historic Resource site that is not exempt per Section 2.9.70 or 
affuwe&eliaible for review as a Director-Level Alteration or New Construction 
activity per Section 2.9.1 00.03. 

17B.  - Accessory Development - Unless exempt per Section 2.9.70.h or eliqibie'?~~ 
accessory development meeting 

the criteria in Chapter 4.3. 

18B. - Other - Any other Alteration or New Construction activity that meets the 
definition for an Alteration or New Construction activity in Section 2.9.1 00.01, 
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and is not exempt per Section 2.9.70 or allowed to be reviewed as a Director- 
Level Historic Preservation Permit in accordance with Section 2.9.100.03. 

b. Review Criteria 

I. General - The Alteration or New Construction Historic Preservation Permit 
request shall be evaluated against the review criteria listed below* 
M. These criteria are intended lo  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 m a n y  - existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources, 
if applicable. Such activities shall ensure that a Designated Historic Resource 
remains compatible with other existing surrounding resources and other 
examples of the resource's architectural design or style. 

z %--?., a-z -- T - -, econsideration - shaN be qiven to,:;%d& 

6&istoric significance and/or a classification^^ - - F! 
=e 
I 

6 )  Historic ~nfeat-/iv$ - m 
=i 

aAge;; < 
I 

*,-- - 
d) aArchitectural - design or styleA:&&k ---- 

P 
t) 
m 

& econdition - of th&subikEt'*~esignated --- - Historic ~esources%-h-8 - 
fl Whether or not fhe historic resource is a mime e x h ~ l e  &or one.of 

the few remaininq ex%-ip/es%f a once- common arckiitectural desiqn, 
stvle, or t v ~ e  of construction. 

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

a) Cause the Designated Historic Resource to more closely approximate 
the original historic design or style, appearance, or material 
composition of the resource; or 
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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. 

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

considerations shall include- the items listed in "a - k," 
below, as applicable. Alterations 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. 

a) Facades - Architectural features (e.g. balconies, porches, bay 
windows, dormers, trim details) on main facades shall be retained, 
restored, or designed to complement the primary structure and any 
existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources. 
Particular attention should be paid to those facades facing street righm 

X of-way. Architectural elements inconsistent with the resource's existilqg - 
qmps&bu i l d i ng  design or style shall be avoided. a 

7 
b) Building Materials - Building materials shall be reflective of, a$ 

complementary to, those found on the existing primary Designatd 
Historic Resource, if in existence and proposed in part to remain, a& 
any existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic ResourcdTl 
Siding materials of ;ertical board, plywood, cerneB 
stucco, aluminum, exposed concrete block, and vinyl shall be avoide2 
unless documented as being consistent with the original design, style, 
or structure of the resource. 

c) Architectural Details - Existina €character-defining - elements of a 
structure ( e .~ . .  fenestration, molding or trim, brackets, C O ~ U ~ ~ S ,  

cladding, ornamentation, and other finishing details) and their design, 
materials, and dimensions, shall be retained or repaired, unless 
deteriorated beyond repair. Replacements for deteriorated 
Agrchitectural elements or proposed new architectural elernenfs shall 
b e  consistent with the resource's existing design or style&- 
esb&hm-lf any previousiv existing architectural elements are 
restored, such features; shall be consistent with the documented; 
pmpsed building design or style. Conjectural architectural details 
shall not be applied. 

L:\CD\Planning\Development Review\Land Development Code Text Amendments\LDTO5 Cases\Chapter 2.9 
Update\Draft Code Changes\Code for Staff Report\PC Changes\PCft-Chapter 2.9.wpd 

2.9 - 33 



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 to remain. In rare 
instances where an - m a d d i t i o n s  or new construction is proposed to 

. . be larger than the original resource, iffhc - I- or IWW 

eomkmkwshal l  be designed such that no single element is visually 
larger than the original historic resource, if in existence and proposed 
in part to remain, &=any - existing surrounding comparable 
Designated Historic Resources. 

e) Heiqht - To the extent possible, the height of the Alteration or New 
Construction yemmf&shall not exceed that of the existing primary 
Designated Historic Resource, if in existence and proposed in part E 
remain, and any existing surrounding comparable Designated Historl~; - 
Resources. [XJ 

=i 
f) Roof Shape - New roofs shall match the pitch and shape of the origin$ 

Designated Historic Resource, if in existence and proposed in part to 
remain, or any existing surrounding compatible Designated  ist to& 
Resources. rpl 

W 
d 

g) Pattern of Window and Door Openings - To the extent possib!?? 
W'indow - and door openings shall be compatible with -original - 
whdemefeafures of the existing Designated Historic Resource, if in 
existence and proposed in part to remain, in form (size, proportion, 
detailing), materials, type, pattern, and placement of openings-feSke 

h) Buildinq Orientation - Building orientation shall be compatible with 
existing development patterns on the Designated Historic Resource 
site, if in existence and proposed in part to remain, and any existing 
surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources. In general, 
Alteration or New Construction shall be sited so that the impact to 
primary facade(s), if in existence and proposed in part to remain, is 
minimized. 
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I )  Site Development - To the extent practicable, given other applicable 
development standards, such as standards in this Code for bliildinqj 
coveracre, setbacks, sidewalk and street free locations, the Alteration 
or New Construction shall maintain existing site development patterns, 

. . if in existence and proposed in part to remain- a,- bmhhg 

j) Accessory Development/Structures - Accessory development a s  
defined in Chapter 4.3 and items such as  exterior lighting, wails, 
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 t h e  
existing Designated Historic Resource, if in existence and proposed in 
part to remain, and any cornioarable -Designated 
Historic Resources within the District, as  applicable. 

k) Garaqes - Garages, including doors, shall be compatible 

desiqn, roof oitch and shaoe, architectural details, location a 8  
orientation, and buildinq materials. 9 A 

- .&I# 

I )  - - chemical or Phvsical Treatments- Chemical or phvsicai treatmenfsW 
ap~ ro~ r i a te ,  shall he undertaken usinq the qentlest means possibf$ 
~reatments that cause damage to historic maferiais will not be usep  

--- - 
n) ~iffeientiation - An Alteration or :  New ~onstruction 'shall -be 
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historic materials, desicrn elements, features, size. scale. ~ r o ~ o ~ f i o n  
and rnassina to ~rotect  the Historic lnfearitv of t17e Desiclnated Historic 
Resource and its environment.  heref for-e. the differentiation mav be 
subtle and mav he accolnplished between the historic and ihe new 
construction with variations in wall or roo! aiicrnrnent, offsets,+ roof 
pitch, or Fool heiahf. ~ ,L i i i , -w~  i i7 a /~ ;?a ,  L) -;; GG'U"~:"- I U I ~  L ~ ~ U L  Lh -' t i ,  :- J~ ---: b& I\ 

accompikhed bv a visual,chanq$ in serface &such as a moldins s t r i ~  
- - . -.., . 

d ., . -  - . 
or m o t h e r  element that m & . - ' . - - w  I-, ~--;?r; ;Az oM acfs as - - - , -- 
an tinfedace between the historic and new-~~orf;'onsr Differentiation 

- .. - ,- 
sha/lJ'be sensitive to ahd --add t o ~  the--resource's overall desiqn 

1 0  k+ead%Fand shall not def?a-ctif;ijl fromrifi 
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. . . . . . . . . . .  . . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . .  
. . . .  . . .  . . .  . . : .- 

Free E v ~ - -  . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . .  . . :I 

w 
h) 

45. - Additional Review Criteria for &Installation of -  designated ~istorfc 
*, -,- - =..*. -- 

Resources on a New Site, Following a Moving, ' ~u-corn~lefe~ifs~r'~~ie~~~f 
, ,  - b - z.;G < * " "  -- ?.>"" -7-*-.*---W>t-"m"" 

a I-eauest fo jnstall a Deqinated Histof6 ~ e s ' b u r c t i ~ o  a new slitexfoIIGhiF&ffg 
- 7 -  

beinq moved, the HPAB shall receive from fhe OiPkcfeCa ri'ndiria:ffiaC;hZkPSs 
the foliowincr: 

a) The Development District designation for the proposed site is 
appropriate to accept the Designated Historic Resource that was 
moved, in terms of land use(s) and development standards; 

b) Legal vehicular and Fire Department access to, 2nd ;-cc)Ltmeal 
"n 

I L, fm the proposed new site is available or can be 
provided; and 
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c) Required infrastructure improvements for or adjacent t o e  the 
proposed new site have been or will be provided. 

2.9.1 00.05 - Status of Properties for Which an Alteration or New Construction HPAB- 
Level Historic Preservation Permit has been Approved to Install a Moved Resource 

a. Local Register Historic Resources - If approval has been granted for the 
installation of a Moved resource that was a Local Register-desianated Ubistoric - 

Resource at its previous location, a Historic Preservation Overlay may be-a&& 
amlied to the new site %to which the historic resource is being Moved* through 
use of the District Change provisions of Chapter 2.2, following the effective date of 
the approved Alteration or New Construction Historic Preservation Permit associated 
with the M o v i n ( r , v  the: c r  2.2 srewtef. 

. . 

Once the City's Historic Preservation Overlay has been applied-athd, future 
modifications #e-#w-affectina the hisfoi-ic resource at its new -site shall be 
subject to the provisions of this Chapter. 

b. Historic W ~ S O L B ~ C ~ S  !k fed in the National Register s f  Historic Places 
52 

- The City shall notify the State ~istorb! 
-4 Preservation Office when a Historic Preservation Permit authorizing the installatio P 

of a moved historic resource listed in the National Resister of Historic Places 
c b e c o m e s  effective. A proposed listing Q 
the maintenance of an existing listing of a National Register of Historic Plactib;) 
 historic resource at its new site shall -be ~rocessed through s t a g  
and federal procedures. Upon receipt of official notification from SHPO that a l i s t i s  
has occurred or has been maintained and is in effect and W w h e n  the affected 
resource is not *listed in the Local Register, the affected resource at its new site 
shall be subject to the Historic Preservation Provisions of this Code. Gpmee$& 

Reysfwln such cases, a Historic Preservation Overlay may be added to the new site 
M f o  which the historic resource is being Moved* through use of the District 
Change provisions of Chapter 2.2, following the effective date of the approved 
Alteration or New Construction Historic Preservation Permit- 

Section 2.9.1 I 0  - DEMOLITION INVOLVING A DESIGNATED HISTORIC RESOURCE 

2.9.1 10.01 - Definition of a Demolition of a Designated Historic Resource 
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An activity is considered a Demolition of a Designated Historic Resource when the activity: 

a. Is not an exempt activity as defined in Section 2.9.70; 

b. Is not an Alteration or New Construction as defined in Section 2.9.100;& 

c. Is not a Movinq as defined in Section 2.9.120;&d 

e .  - Involves destruction of a hkkme#y Designated Historic Resource; and 

e. Involves the removal of a Historically Significant Tree unless said tree is efftetattp. - - 
determined to . be-a - haz$d tree via the Hazard Tree Evaluation process in Section 
2,911 1-0i03.d. . - .  'A - ~istorically -. . - significant Tree-is defined as a tree that meets - fhe - . . 
criterh descibed in i l l  ,'I "2. " or- "3," below: 

- .  . - 
I-. A tree - . that -meets .all of the following criteria: 

A 

a) The tree is located on a Desicrnaied Historic Resource pro~ertv or 2 
desiqnated as a sgecificallv-listed resource, is at least 50 years o lE -. - - - - - . 
and - - .. has - been - in existence since a time prior to, or during, t d  
~e'signated ~jstor ic  Resource's period of significance; < 

I - - - - 

b) The t?ee-- B meets the definition of Significant Tree 
chapter 1.6, with the exception that the minimum 8-inch diameter 

c) The tree is consistent with at least one of the statements in "1 ," below, 
in the opinion of the City's Urban Forester. The City's Urban Forester's 
opinion shall be based on the items in "2," below: 

event that contributed to Corvallis' history; 

b) The tree marks the site of a historic event; 

c) The tree is associated with the life of a person or group 
$ * * -  . --  06 h,isforic sign ifica-n@; pr 

d) The tree. has age, size, or species significance that 
contributes to its historic status. 
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2) Information for Use bv the City3 - Urban ForesterW3se - 

a) Documentation in Section 2.9.60.c and any additional 
documentation provided by the property owner; 

Historic Resource's period of significance. 

a) *identified -- as a Designated Historic Resource on an individual 
. . 

- --- . , - 

3, m C n d i v i d u a I l y  - . . - . -  . - identified as Historically Significant in an officia 
historic inventory for a Designated Historic Resource or an approved  ati ions 
~egister'of Historic Places nomination; 

i;, 
2.9.1 10.02 - Historic Preservation Permit Required for Demolition of a Designata 
Historic Resource 

A HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permit is required for all activities meeting the definition 
for Demolition of a Designated Historic Resource, as outlined in Section 2.9.1 10.01 above. 

2.9.1 10.03 - Review Criteria A HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permit mwftmgfor the 
Demolition of a Designated Historic Resource shall be evaluated against the criteria in "a" 
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through "c" below. Approval may be granted for a Demolition only where a proposal has 
been demonstrated to have met criterion "a" and either "b" or "c." 

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. "~ikbtic,lntegrity" is defin&din.r~h;iibfh~7.6 
- Definitions; 

b. If the proposed Demolition involves one of the structures identified in "I" - "3" below, 
and is not exempt per Section 2.9.70.1, 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 historic 
resource on the property that is classified as HistoriclContributing or that is called out 
as being significant, based on any of the sources of information listed in Section 
2.9.60.c. To be considered under this criterion, the Demolition shall involve only the 
following: 

% 
I A Nonhistoric/Noncontributing structure listed in a National Registerof Histom 

M 

Places Historic District; 001 - 
2. A nonhistoric structure on an individually Designated Historic Resource list$ 

in the Local Register or National Register of Historic Places; or 9 
t, 

3. A nonhistoric structure on a Designated Historic Resource property listed TiR 
a National Register of Historic Places Historic District, even if the approved -- -- -- .- ---- 
National Register of Historic Places nomination for the District 'iSrsflen2 oht@ 

- - -  , . -*-G' - ,  *,"?- -;#i<-- *+.-  ;: --,,-* j, 
isscie .* -* , * .  >>' L,* %-A i - ,r*->= * ! " % L'mA2s".d 2- --I.. "-% +.. "-- ? -& 

C. If the Demolition involves a historic resource other than the structures outlined in "b," 
above, the Demolition may be allowed provided: 

I. The physical condition of the Designated Historic Resource is deteriorated 
beyond economically feasible rehabilitation and either: 

a) Economicaliy feasible relocation of the Designated Historic Resource 
is not possible; or 

b) If within a National Register of Historic Places Historic District, 
Demolition of the resource will not adversely affect the Ri3tB8G Integrity 
of the District. To address this criterion, the applicant shall provide an 
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assessment of the Demolition's effects on the character and ~ h t o r j c  
Integrity of the subject Designated Historic Resource and District. 
"Historic Integrity" is de8hed in ~hadteF?.  6 - Definitions. 

- - V > L - -  

2. Alternatives to demolishing the Designated Historic Resource have been 
pursued, including the following, as appropriate: 

a) Public or private acquisition of the Designated Historic Resource has 
been explored; 

b) Alternate structure and/or site designs that address the property 
owner's needs, and which would avoid Demolition of the Designated 
Historic Resource, have been explored and documented; 

c) A "For Sale" sign and a public notice have been posted on the 
Designated Historic Resource site. The sign and public notice sh 
read: "HISTORIC RESOURCE TO BE DEMOLISHED -- FOR SAL 8 
Lettering on the sign shall be at least 5 inches in height and posted a 
a prominent place on the property for a minimum of 40 days; -4 

c 
I 

d) The Designated Historic Resource has been listed for sale in local a m  
state newspapers for a minimum of five days over a five-week perio& 

m 
e) The Designated Historic Resource has been listed for sale in at lea8 

two preservation publications for at least 30 days; Q) 

f) A press release has been issued to newspapers of local and state 
circulation describing the significance of the resource, the physical 
dimensions of the property, and the reasons for the proposed 
Demolition; 

g) Notification through other means of advertisement has been 
accomplished (e.g. internet, radio). 

The propertv on which the Desiqnated Historic Resource oro~osed for demolition is 
located need not be sold with the resource. 

d. Trees An Hjstoric ereseiation permit to remove a Historically Significant Tree (as 
defined in section 2~9,1~1~.01.~),~~shall - meet at least one of the criteria in "a" through 
"e" below.. If approval' for removal of a Historically Significant Tree is granted, a 
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replacement tree(s) may be required as mitigation if, in the opinion of the decision- 
maker, there is an opportunity either on the subject site, or within 750 - of the 
site, to plant an additional tree(s): 

a) The Historically Significant Tree, in the opinion of the City's Urban 
Forester and City Engineer, negatively impacts existing public 
infrastructure, and both officials recommend removal of the tree. 

b) The Historically Significant Tree, in the opinion of the Building Official 
and the City's Urban Forester, negatively impacts existing structures on 
the development site that are intended to remain, and both officials 
recommend removal of the tree. 

c) The location of the Historically Significant Tree- precludes the 
reasonable use of the property because the area needed to ensure 
preservation of the Historically Significant Tree, in - .  the opi'nion of a 
certified arborist and the City's Urban ~orestec encompasses - an ar F? 
that does not allow for the property owner to make improvements 
up to 75% of the otherwise buildable portion of the lot (the a r s  

I 

excluding required setback areas, after consideration of ~ c o v e r a g d  A 

dl #h-For the defermination of buildable area in "c.' above. an automas - 

15% reduction in setbacks and 10% increase in height limitation s h m  
m a y b e  ahwed-used to assist a property owner in achieving8 
reasonable use of property+tm of thc 

el In the case of public infrastructure, the location of the Historically - - - 
Significant 1 ree precludes construction of necessary public 
infrastructure improvements and, in the opinion of . . the City Engineer 
and the City's Urban Forester, design alternatives to accomplish the 
necessary public infrastructure and preservation of the tree are not 

rJj) A non-emergency tree hazard exists- where 
failure of a tree is anticipated, but is not imminent, and the tree site is 
stabilized. In such situations, a tree is determined to be hazardous or 
in serious decline for reasons including, but not limited to, storm 
:d.i;-~age, structural defects, poor past pruning methods, history of 
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failure, and disease. This determination must be based on a Hazard 
Tree Evaluation that has been performed by an ISA Certified Arborist 
or ASCA Consulting Arborist trained in this method and the associated 
report which must be filed with the Director and the City's Urban 
Forester.   em oval may only occur following the City's Urban 
Forester's review and approval of the repm&Hazard Tree Evaluation 
which recommends mmbskm-for removal of the tree. 

2.9.1 10.04 - Documentation Required Prior to Demolition P . . *of a Designated Historic Resource 

A-Documentation of  a Designated Historic Resource that has been approved for Demolition 
through the issuance of a- Historic Preservation Permit shall occur be 
-using one or more of the methods outlined in "a" through "c," below. The 

. . 
method(s) of documentation shall be s~ecif ied in f i t h e  
+LWB+m+Historic Preservation Permit. -The I - - required documentation 
-must have been happroved by the Director prior to the issuance 4& 
a building permit for demolition. 

--l 
a. Documentation by-using Historic American Buildings Survey guidelines (include2 

architectural drawings, photographs, and historical narrative); I 

9 
b. Documentation by cataloging historic and contemporary photographs of th@ 

Designated Historic Resource and site; m 
W 
iQ 
00 

c. Documentation by salvaging significant architectural or historic artifacts from the 
Designated Historic Resource and site. 

2.9.1 10.05 - Status of Properties for Which Demolition Approved 

a. Local Register Designated Historic Resources - If approval has been granted for 
the Demolition of a Local Register Designated Historic Resource, the Historic 
Preservation Overlay may be removed through use of the District Change provisions 
of Chapter 2.2, following the effective date of the approved p historic 

Preservation Demolition Permit, and provided the applicable provisions of Chapter 
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2.2 are met. Once the City's Historic Preservation Overlay has been removed, the 
affected resource shall no longer be subject to the provisions of this Chapter. 

b. 

Preservation Office when a Historic Preservation Permit authorizing the Demolition 
of a Historic Resources listed in the National Reqisfer of Historic Places lVa%mf& 
-becomes effective. A proposed delisting of such a 

Cia -resource shall mewbe - 
~rocessed through state and federal procedures. Upon receipt of official notification 
from SHPO that a delisting has occurred and is in effect, and when the affected 
resource is not also listed in the Local Register, the affected resource shall no longer 
be subject to the Historic Preservation Provisions of this Code. Upon receipt of 
official notification from SHPO that a delisting has occurred and is in effect, and when 
the affected resource is still listed in the Local Register, fke-&District - Change 
consistent with the provisions in Chapter 2.2 pertaining to the removal of the related 
Historic Preservation Overlay would need to be Rtefaporoved for the ~ e s i ~ n a t $ a  
Historic Resource no longer to be subject to the Historic Preservation Provisions a 
this Code (see "a" above). a0 

==I 
2.9.1 10.06 - Temporary Stay of Demolition Building Permit for Publicly-Own 2i 
Historic Resources Subject to a Pending Nomination for Listing in the Natio 
Register of Historic Places 

4 a 
m 
w 

a. If the Director has received from the State Historic Preservation Office officM - - 
notification that a publicly-owned historic resource is the subject of a nomination 
application to list the resource in the National Register of Historic Places, and the 
nomination application is currently being reviewed by the State Historic Preservation 
Office and/or the National Park Service, a building permit shall not be issued for the 
demolition of that publicly-owned historic resource for the period that the nomination 
application is under review, provided: 

I .  The Director's receipt of official notification of the pending nomination of the -a; - - 
publicly-owned historic resource for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places occurred prior to the Director's receipt of an application for a building 
permit for demolition of the affected publicly-owned resource; 

2, For a pending National Register of Historic Places Historic District nomination, 
if applicable, the temporary stay of the demolition building permit +applies 
only to any publicly-owned resources classified as "Historic/Contributing" or 
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"Historic/Noncontributing" in the nomination application. Any publicly-owned 
resources classified as "Nonhistoric/Noncontributing" in the nomination 
application are not subject to this Section's stay requirement; 

e; 3, - For a pending nomination for a historic resource proposed to be individually 
listed in the National Register of Historic Places, if applicable, this Section's 
temporary stay does not apply to the issuance of a demolition building permit 
for any publicly-owned resources on the subject site that are "nonhistoric" 
resources less than 50 years old; and 

& 4, - The affected historic resource is owned by the City of Corvallis, Benton 
County, the Corvallis School District, a pu blicly-owned special district, the 
State of Oregon, and/or the federal government. 

b. Remsvat of a Tempsrarv Sfav - The temporary stay of the demolition permit Mi - - 
ends upon the Director's receipt of official notification from the Keeper of the National 
Register, the National Park Service, and/or the State Historic Preservation o f f i g  
regarding the final outcome of the proposed National Register of Historic P l a c s  
listing. If the historic resource has been approved for listing in the National ~ e ~ i s t k l !  
of Historic Places, the Demolition provisions of this Chapter apply in addition to an 
required building permits. 

2 
Section 2.9.120 - MOVING A DESIGNATED HISTORIC RESOURCE 

J 
C) 
m 

2.9.120.01 - Definition of Moving a Designated Historic Resource 

An activity is considered to be Moving a Designated Historic Resource when the activity: 

a. Is not an exempt activity as defined in Section 2.9.70.i; - 

b. Is not an Alteration or New Construction to a Designated Historic Resource as 
defined in Section 2.9.1 00; 

c. e r a l s  not a Demolition as defined in Section 2.9.1 10; and - 

e_d, - Involves relocating the Designated Historic Resource, in whole or in part, from its 
current site to another location. Review of the the *Moving request shall be 
limited to =evaluation of the removal of the Designated Historic Resource from its 
current l o s o n .  Evaluation of the installation of the Designated Historic Resource 
at its new location is considered an Alteration or New Construction, and shall occur 
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in accordance with the C p r o v i s i o n s  of Section 2.9.100, 
if the new site is within the City limits. If the proposed new site of the Designated 
Historic Resource is outside the City limits, no City evaluation of the resource's 
installation at that new site will occur because the City has no jurisdiction over such 
locations. 

2.9.120.02 - Historic Preservation Permit Required for Moving a Designated Historic 
Resource 

A HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permit is required for all activities meeting the definition 
for Moving a Designated Historic Resource, -persection 2.9.120.01, above. 

2.9.120.03 - Review Criteria - For a HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permit involving 
Moving of a Designated Historic Resource, the following review criteria shall be used&, 
as applicable: 

an 
-,- , X 

a. Evaluation of the current and future ~istor?c Integrity of the resource, and 
potential for future listing, including consideration of setting, site, location, a@ 
other characteristics. 

8 

b. The review criteria em%m+in Section 2.9.1 10.0s.b, - but with respect 9 
Moving instead of Demolition. G) 

rfl 
6.) 

c. Moving the Designated Historic Resource will save it from demolition. 2 

d. Moving the resource has benefits that outweigh the detrimental impact of 
removing the resource from its designated site. 

2.9.120.04 - Documentation Required Prior to Moving for a HPAB-Level Historic 
Preservation Permit Issued for Moving a Designated Historic Resource 

A Designated Historic Resource that has been approved for Moving through the issuance 
of a HPAB-Level Historic Preservation Permit shall be documented in accordance with 
Section 2.9.1 10.04, but with respect to Moving instead of Demolition, as applicable. 

L:\CD\Planning\3ev~1-1_j~~?~~t P,zvi-.w\~and Development Code Text Amendments\LDT05 Cases\Chapter 2.9 
Update\Draft Zc .,. Changes\Code for Staff Report\PC Changes\PCft-Chapter 2.9.wpd 

2.9 - 47 



2.9.120.05 - Status of Properties for Which Moving Approved 

a. Local Register Historic Resources - If approval has been granted for the Moving 
a Local Register Historic Resource, the Historic Preservation Overlay may be 
removed from the site M f r o m  which the historic resource is being moved+%m, 
through use of the District Change provisions of Chapter 2.2, following the effective 
date of the approved  historic Preservation Permit for Moving,- 

" - 
I L.L a retwef. Once the City's Historic 

Preservation Overlay has been removed, the affected resource site shall no longer 
be subject to the provisions of this Chapter. 

b. Historic Resources !isfedin the National Resister of Historic Races 
m- The City shall notify the State Historic 
Preservation Office when a Historic Preservation Permit authorizing the Moving of a 
Historic Resource listed in the National Reqister of Historic Places fb%kmf& 
-becomes effective. The status of the site shall be in 
accordance with Section 2.9.1 10.05.b' except with respect to Moving instead $E 
Demolition, and with respect to the site from which the resource is moved. I - 

00 

2.9.1430 - - ADMINISTRATIVE ==i 
< 

2.9.1430.01 - - Enforcement 

The Director shall administer and enforce these regulations and, to ensure compliance w i B  
these regulations, is authorized to take any action authorized by Chapter 1.3 - Enforceme* 

2.9.1430.02 - Ordered Remedies 

a. Violations of these regulations shall be remedied in accordance with Chapter 1.3 - 
Enforcement. Additionally, if an after-the-fact Historic Preservation Permit is required 
to address a violation of these regulations, the decision-maker for that Historic 
Preservation Permit shall have full authority to implement these regulations, 
regardless of what improvements have been made in violation of these regulations. 
This includes requiring the historic resource o H m d m m k t o  be restored to its 
appearance or setting prior to the violation, unless this requirement is amended by 
the decision-maker. This civil remedy shall be in addition to, and not in lieu of, any 
other criminal or civil remedy set out in this Chapter and/or Chapter I .3. 

-" b. vi 

-Where the Alteration or New Construction, Demolition, or Moving of a 
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structure within a National Register of Historic Places Historic District or on any 
individually-listed property is in violation of these regulations, that structure is 
protected by these regulations. Any person who intentionally causes or negligently 
allows the Alteration or New Construction, Demolition, or Moving of any protected 
structure shall be required to restore or reconstruct the protected structure in 
accordance with the pertinent architectural characteristics, guidelines and standards 
adopted by this Chapter. These remedies are in addition to any other civil or criminal 
penalty set out in this Chapter andlor Chapter 1.3. 

(NOTE: The table at the end of the existing Chapter 2.9 is not reproduced below. 
Following review of the draft chapters, the City's decision makers and staff can 
consider whether or not a replacement table would be appropriate.) 

L:\CD\Planning\Development Review\Land Development Code Text Amendments\LDT05 Cases\Chapter 2.9 
Update\Draft Code Changes\Code for Staff Report\PC Changes\PCft-Chapter 2.9.wpd 

2.9 - 49 





HPAB-DIRECTED CHANGES TO DATE, THROUGH THE END OF THE 
BOARD'S OCTOBER 12,2005 WORKSHOP #8 

BOARD CHANGES INDICATED IN EITHER RED-LINE/DOUBLE UNDERLlNE 
OR FONTS 

Staff-Proposed Changes indicated in a combination of ifalics and red-line/double . . 
underline or ihdxs and s f r i M  

The Planning Commission-Proposed Change is to ensure that all appeals are 
addressed by this chapter (including staff-level, etc.). In implementing this 

change, staff discovered that this chapter is out-of-date and inconsistent with 
Chapter I .2 in that many parts of it don't address appeals of nondiscretionary 

decisions. The changes to this chapter that were approved as part of Phase I of 
the LDC Update modified this chapter to address most of this issue. The 

highlighted changes shown below implement the changes accomplished as 
ofthe-phase I LDC Update and catch L-aTL"r,Mh-v-A any - * missed by that Update. The change& 
are indicated in a combination of sbag6@;italics and red-line/double underline o$ 

-q+pr.ir%---672. . , $& ag&g;i- 
2 -.sw%f Q~ 

. The changes shown without yellow highlight are 
those forwarded by the HPAB. 

CHAPTER 2.49 
APPEALS 

(Excerpt; Last reviewedlrevised 3-6-06) 

Section 2.19.18 - BACKGROUND 

-L-- *-- *YC 

.,achievd& the goals of the Comprehensive This Code is intended to permit flexibility in - 
P!=ln. ~2 i f$~&gr~v is ions  of this Code therefere allow considersble discretior! Ir! desisio 
$?jfl@~ by the ci ty Council and its agencies and officers. 

Criteria and standards have been adopted as part of this Code to ensure consistency in 
w; P- -4 *., : .:*pyq- ,-*#3=-;=---,r qn-T+.-s:*<i ?d$ 

-decisions. To ensure due process, it is also necessary to provide a n d l i m f t e d l 8 ~ d i ~ s e s ~  
.ab&-pa ?-%*x= ~r,*--*-,-L*F@y?sa-m -,-*"T-"-*-7zu-- s>z27 * *> -.+- - & < < " 

" decisions that are perceived to be f o r r e v i e w o f - & ~ @ + 1 1 m i f e & 1 8 " n & . . ' i - i ; ~ ~ - ~  
z d k g d l y  inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan and/or the requirements of this Code. 

Section 2.1 9.20 - PURPOSES 

Procedures and requirements in this chapter are established for the following purposes: 

. - 
a. Provide an appeal process wherein parties affected by-land use decisions may 

request review of such decisions; 
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b. Establish the basis for valid appeals; 

c. Establish who may appeal a land use or limited land trse &sw&mwydecision; and 

d. Provide for timely review of appeals. 

Section 2.19.30 - PROCEDURES 

Appeals shall be filed and reviewed in accordance with the following procedures: 

2.19.30.01 - General Provisions 

a. Every decision relating to the provision of this Code substantiated by findings of every 
board, commission, committee, hearings officer, and official of the City is subject to 
review by appeal in accordance with the provisions of this chapter. 

rn 
7?hketi!Eiling of an appeal to a higher level &city hearings authority, W - - =a 3 

accordance with the provisions of this chapter, shall initiate the appeal proce& 
and stay3 the order or decision appealed. The process shall include adequa@ 
public notice, a public hearing, and preparation of findings by the beari6 

- -. 4 authority that *,affirms, amends, or reverses the decision appealed. , 

c. All hearings on appeals shall be held de novo (as a new public hearing). ~ o r t a i ; ~  
~s-*m3i,c*-2-cc - ** ,.-. "*, --= -s-, ------ -.. ,. - -* , 
a@pea$ Lthe::{i$&~$zif ?the - &c7s7dn:-fiade. before the lbwer level 'd Cjf i  fisafinq 
a$$inocif%?s~;;iTfI, Bedaak-ifi tfie. Bia ff, re$ori'on anpeal. 

2.19.30.02 - Hearings Authority 

a. Appeals from decisions of the Director shall be reviewed by the Land Development 
Hearings ~ o a r d i  except that appeals of Historic Preservation Permit decisions bv the 
Director shall be reviewed bv the Historic Preservation Advisorv Board, and appeals 
of Administrative District Chanae decisions bv the Director shall be reviewed bv the 
Citv Council. 

""aTcx #,*, ---*- - 6 ~~pealsfmm'decisions df ~fib'i3uildinq Oficial that relate to the enforcement of  and - - 
@&,kef6;"~lLjenf~Gode:recr~~i1-emenfs shall be reviewed bv the Land Developmen! 
4 - 4a>&ic>2A Hearrni$s?B~ard. 
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b .  - Appeals from decisions of the City Engineer shall be reviewed by the Land 
Development Hearings Board. 

e .  - Appeals from decisions of the Planning Commission, m the Land Development 
Hearings Board, orthe Historic Preservation Advisorv ~ 6 a r d  shall be reviewed by the 
City Council. 

" -- 
ti&. - Appeals from decisions of the City Council shall conform with applicable 

ORS provisions. 

2.19.30.03 - Standing 
-- "- , e , &C ': --7*-:*-,---:.!y2 a" -.---. -*=--- - %- 

,,I and use ok&BIf &d$f:&E&&~& Appeals may only be filed by parties affected by a 
decision. For purposes of this chapter "affected parties" shall include any of the following: 

a. The applicant or the applicant's authorized agent. 

b. Any person who testified orally or in writing before the 
h * ; -. ." 7 &* -- *<?" 

-whose decision is being appealed. X 
=e - 

c. Any neighborhood - - organization that testified orally or in writing before the - z y ; ~Zr?#~-"*7 ~~~>~ 

I - ": whose decision is being appealed. adfharif~ < 
I 

d. Any City agency, officer, or department that is responsible for provision of Cftay 
facilities and services to the proposed development. > 

6) 

e. Ten registered voters who are City residents. 

$. - - Any -- ~ e r s o n  who was mailed a coov of the ~ o i i c e  ol Disb6siiio1? to, a Director-lev;/ 
Historic ~resewafion Permif. 

#g. Any person who is entitled to appeal a land use 8 ? ~ ~ ~ 6 8 f f a ~ d < $ ~ ~ ~ d e c i s i o n  pursuant 
fo State law. 

2.19.30.04 - Appeal Periods 

; ,;T - - ""?""F --F-7-+*-c& - - T-~Als.--p p"-T-.-rvF---7-%-.-- 

Appeals must h v e  jbeenx:wi&+&be filed within 12 days ' " :̂" '"'"""" 
* ***--* ,.-- 9 2 2 -  + 

$qms&&affer a decision is signed. In the case of a legislative interpretation of the Code 
f->-<-=x. &y--P x--3?-9q~ 

or the Comprehensive Plan, an appeal must ha~?ie~bE982 be filed within 12 days of a 
P a 7 F " & 3 r Y  SJ*? ~ & - T W  %j + d ~ ~ ~ d p ~ c o - L W ~ * T w 9 ~ P i ~ ~ ; ~ ~ W % 5 ~ a f @  

published - C  ..- ** notice "* - - of -- such V- "ST interpretation. -=:-:,a 7 .sy-p, ,-= .#-,--- $~~e_~$s".f@~fh&&f:a"f:$~ - Tse!-~oahdl'- BD 
sfiil/z&e mad& in a \ c ~ o r ~ a n G e 2 ~ , f h t f ~ & ~ f i f ~ t ~ i ~ f ~ ~ ~ ~ & $ f ~ ~ ~ ~ $ ~  

Appeals must be filed by 5:00 p.m. on the final day of the appeal period. Where the final 
day of an appeal period falls on a weekend or holiday, the appeal period shall be extended 
to 500 p.m. on the next work day. 

2.i9.30.05 - Fiiing Requirements 
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Appeals shall be filed in writing with the City Recorder and shall include the Tollo~~nq: 

a. Name and address of the appellant; 

b. Reference to the subject development and case number, if any; 

'--w--r47T::--r:z-*-: z* -.-r< - I-T;i- - - 
c. Statement ,-:- -,-- -- --- -- of z z  - the specific a -.x,-=.a- grounds ,Fr - 7 

for the appeal,~sfated~m ferms'bf;sdecificCretiiew 
o~ifefja apPfica6je:t6the~fcasej 

- .=r:s"j,,?-,y7P","- -7-. - - " v 8 -  - 
'"'Z$~3eIlahf's standing to appeal as an affected partgand d. Statement of the 

e. Appropriate filing fee. 

2.19.30.06 - Notice and Hearing 

y ;7- < . *d *' <$Z,, .+ , Lr - - 
a. The -- -- Director shall schedule a;puhl~cR~ann~forrcomplete and properly filed appeals 

% ;n"",,:?c>",-:"<- i-: 7 ." , r, 7, p 
r " 

%>bi-i.>6 -* L*--, A t < - A . -C-.' Such hearing is to be held not later than 60 days after the 
receipt of the notice of appeal. 1 : e  o; 
j';urTm%w-% * --" -i---- 'C-'-.r-- '. czz.3" .a,u;- 7- "--. 
;neomPlete~or i ~ B ~ o b ~ 8 ~ f l e d - a ' ~ ~ e a f 3 s h a l l  be referred to the hearing authority f g  
dismissal as noted in "b" below. - 

m 

.--. - .-,*-?"-,--7, ~ : , a ~ 7 , a ~ v -  ,>.. - ,?.:z:$- ".k.$:>2...,-+..?.*d".: *, 2*,:?-="x-'%- 
information for - the . , g . T , F a w 7 w ~ .  record .,dJy of rl.Op.q the case.- -&the -"Cpa-.-r.:-.-...- decision .*,., .akB.szi7r.z being 

L.., J ..",.."" .?.. -s-dr. :..-;.3: $"*~?$?=;,<! .?r;."* *??, 

appealed was %ea@~~ed@&s .=administrative decision-, notice 
shall be provided to residents and owners of properties within 100 ft. of the 
subject property. 

2. Public Hearings shall be conducted in accordance with Chapter 2.0 - Public 
Hearings. 

4. -', - - 
b. Appeals that are w&mqd&e ~ - incomplete, filed late, or improperly filed may be 

denied by the hearing authority without further review. 

2.19.30.07 - Effective Date of Decision 
- - --xflry*>3J---*p:; - , -2 r - i - - - - - # m m - . . T ~ ~ ~ ~ r ; - ~  

Lih7essran;-appeal has*%eeB?f~l~~$&pproval of any development request shall become 
effective upon expiration of the appeal period. Where the hearing authority is the City 
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HPAB-DIRECTED CHANGES TO DATE, THROUGH THE END OF THE 
BOARD'S OCTOBER 12,2005 WORKSHOP #8 

BOARD CHANGES INDICATED IN EITHER RED-LINE/DOUBLE UNDERLINE 
OR FONTS 

Staff-Proposed Changes indicated in a combination of italics and red-line/doubie 
. . 

tsnderiine or Ratics a"i sirike~iii" 

Planninq Commission-Proposed Changes are indicated in a combination of 
shaded-italics and red-iin~/doub/e cmderline or shaded &he- a 

CHAPER 4.0 
IMPROVEMENTS REQUIRED WITH DEVELOPMENT 

(Excerpt; last reviewedlrevised 1-9-06) m 
X 

Section 4.0.40 - PEDESTRIAN REQUIREMENTS 3C - 
100 

a. Sidewalks shall be required along both sides of all arterial, collector, and local streets, 3 
follows: < 

I 

"+1 
1 Sidewalks shall be a minimum of 5 ft wide on local through streets and a minim* 

of 4 ft wide on cul-de-sacs. The sidewalks shall be separated from curbs by a t r e  
planting area that provides at least 6 ft of separation between sidewalk and curb; 

63 

2. Sidewalks along arterial and collector streets shall be separated from curbs with'% 
planted area. The planted area shall be a minimum of 12 ft wide and landscaped 
with trees and plant materials approved by the City. The sidewalks shall be a . . 

minimum of 6 ft wide. 

3. The timing of the installation of sidewalks shall be as follows: 

(a) Sidewalks and planted areas along arterial and collector streets shall be 
installed with street improvements. 

(b) Sidewalks along local streets shall be installed in conjunction with 
development of the site, generally with building permits, except as noted in (c) 
below. 

(c) Where sidewalks on local streets abut common areas, drainageways, or other 
publicly owned areas, the sidewalks and planted areas shall be installed with 
street improvements. 

b. Safe and convenient pedestrian facilities that strive to minimize travel distance to the 
greatest extent practicable shall be provided in conjunction with new development within and 
between new subdivisions, planned developments, commercial developments, industrial 
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areas, residential areas, transit stops, and neighborhood activity centers such as schools 
and parks, as follows: 

1. For the purposes of this section, "safe and convenient" means pedestrian facilities 
that: are reasonably free from hazards which would interfere with or discourage 
pedestrian travel for short trips; provide a direct route of travel between destinations; 
and meet the travel needs of pedestrians considering destination and length of trip. 

2. To meet the intent of "b" above, pedestrian rights-of-way connecting cul-de-sacs or 
passing through unusually long or oddly shaped blocks shall be a minimum of 15 f? 
wide. When these connections are less than 220 ft long (measuring both the on-site 
and the off-site portions of the path) and they directly serve 10 or fewer on-site 
dwellings, the paved improvement shall be no less than 5 ft wide. Connections that 
are either longer than 220 ft or serving more than 10 on-site dwellings shall have 
wider paving widths as specified in Section 4.0.50.c. 

3. Internal pedestrian circulation shall be encouraged in new developments by clustering 
buildings, constructing convenient pedestrian ways, andlor constructing skywalm 
where appropriate. Pedestrian walkways shall be provided in accordance with t 3  
following standards: - m 

==i 
a) The on-site pedestrian circulation system shall connect the sidewalk on ea* 

abutting street to the main entrance of the primary structure on the site to 
minimize out-of-direction pedestrian travel. TI 

b 
i;, 

b) Walkways shall be provided to connect the on-site pedestrian circulatim 
system with existing or planned pedestrian facilities which abut the site but a 3  
not adjacent to the streets abutting the site. o 

c) Walkways shall be as direct as possible and avoid unnecessary meandering. 

d) Walkwayldriveway crossings shall be minimized, and internal parking lot 
circulation design shall maintain ease of access for pedestrians from abutting 
streets, pedestrian facilities, and transit stops. 

e) With the exception of walkwayldriveway crossings, walkways shall be 
separated from vehicle parking or maneuvering areas by grade, different 
paving material, or landscaping. They shall be constructed in accordance with 
the sidewalk standards adopted by the City Engineer. (This provision does not 
require a separated walkway system to collect drivers and passengers from 
cars that have parked on site unless an unusual parking lot hazard exists). 

c. Where a development site is traversed by or adjacent to a future trail linkage identified within 
either the Cowallis Transportation Plan or the Trails Master Plan, improvement of the trail 
linkage shall occur concurrent with development. Dedication of the trail to the City shall be 
provided in accordance with Section 4.0.1 1 O.d. 
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d. To provide for orderly development of an effective pedestrian network, pedestrian facilities 
installed concurrent with development of a site shall be extended through the site to the 
edge of adjacent property(ies). 

e. To ensure improved access between a development site and an existing developed facility 
such as a commercial center, school, park, or trail system, the Planning Commission or 
Director may require off-site pedestrian facility improvements concurrent with development. 

f. - - Prior to development, a~olicants shall perform a site inspection and identifv anv contractor 
sidewalWstreet stamos in existinq sidewalks that &&'at leaSt*50 yearsrold and that will be 
imoacted by the development. If such a contractor sidewalWstreet stams exists, it shall 
either be left in its current state as part of the existinq sidewalk; or incorporated into the new 
sidewalk for the develooment site, as close as sossible to the oriqinal location and 
orientation. 
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Staff-Proposed Changes indicated in a combination of ifafics and red- 
. . 

Iine/double underline or 

Planning Commission-Proposed Changes are indicated in a combination of 
or &@d=&d*- -,.,,: 

3 1 1  I _ i i  * l  -- 

CHAPTER 4.2 
LANDSCAPING, BUFFERING, SCREENING 

(Excerpt; last reviewed/revised 1-9-06) 

Section 4.2.10 - PURPOSES . 

Corvallis recognizes the aesthetic and economic value of landscaping and encourages its 
use to establish a pleasant community character, unify developments, and buffer or screen 
unsightly features; to soften and buffer large scale structures and parking lots; and to aid 
in energy conservation by providing shade from the sun and shelter from the wind. The 
community desires and intends all properties to be landscaped and maintained. 

This chapter prescribes standards for landscaping, buffering, and screening. While this 
chapter provides standards for frequently encountered development situations, detailed 
planting plans and irrigation system designs, when required, shall be reviewed by the City 
with this purposes clause as the guiding principle. 

Section 4.2.20 - GENEML PROMISIIONS 

a. Where landscaping is required by this Code, detailed planting plans and irrigation 
plans shall be submitted for review with development permit application. 
Development permits shall not be issued until the Director has determined the plans 
comply with the purposes clause and specific standards in this chapter. Required 
landscaping for Planned Developments shall be reviewed and approved by the 
Planning Commission, and in no case shall landscaping be less than that required 
by this chapter. All required landscaping and related improvements shall be 
completed or financially guaranteed prior to the issuance of a Certificate of 
Occupancy, and shall provide a minimum 90 percent ground coverage within 3 
years. 

b. Appropriate care and maintenance of landscaping on-site and landscaping in the 
adjacent right-of-way is the right and responsibility of the property owner, unless 
City ~rdinances specifj otherwise for general public and safety reasons. A City 



permit is required to plant, remove, or significantly prune any trees in a public 
right-of-way. Landscaping, buffering, and screening required by the Code shall be 
maintained. If street trees or other plant materials do not survive or are removed, 
materials shall be replaced in kind. 

c. Significant plant and tree specimens should be preserved to the greatest extent 
practicable and integrated into the design of a development. Trees of 8-in. or 
greater diameter measured at a height of 4 ft above grade and shrubs (excluding 
blackberries, poison oak, and similar noxious vegetation) over 3 ft in height are 
considered significant. Plants to be saved and methods of protection shall be 
indicated on the detailed planting plan submitted for approval. Existing trees may 
be considered preserved only if no cutting, filling, or compaction of the soil takes 
place between the trunk of the tree and the area 5 ft outside the tree's dripline. In 
addition, the tree shall be protected from damage during construction by a 
construction fence located 5 ft outside the dripline. 

d. Planters and boundary areas used for required plantings shall have a minimum 
diameter of 5 ft (2.5 ft radius, inside dimensions). Where the curb or the edge of 
these areas are used as a tire stop for parking, the planter or boundary plantings 
shall be a minimum width of 7.5 ft. 

e. lrrigation systems shall be required in RS-12, RS-12(U), RS-20, PA-0, SA, SA(U) 
CS, LC, RTC, and LI districts unless waived by the Director. Irrigation systems are 
recommended for planting areas in all other districts to assure survival of plant 
materials. Where required, a detailed irrigation system plan shall be submitted with 
building permit application. The plan shall indicate source of water, pipe location 
and size, and specifications of backflow device. The irrigation system shall utilize 
100 percent sprinkler head to head coverage or sufficient coverage to assure 90 
percent coverage of plant materials in 3 years. 

f. In no case shall shrubs, conifer trees, or other screening be permitted within vision 
clearance areas of street, alley, or driveway intersections, or where the City 
Engineer otherwise deems such plantings would endanger pedestrians and 
vehicles. 

LL - Definitions, procedures, and review criteria for the removal of a fl~isforicallv 
~Giqnificant lfree are located in Chapter I .  6 ~ ' ~ e f h i f i o n s  and Sections 2.9.80. b, 

--- .,' - - 
2.9.90.02.a. ? 1,2.9.1~?0.01.e, and.2;9.110.03.b~.3.,IGv^.v"7.c, ~ ; $ . G m u "  . . . CS. b. 3 of 
Chapter 2.9 - Historic Presetvation Provisions. 



HPAB-DIRECTED CHANGES TO DATE, THROUGH THE END OF THE 
BOARD'S OCTOBER 12,2005 WORKSHOP #8 

BOARD CHANGES INDICATED IN EITHER RED-LINElDOUBLE UNDERLINE 
OR FONTS 

Staff-Proposed Changes indicated in a combination of italics and red-iine/double . . 
underline or M~CS arjal-sffikeoiif 

Planning Commission-Proposed Changes are i in a combination of 
s@gaqd _ -Mi i -& italics and red-iine/double underline or 

CHAPTER 4.7 
CBWVALLIS SIGN REGULATIONS 

(Excerpt; last reviewed/revised 1-9-06) 

X 
Section 4.7.70 - EXEMPTIONS FROM SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS OF REGULATIONS 

00 
m 

The following types of graphic communication are exempted from one or more requirements oftMd 
chapter, but shall comply with other applicable provisions. They are not subject to allocation l im6  
specified in Sections 4.7.80 and 4.7.90 below. Limitations on number and size of these class4 
of signs, if any, are noted below. 'P 

G) 
m a. Signs erected in a public right-of-way by the City, Benton County, the State of Oregon, t& 

U.S. Government, a public utility, or an agent including: .&a 

p Street identification signs; tn 

p Traffic control, safety, warning, hazard, construction, and related signs. 

b. One official national, state, and local government flag or banner per property when installed 
in a manner that meets City ordinances and when flown and maintained with the respect due 
to these symbols of honor and authority, as specified by the U. S. Flag Code are exempt 
from the provisions sf these reguiations. As per Section 4 of the Flag Code, the American 
flag should never be used for advertising purposes in any manner. 

The flag structure shall not exceed 20 ft or 1 I 0  percent of the maximum height of the 
primary structure on the property, whichever is greater. All structures over 10 ft in height 
supporting flags require a Building Permit and an inspection(s) of the footing and structure, 
as per the Corvallis Building Code, prior to installation of the structure. 

c. Campaign signs shall be exempt from the permit requirements and allocational limitations 
of these regulations; 

d. Signs required by City ordinance, County ordinance, or State or Federal law are exempt 
from the provisiens cf these regulations. Examples include address numbers, street names, 
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public notices, restaurant health inspection ratings, handicapped access signs, and Civil 
Defense Shelter signs. 

e. For Eesisnated Hhistoric mesources listed m the tlocal and/or ~a t iona l -hbbr ie  

. * 

-sign of such memorial siclns or tablets shall be consistent s igmwst 
I,, with auidelines established bv the Corvallis Historic 

4 ". - - .  
Preservation ~ d v i i o r ~  Board. 

5 .  
. :D sq . :E . ' 

f. Permanent signs directing and guiding traffic and parking on private property, not to exceed 
6 sq. ft and limited to 1 sign per driveway entrance or street frontage are exempt from the 
provisions of these regulations. Other signs that designate reserved parking spaces or are 
related to traffic or parking regulations, if limited to 2 sq. ft, are also exempted. 

g. A non-illuminated blade sign (I per entrance to a building) placed above a walkway and 
under weather-protecting awnings, marquees, and parapets is exempt from the sign areEBl 
limits of Sections 4.7.80 and 4.7.90 below and limitation of 2 attached signs per occupa$ 
or business. An approved permit is required prior to installation. (See Section 4.7.80.Q 
below for additional blade sign standards.) 7 

< 
h. Signs that communicate only to persons inside buildings or building complexes, or private 

property shall be exempt from the provisions of these regulations. P 
i .  

C, 
Signs, decorations, and displays inside of windows or attached to the inside of a window a m  
exempt from these requirements, except signs prohibited by 4.7.50 (a,b,c,e, and i) shall n g  
be visible from outside of the building. o) 

.i. Temporary signs conforming with this chapter shall be exempt from the permit requirements. 

4.7.90.06 - Sign Standards for DesisraatedHistoric Resources 

. .  
A pro~osed sign #G 52 . . foi- a Besiqnated p#isforic R+esource property h 
h shall comply with both the provisions of these regulations and 
Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation Provisions. 
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HPAB-DIRECTED CHANGES TO DATE, THROUGH THE END OF THE 
BOARD'S OCTOBER 12,2005 WORKSHOP #8 

BOARD CHANGES INDICATED IN EITHER RED-LINEIDOUBLE UNDERLINE 
OR FONTS 

Staff-Proposed Changes indicated in a combination of italics and red-lhe/double 
. , 

underiine or 

Planning Commission-Proposed Changes are indicated in a combination of 
shaded italics and red-line/double underline or shaded tt&t~s tji7d str- 

CHAPTER 4.9 
ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS 

(Excerpt; last reviewedlrevised 1-9-06) 

Section 4.9.60 - WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATION FACILITIES 

4.9.60.01 - Siting Criteria and Review Procedures 

63 
Wireless Telecommunication Facilities (as defined in Chapter 3.0) may be approved as 3 
outright permitted use, or may require Plan Compatibility Review in accordance with Chapter 
2.13 or Conditional Development approval in accordance with Chapter 2.3, depending on 
the type of facility (colocated/attached or freestanding) and its proposed location. Uses that 
are permitted outright require building permits only. All facilities located in the Willamette 
River Greenway District Overlay are subject to the provisions of Chapter 3.30 - Willamette 

. . 
River Greenway District Overlay. All facilities located on t t kb r i c  Prssew&b~i Dish& 
€heday agesisnated ahistoric ~ ~ e s o u r c e s  w a r e  subject to the provisions of 
Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation Provisions. All - @wireless ~#elecommunication - Bacilities - 

and their related appurtenances located in areas with a Planned Development Overlay 
(except residential districts) are exempted from the requirements to have an approved 
Conceptual Development Plan and/or Detailed Development Plan in accordance with 
Chapter 2.5, Sections 2.5.40 and 2.5.50. Facilities proposed to be located in residential 
districts with a Planned Development Overlay shall be treated as a minor modification to the 
approved Conceptual and/or Detailed Development Plan and processed accordingly. 
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- -ram: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Towne, Fred 
Tuesday, March 21,2006 1 :40 PM 
Schlesener, Kelly 
FW: Closing out the work on LDT05-00001: Historic Preservation 

Forgot to CC you. 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Towne, Fred 
Sent: Tuesday, March 21, 2006 1:38 PM 
To: Bill York (E-mail); Brandon Trelstad (E-mail); Dave Hamby (E-mail); David Graetz (E-mail); Denise Saunders (E-mail); Frank Hann 

(E-mail); George Grosch (E-mail); Karyn Bird (E-mail); Patricia Weber (E-mail); Tony Howell (E-mail 2); Tony Howell (E-mail) 
Subject: Closing out the work on LDT05-00001: Historic Preservation 

Commissioners: 

I am sending out several e-mails to you regarding the Text Amendment on Historic Preservation 
Provisions. I am splitting the code provisions up into 3 e-mails to avoid problems with the size of 
attachments. You should have received the hard copies of the work you have done to date. I will 
enclose the clean copies so you will be able to read what you've done more easily. The new and 
moved text will still be highlighted, but the deleted text is just that-gone. Kelly has indicated that t h m  
are three small items you directed that we still need to finish. These are: X 

32 - - 
rn 1) Missing Definition for Administrative District Change -need to add this one to Chapter 1.6 as a 7 

definition for land use applications. No problem to add and will do so for next round; < 
n 

2) Missing cross-reference to Chapter 2.2 - The Commission asked that a cross-reference to the q 
definition of Administrative District Change in Chapter 2.2 be provided in Section 2.19.30.02.a (pag* 

6) A-82 in yellow pages in staff report). No problem to add and will do so with a reference to Chapterm 
2.2.50.b for next round. 2 

43 
3) Need to delete a word - The Commission asked that the word "property" be deleted after the 
phrase "Designated Historic Resource" in the first line of Section 4.7.90.06 (page A-92 in yellow 
pages in staff report). No problem and will do so for the next round. 

We really need to try to finish by the end of our meeting tomorrow night. The Council has a very tight 
schedule for review of this among all the other business and does not want it to slip. However, if we 
just get too tired to go on, we have scheduled the Fire Station Meeting Room for the next evening, 
Thursday, March 23rd. 

Attached here is the first "batch" of clean code provisions. Thanks for all of your hard work. 

Fred 

Fred Towne, Planning Division Manager 
City of Corvallis 
Community Development Department 
P. 0. Box 1083 
Corvallis, OR 97339-1083 



CLEAN CLEAN CLEAN CLEAN CLEAN CLEAN CLEAN 
-1APTER 1.2.r-IAPTER 2.O.IJAPTER 2.19.iAPTER 4.0.r-1APTER 4.2.riAPTER 4.7.riAPTER 4.9.~ 
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