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MEMORANDUM 

Mayor and City Council 

Ken Gibb, Community Development Directo~~ 
June 9, 2014 

Package # 1 Land Development Code (LDC) Text Amendments 
(LDT13-00002 and LDT13-00003) 

I. ISSUE/BACKGROUND 

In April of 2013, the City Council approved a bi-annual work program for the Planning 
Division after receiving public input and a recommendation from the Planning 
Commission (see Exhibit H, page 75). The first item on the list is a "Near-term" 
package of Land Development Code Amendments, to include: 

a. Recommended LDC Amendments from th.e Corvallis/OSU Collaboration Work 
Groups, which are supported by the Steering Committee and City Council, 

b. Develop process and amend LDC to facilitate code-compliant alterations within 
approved Planned Developments, and 

c. Work with the Historic Resources Commission and Oregon State University 
Planning Staff to streamline certain types of historic reviews through amendment 
of the provisions in LDC Chapter 2.9 ("Historic Preservation Provisions") 

The Corvallis/OSU Collaboration Work Groups have now completed their work and the 
Collaboration Steering Committee and City Council have reviewed and advanced 
several recommendations from the Work Groups, including a package of proposed LDC 
Amendments from the Neighborhood Planning Work Group. The City Council has also 
advanced for consideration the recommendation from the Economic Development 
Commission to amend the LDC to facilitate code-compliant alterations within approved 
Planned Developments. Lastly, the Historic Resources Commission has held a number 
of work sessions and prepared a recommendation to approve LDC Amendments to 
facilitate certain types of historic reviews. 



At the October 7, 2013, City Council meeting, the City Council was presented with a 
memorandum from the Community Development Director regarding the City-OSU 
Collaboration Project and associated action requests (see Exhibit H, page 80). The 
memorandum proposed a schedule and course of action for the consideration of two 
packages of Land Development Code (LDC) Amendments, largely, but not entirely, 
associated with recommendations stemming from the City-OSU Collaboration Project. 
The first proposed package, Package #1, includes a number of recommended Land 
Development Code Amendments from the Neighborhood Planning Work Group, along 
with the development of text amendments to facilitate code-compliant changes within 
approved Planned Developments and the development of text amendments to facilitate 
certain types of historic reviews in the OSU Historic District. At the October 7, 2013, City 
Council meeting, the Council authorized Community Development staff to begin work on 
the development of Package #1. 

Additionally, as part of the City Council's review of Land Use Application Fees for 2014 
it was determined that there is a need for better data regarding the amount of time that 
Planning Division staff spend on various types of land use applications. Due to the 
recent change in the structure of the Planning Division to eliminate a specific position 
dedicated to long range planning, and due to the complexity of the prior methodology for 
the establishment of land use application fees, Planning Division staff have recently 
begun logging their time spent on various projects and activities to provide more 
accurate data for the development of a streamlined methodology for determining land 
use application fees. As part of the City Council's review of fees, it was determined that 
it would be most appropriate to calculate land use application fees based on the fiscal
year calendar, from July 1st to June 30th of the following year, so that Planning Division 
costs and revenues could be reported and projected consistent with the City's budget 
schedule. However, this is inconsistent with the current code language in LDC Section 
1.2.1 00.02, which states that the annual adjustment of fees will be effective January 1st 
of each year. To rectify this problem, an LDC Amendment is also proposed to allow 
adoption of the land use fee schedule on a fiscal year basis. 

Initially, it wasn't clear if the proposed amendments to Chapter 2.9 (Historic 
Preservation Provisions) would proceed on a different schedule than the rest of the 
proposed code amendments, and so Package #1 was split into two land use 
applications: LDT13-00002, regarding the changes to Chapter 2.9, and LDT13-00003, 
regarding Neighborhood Planning Work Group recommendations and other changes. 
Since that time, staff have determined that the two applications may be considered 
concurrently, which is why this staff report addresses all proposed code amendments 
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together. However, two motions will be needed, one for each the two sets of code 
amendments. 

Staff prepared a package of LDC amendments, consistent with the recommendations 
noted above, and presented the items to the Planning Commission at a March 19, 2014, 
public hearing. After considering the Staff recommendation and public testimony 
presented at the public hearing and in writing, the Planning Commission deliberated on 
the matter on April 16, 2014, and decided to forward the package of code amendments 
to the City Council, with some changes. The changes proposed by the Planning 
Commission are discussed below, along with Staff analysis of the changes relative to 
the applicable review criteria. Where no changes were proposed by the Planning 
Commission, the City Council should refer to the staff analysis and recommendations in 
Exhibits A and H. 

In compliance with ORS 227.186 ("Measure 56"), notice was mailed to all property 
owners who may find the proposed code amendments would limit or prohibit land uses 
previously allowed in an affected zone. For purposes of this package of text 
amendments, all property owners within the City limits of Corvallis were notified of the 
proposed text amendments. A public notice of the City Council hearing was also 
published in the Gazette Times on June 5, 2014, in accordance with the provisions of 
Land Development Code (LDC) Section 2.0.40. 

II. D ISCUSSI 0 N 

The proposed code amendments affect thirteen chapters of the Land Development 
Code, as outlined in Table 1 below. A consolidated summary of all changes is contained 
in Exhibit A. 

Table 1 - Chapters Affected by Proposed Code Amendments 

ustments 



Article Ill: Development Zones 
3.2 Low Density (RS-5) Zone 
3.3 Low Density (RS-6) Zone 
3.4 Medium Density (RS-9) Zone 
3.5 Medium Density- University (RS-9(U)) Zone 
3.6 Medium-High Density (RS-12) Zone 
3.7 Medium-High Density- University (RS-12(U)) Zone 
Article IV: Development Standards 
4.1 Parking, Loading, and Access Requirements 

The consolidated summary in Exhibit A includes all text amendments proposed by 
Staff, and captures the recommendations of the Neighborhood Planning Workgroup, 
Economic Development Commission, Historic Resources Commission, and Staff, as 
well as changes recommended by the Planning Commission. In the discussion below, 
and in Exhibit A, existing Land Development Code text is shown in 1 O-pt. bold font. 
Where additional text is proposed, new language is illustrated with a double-underline; 
where text is proposed to be deleted, text is illustrated by strikeout. All proposed 
changes to existing LDC text are also indicated by highlight. 

Staff provided an initial analysis of all proposed text amendments in the March 12, 
2014, staff report to the Planning Commission (see Exhibit H). In that analysis, Staff 
found that the proposed amendments are consistent with the applicable LDC criteria in 
Section 1.2.80.01; with the applicable Statewide Planning Goals outlined on pages 6 
through 74 of the staff report; and with the applicable Comprehensive Plan policies 
outlined on pages 6 through 74 of the March 12,2014, staff report. 

The discussion below is limited to those changes recommended by the Planning 
Commission, as part of its deliberations and decision on April16, 2014 (see Exhibit B), 
and includes Staff analysis of applicable LDC criteria, Statewide Planning Goals, and 
Comprehensive Plan policies, relative to the Planning Commission's proposed changes. 

Change Schedule for Land Use Application Fee Reviews 
The Planning Commission did not propose any changes to the staff recommended 
language for this item, which changes the deadline for the City's annual review of 
land use application fees outlined in LDC Section 1.2.1 00.02 from January 1 
(calendar year) to July 1 (fiscal year). Please refer to the Staff analysis on pages 6 
through 8 of Exhibit H. 



Recommendations from the Neighborhood Planning Work Group 
The Planning Commission accepted the Staff recommendation on the following 
Neighborhood Planning Workgroup items: 

Item# Description Exhibit H - Page # 
2-1 Exempt qualifying affordable housing development Page 16 

from 4/5 bedroom parking requirements 
2-2 Change the definition of "family" to include domestic Page 19 

partnership 
2-3 Add definition of "residential home" Page 20 
2-6 Increase setback standards for zero lot line, single Page 24 

attached units 
2-7 Change Density Calculations to disallow "half-street Page 27 

bonus" 
2-8 Increase the public notice area for Major Lot Page 30 

Development Option applications from 300 to 500 feet 
2-9 Change Density rounding provisions, allowing Page 27 

rounding down in cases where the calculation results 
in 0.5 or greater, for the minimum (net) density 
calculation 

The Planning Commission recommends modifying the Staff proposal, concerning 
the following Neighborhood Planning Workgroup item: 

Revise Property Line Adjustment criteria to not allow 
"unusable areas" 

Discussion: 

Written Testimony was received concerning the original Staff-proposed language for 
Item 2-5 (see Exhibit F, page G).The Planning Commission reviewed the Staff 
recommendations concerning Property Line Adjustment criteria (Exhibit C and 
Exhibit H, page 21), written testimony, deliberated, and suggested a new criterion# 
5 be added to LDC Section 2.14.60.b, in order to implement the recommendations of 
the Neighborhood Planning Workgroup: 

LDC Section 2.14.60.b: 

A Property Line Adjustment shall be approved if the following criteria have been met: 

1. The Property Line Adjustment shall not result in creation of an additional unit of 
land; 



2. Any unit of land reduced in size by the Property Line Adjustment shall comply with 
all applicable zoning regulations; 

3. The Property Line Adjustment shall not increase the degree of nonconformity that 
may exist on the subject lots; aru:J 

4. The availability of both public and private utilities and required access shall not be 
adversely affected by a Property Line Adjustment; and 

5. In addition to applicable lot width requirements, anv opposing or parallel side 
property lines shall be separated by a minimum distance of 15 feet. Existing side 
property lines that do not meet this standard are allowed to be maintained or 
adjusted. as long as the Property Line Adjustment does not worsen the non· 
compliant configuration. 

Advantages: 
In its deliberations, the Planning Commission found that the additional criterion # 5 
provides a clear and measurable standard that can be applied to the dimension 
between property lines, as part of the Property Line Adjustment review process. The 
establishment of a 15-ft. minimum dimension between property lines will ensure that 
those areas remain "usable", which supports the recommendation of the 
Neighborhood Planning Workgroup. 

Disadvantages: 
As noted in the original Staff analysis (Exhibit H, page 24), the proposed additional 
review criterion imposes additional restrictions on configuration of property 
boundaries, affected by the Property Line Adjustment process. As previously noted, 
Staff find that the additional restriction is balanced by the benefits provided by the 
new criterion, which is that a Property Line Adjustment will result in spaces within the 
properties that are not so constrained in dimension that they become unusable. 

Conclusion: 
Staff find that the proposed additional Property Line Adjustment criterion improves 
the general welfare of the community, consistent with LDC Section 1.2.80.01, by 
ensuring property boundaries re-configured through the Property Line Adjustment do 
not result in properties that have unusable areas. 

Recommendations from the Economic Development Commission 
The Planning Commission accepted the Staff recommendation on the following 
Economic Development Commission item: 



in approved Planned Developments, under 
certain circumstances 

After considering public testimony and the Staff recommendation, the Planning 
Commission deliberated, and suggested the Economic Development Commission 
item be revised, and that the third Economic Development Commission item should 
not be approved, as indicated below: 

Economic Development Commission Item 2: Proposed Code Amendment 
for Minor Plan Adjustments and Determining Compliance with Planned 
Development Approvals 

During the course of Planning Commission consideration of the proposed 
amendments, testimony was received that highlighted that in the proposed Code 
language that details the thresholds under which code-compliant development may 
be accomplished without a PO process, it was not clearly stated that the proposed 
development must comply with all applicable Code standards. In response, staff 
suggested a change to the proposed Code language to add the phrase "that 
otherwise comply with all applicable Land Development Code standards" under 
2.5.50.20, below: 

2.5.50.20 Minor Plan Adiustments Considered to be in Compliance with an Approved 
Detailed Development Plan- Minor plan adjustments to Planned 
Developments that otherwise comply with all applicable Land Development 
Code standards are permitted and considered to be in compliance with an 
approved Detailed Development Plan, subject to the following criteria, and 
the additional criteria in A. B. and C, below: 

A.. The expansion fatfs below the thresholds identified in Section 
2.5.60.02.a; 

B.. The expansion dog§ not affect anv Conditions of Approval; and, 
C.,. The expansiog {Joes !191 @ffect; pny approved compensating benefits 

ang would not aflgw for@ redyctiog jg enhpgcements provided to 
offset allowed flexibilitv from LDC standards 

1. Residential Minor Plan AdiU§tments Cgn§igered to f?e in Cgmpliance with 
an Approved Detailed Development Plan .. Minor plan adjustments to a 
Residential Planngd Development are permiijed for the following 
Residential Use Tvpes and Residential Building Type: 

!\! Group Resigggtia! 
R), Cooperatives and Fraternity and Sorority Houses 
~ Residential Care Epcility 
g} Multi-dwelling Building Type 



Minor Plan Adjustments to the above Residential Use Types and 
Residential Building Type are considered to be in compliance with an 
approved Detailed Development Plan. provided the adjustments fall below 
the thresholds below: 

a. The expansion adds fJOO[ area of 500 sq. ft. or less; or 
h. The expansion adsfs floor are@ of 3,000 sq. ft. or leS§ and is 

equivalfmt to 20 percent or less of the existing structure's gross 
floor are@: apd, 

c.. The propg§ed expcmsion, in conjunction with al! prior development 
authoriZfi!d under these provisions, constitutes no mot@ tban 10% of 
the total gross area approved under the Planned Development. 

a. The expansion adds floor area of 500 sq. ft. or less; or 
h. The expansion @dds ffqor area gf 5.000 sq. ft. or lfi!sS and is 

equivalent to ?0 percent or Jess of the existing structure's gross 
floor area; and, 

c.. Jhe proposfi!d @?$pansigp. in cqnjunctign with aU prior sfevelqpment 
autbori?@d under &fiese prgvisigns, constitutes no more than 20% of 
the total gross area approved under the Planned Development. 

Economic Development Commission Item 3: Proposed Code Amendment to 
Allow for Code-Compliant Development of Industrial Properties Containing an 
Approved Planned Development That Has Not Been Substantially Developed 
Under the Planned Development 

The Economic Development Commission recommended providing a path to code 
compliant development of large industrial properties without the need for a Planned 
Development land use process. Staff brought forward that recommendation to the 
Planning Commission with additional detail and thresholds for code compliant 
development. Testimony was received indicating concerns regarding development 
of specific industrial properties that currently contain Planned Developments, citing 
issues with future traffic and access, natural features, and Comprehensive Plan and 
area plan direction (see Exhibit F, page 2). In response to Planning 
Commissioners' requests, staff provided analysis of the issues raised, and 
presented some additional thresholds and provisions as options for consideration to 
respond to the concerns raised (see Exhibit D). The Economic Development 
Commission was also briefed on the concerns and staff-provided options, and 



responded with a memo to the Planning Commission stating their recommendation 
to move forward with the original recommendation presented in the staff report. (see 
Exhibit F, page 7) 

In their discussion (see Exhibit B) Planning Commissioners expressed concerns 
with ensuring that Comprehensive Plan policies and the South Corvallis Area Plan 
would be taken into account if development occurred on the subject industrial 
properties without the Planned Development process. They also expressed 
concerns that allowing code-compliant development on industrial properties with 
Planned Development overlays would not necessarily take into account traffic and 
access issues holistically, particularly in South Corvallis, and that there is currently a 
public expectation that development of these properties will be evaluated through a 
public process to address these issues. Ultimately, the Planning Commission 
decided to recommend the City Council not approve the proposed Code Amendment 
3. 

Recommendations from the Historic Resources Commission 
The Planning Commission accepted the following Staff and Historic Resources 
Commission (HRC) recommendations regarding amendments to LDC Chapter 2.9-
Historic Preservation Provisions. While there is overlap among proposed amendments, 
they can be grouped into four categories as shown in the table below: 1) Alterations to 
Non historic and Non historic I Noncontributing Resources; 2) Alterations to Facilitate 
Compliance with ADA, Building Code, or Safety Requirements; 3) Minor Alterations 
Facilitating Contemporary Use; and 4) Simplification or Clarifications of Code. These 
categories and related Sections of the Code that are proposed to be substantively 
amended are outlined in the table below. 

Category of Code Amendment Code Sections* Exhibit H-
Page# 

Alterations to Nonhistoric and Nonhistoric I 2.9.70.e Page 
Noncontributing Resources 2.9.70.t 49-56 

2.9.70.k 
2.9.1 00.03.e 

Alterations to Facilitate Compliance with 2.9.70.1 Page 
ADA, Building Code, or Safety 2.9.1 00.03.c 56-57 
Requirements 2.9.70.q 

Minor Alterations Facilitating Contemporary 2.9.70.h Page 
Use 2.9.70.m 57-70 

2.9.70.s 
2.9.70.v 
2.9.1 00.03.b 
2.9.70.w 



2.9.70.z 
2.9.70.aa 
2.9.1 00.03.k (New provision) 

2.9.1 00.03.1 
Simplification or Clarifications of Code 2.9.70.c Page 

2.9.70.g 70-72 
2.9.70.u 
2.9.70.x 
2.9.1 00.03.h 

*Section numbers are those in current LDC. Section numbers are proposed to change as a result 

of proposed text amendments. 

The following provides background on proposed amendments affecting LDC Chapter 
2.9- Historic Preservation Provisions, and explains amendments that garnered 
discussion by the Planning Commission or were made after Planning Commission 
review. 

On January 14, 2014, the Historic Resources Commission (HRC) made 
recommendations to the Planning Commission regarding Text Amendments to LDC 
Chapter 2.9- Historic Preservation Provisions. The following highlights provisions that 
were either proposed or modified after the initial review by the Historic Resources 
Commission. These provisions are addressed below under the following headings. 

• Ground-level Screening 
• Collocated/attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities in the OSU Zone 

• Window Replacement 

Ground-level Screening 
During the Planning Commission review of proposed Text Amendments Oregon State 
University proposed additional revisions related to ground-level screening. In summary, 
OSU requested to modify the previously proposed exemption language in Section 
2.9.70.z- Required Ground-level Screening to allow screen walls up to 14-ft in height 
without need for a Historic Preservation Permit. The original staff proposed language 
for this section allowed screen walls up to 6-ft in height enclosing an area up to 400 sq. 
ft. OSU also proposed a new Director-level criterion that would allow required ground
level screening enclosures up to 14-ft tall and enclosing an area of up to 600 sq. ft. 
Please refer to the OSU written testimony to the Planning Commission, dated April1, 
2014, regarding OSU's reasons for the proposed revisions (see Exhibit F, page 31). 

The original HRC recommended exemption language (and original staff proposed 
exemption language to the HRC) regarding ground level screening is provided below, 
followed by the OSU revision to the exemption language in Section 2.9.70, and the OSU 



proposed Director-level criterion under Section 2.9.1 00.03, which were proposed to the 
Planning Commission. 

Original HRC Recommended Exemption 
z. Required Ground-level Screening 

1. Required Ground-level Screening Within the OSU Historic District - Code-required ground
level screening, including vegetation, walls, fences, and enclosures, provided the screen: 

a. Complies with development standards of Chapter 3.36- OSU Zone; 

b. Does not exceed 6-ft in height and 20 ft. in length or width, and does not enclose an area 
greater than 400 sq. ft. 

c. Is freestanding, or constructed at ground level and attached to the Designated Historic 
Resource in a manner that is Reversible and does not damage architectural features of the 
structure; 

d. Is composed of vegetation, stone, brick, masonry, wrought iron, solid wood fencing, or a 
combination of these materials. Metal gates/doors may be used to access enclosures. 

1) If attached to a Designated Historic Resource, the screening material shall match 
materials used on the Designated Historic Resource structure, except in the case of 
vegetation. 

2) If freestanding, the screening material(s) shall be reflective of, and complementary to, 
those found on any existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources, 
except in the case of vegetation. 

e. If vegetation is used for screening, it shall be consistent with the screening provisions in 
Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, & Lighting. 

OSU Ex~mption Proposed to the Planning Commission 

The following is an excerpt from OSU written testimony to the Planning Commission, 
dated April1, 2014 (see Exhibit F, page 37). 



2.9.70.aa.l: Required Ground-level Screening within the OSU Historic District- Code-required ground-level 
screening, including vegetation, walls, fences, and enclosures, provided the screen: 

1. Complies with development standards of Chapter 3.36- OSU Zone; 

2. Does not exceed 14-ft in height, does not exceed 20ft. in length or width, and does not enclose an area 
greater than 400 sq. ft. 

3. Is freestanding, or constructed at ground level and attached to the Designated Historic Resource in a 
manner that is Reversible and does not damage architectural features of the structure; 

4. Is composed of either vegetation, stone, brick, masonry, wrought iron, solid wood fencing, or a combination 
of these materials. Metal gates.jdoors may be used to access enclosures. 

a) If attached to a Designated Historic Resource, the screening material shall match materials used 
on the Designated Historic Resource structure, except in the case of vegetation. 

If free standing, the screening material{s) shall be reflective of, and complementary to, those 
found on any existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources/ except in the case 
of vegetation. 

OSU Proposed Director-level Criterion 

The following is an excerpt from OSU written testimony to the Planning Commission, 
dated April1, 2014 (see Exhibit F, page 36). 

2.9.100.03.1 Required Ground-level Screening within the OSU Historic District- Code-required ground-level 

screening, including vegetation, walls, fences, and enclosures, provided the screen: 

1. Complies with development standards of Chapter 3.36- OSU Zone; 

2. Does not exceed 14-ft in height, and does not enclose an area greater than 600 sq. ft. 

3. Is not located between the street and the front fa~ade of the building; 

4. Is freestanding, or constructed at ground level and attached to the Designated Historic Resource in a 

manner that is Reversible and does not damage architectural features of the structure; 

a) If attached to a Designated Historic Resource, the screening material shall match materials used 
on the Designated Historic Resource structure, except in the case of vegetation. 

b) If free standing, the screening material(s) shall be reflective of, and complementary to, those 
found on any existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resomces, except in the case 
of vegetation. 

5. If vegetation is used for sueening, it shall be consistent \\lith the screening provisions in Chapter 4.2-

Landscaping, Buffering, Screening/ & Lighting. 

Per the request of the Planning Commission, on April 81
h, the HRC reviewed the written 

testimony to the Planning Commission submitted by OSU on April1, 2014. As 
explained in the Apri110, 2014, memorandum to the Planning Commission (Exhibit E), 
the HRC reached consensus that they would be comfortable with LDC language that 
would allow ground-level screen walls up to 1O-ft in height as an exemption, but the 
HRC did not support the new proposed Director-level criterion (provided above). 



In general, the HRC believes that 14-ft tall walls proposed by OSU are tall enough that 
they could negatively impact the historic character of a building or the District if not 
placed appropriately, such screening walls are not precluded by the current Code, but 
do require HRC review. The exemption language does not specifically direct where 
screening enclosures can be placed. 

The OSU proposed Director-level language would limit the location of such structures to 
areas not between a street and a building's front fagade. The HRC noted the term "front 
fagade" is not defined in the LDC, and within the OSU District, there are buildings that 
have "double-fronts", or that face public areas that are not streets, such as quads and 
plazas. For this reason, the HRC believes that discretionary review is important to 
ensure historic compatibility of enclosures with walls greater than 1O-ft and/or that 
enclose an area greater than 400 sq. ft. 

One Commissioner pointed out that, depending on the building, a 14-ft tall wall would be 
as a high as the second story of the building, another Commissioner expressed concern 
that even if a wall did not touch a building, it might obscure important architectural 
features in a way that would detract from the building's historic significance. The HRC 
also agreed that there was a good deal of discussion regarding the size of equipment 
enclosures during their previous review of proposed Text Amendments, which resulted 
in the HRC recommended exemption language. Without further analysis the HRC was 
uncomfortable making a different recommendation, except with respect to agreeing that 
they would be comfortable if the Planning Commission recommended allowing 
enclosure wall heights up to 1O-ft tall as an exemption. Required ground-level screening 
enclosures that do not qualify as an exempt activity could still be constructed, but would 
require an HRC-Ievel Historic Preservation Permit. 

The Planning Commission agreed with the HRC recommendation regarding OSU's 
proposed revisions concerning ground-level screening. Based on the recommendations 
of the HRC and the Planning Commission, the exemption provision in Section 2.9.70 
regarding ground-level screening is proposed to be modified as shown below. 

aa.-z... Required Ground-level Screening 

1. Reguired Ground-level Screening Within the OSU Historic District - Code-required ground
level screening, including vegetation, walls, fences, and enclosures, provided the screen: 

a. Complies with development standards of Chapter 3.36 - OSU Zone; 

b. Does not exceed 1O-ft in height and 20 ft. in length or width, and does not enclose an 
area greater than 400 sq. ft. 



c. Is freestanding, or constructed at ground level and attached to the Designated Historic 
Resource in a manner that is Reversible and does not damage architectural features of 
the structure; 

d. Is composed of vegetation, stone, brick, masonry, wrought iron, solid wood fencing, or 
a combination of these materials. Metal gates/doors may be used to access 
enclosures. 

1) If attached to a Designated Historic Resource, the screening material shall match 
materials used on the Designated Historic Resource structure, except in the case 
of vegetation. 

2) If freestanding, the screening material(s) shall be reflective of, and complementary 
to, thos.e found on any existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic 
Resources, except in the case of vegetation. 

e. If vegetation is used for screening, it shall be consistent with the screening provisions 
in Chapter 4.2 -Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, & Lighting. 

2. Required Ground-level Screening Not within the OSU Historic District - Code-required 
ground-level screening, including vegetation, walls, fences, and enclosures, provided the 
screen: 
4.-~ Complies with development standards of the underlying zone; 

2.-R} Is freestanding, or constructed at ground level and attached to the Designated 
Historic Resource in a manner that is Reversible and does not damage 
architectural features of the structure; 

3..J;} Is composed of eltllef vegetation, masonry walls, solid wood fencing, or a 
combination of these materials and, except in the case of vegetation, the material 
matches materials used on the Designated Historic Resource structure. Metal 
gates/doors may be used to access enclosures. If vegetation is used for screening, 
it shall be consistent with the screening provisions of Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, 
Buffering, Screening, & Lighting; and, 

4.-g} Does not exceed 6ft. in height, does not exceed 10ft. in length or width, and does 
not enclose an area greater than 100 sq. ft. 

CoUocatedjattached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities in the OSU 
During HRC review of proposed Text Amendments, OSU proposed language that would 
allow installation of Wireless Telecommunication Facilities (WTF) as an exempt activity 
in the OSU Historic District. Staff and the HRC did not support the OSU proposed 
exemption language. Reasons given by the HRC for not supporting the inclusion of 
antennas as an exemption included concerns about the size of antennas relative to the 
buildings on which they would be placed, and visual impacts antennas might create 
within the OSU Historic District. Staff raised concerns that Accessory uses permitted 
outright in Section 3.36.20.01.b, which were referenced in the OSU proposed 
exemption, could include other antennas than those specifically contemplated by OSU. 



During Planning Commission review of proposed text amendments, and in light of 
concerns raised by the HRC and staff, OSU proposed to permit the installation of 
collocated I attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities with Director-level HPP 
approval. The OSU proposed Director-level review criteria is shown below. 

k. Collocated/attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities located in the 
OSU Zone- Collocated/attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities that are 
Permitted Outright within the OSU Zone per section 3.36.20.01.b- Accessory Uses 
Permitted Outright for University-owned Properties, are allowed if they meet the following 
criteria: 

1. The facility is installed on a building at least 30ft in height. 

2. If attached to a Designated Historic Resource, the facility shall be attached in a manner 
that does not damage any significant architectural features of the structure, and the 
installation shall be Reversible. 

3. The facility is consistent with the Additional Provisions for Wireless Telecommunication 
Facilities outlined in Section 4.9.60- Wireless Telecommunication Facilities. 

Staff supported the OSU proposed provision as modified below. 

k. Collocated/attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities located in the OSU 
Zone • Collocated/attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities that are Permitted 
Outright within the OSU Zone per section 3.36.320.01.b.7 and 8- Accessory Uses 
Permitted Outright for University-owned Properties, are allowed if they meet the following 
criteria: 

1. The facilitv is installed on a build ina at least 30ft in height. 

2. If attached to a Designated Historic Resource, the facility shall be attached in a 
man net that does not damage any significant architectural features of the 
structure. and the installation shall be Reversible. 

3. The facility is consistent with the Additional Provisions for Wireless 
Telecommunication Facilities outlined in Section 4.9.60- Wireless 
Telecommunication Facilities. 

The changes above occur within the first sentence of the provision. Section 3.36.20.01 
would be changed to Section 3.36.30.01 to reference the recent changes to LDC 
Chapter 3.36- OSU Zone related to street standards. This Section number has also 
been changed to specifically reference subsections b.7 and b.8 which state: 

7. Collocated/attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities on multifamily 
residential structures, three or more stories, and that do not increase the height of 
the existing structures by more than 25 ft. for whip antennas, including mounting, 



or by 10 ft. for all other antennas, subject to the standards in Chapter 4.9 -
Additional Provisions 

8. Collocated/attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities on nonresidential 
structures that do not increase the height of the existing structures by more than 
25 ft. for whip antennas, including mounting, or by 10 ft. for all other antennas, 
subject to the standards in Chapter 4.9 -Additional Provisions. 

By including reference to Sections 3.36.30.01.b. 7 and 8, it is clear that it is only the 
antennas and facilities identified in this LDC section, that are permitted with HPP 
Director-level approval. Additionally, such antennas and facilities must be screened in 
accordance with Section 3.36.60.02- Roof Mounted Equipment, which states: 

Section 3.36.60.02- Roof-Mounted Equipment 

a. No roof-mounted mechanical equipment shall be visible from the entrance of 
buildings that abut the development site. 

b. Satellite dishes, antennas, Colocated/attached Wireless Telecommunications 
Facilities, and other telecommunications equipment shall not be visible from 
nearby streets or buildings and must be screened behind a parapet wall or 
architectural feature. 

Because the wireless communication facilities and antennas eligible for Director-level 
HPP review would be required by the OSU Zone to comply with the provisions of 
Section 3.36.60.02, visual impacts within the District would be minimized. However, it 
would be possible that an antenna, for example, would not be visible from streets or 
buildings, but other surrounding areas, potentially creating a negative impact on the 
character of the Historic District. However, the OSU proposed amendment, as modified 
by Staff, would establish parameters for administratively permitting specific types of 
antennas on buildings at least 30-ft tall, and where the antennas and associated 
equipment would not be visible from nearby buildings and streets because they would 
be screened by existing parapet walls or architectural features. Compared to permitting 
installation of these facilities as an exempt activity, City Staff will have the opportunity to 
evaluate the placement of antennas with consideration to historic compatibility (per the 
Director-level criterion). This allows installation of such antennas with a minimal amount 
of process, facilitating the changing technology demands of OSU, while minimizing 
potential negative impacts to buildings within the OSU Historic District, and the District 
as a whole. 

The Planning Commission supported inclusion of the new Director-level criteria 
regarding WTFs as modified by staff. This new provision is shown in Exhibit A as 
Section 2.9.1 00.03.k 



Director-level Window Replacement 
After Planning Commission review of proposed Text Amendments, Staff noted one 
amendment originally proposed by Staff and accepted by the HRC and Planning 
Commission that should be further revised. This amendment relates to Director-level 
HPPs regarding window replacements. Currently, it is possible to replace single-pane 
windows with double-pane windows with a Director-level HPP. Staff proposed to delete 
reference to double-pane energy efficient glazing to simplify text because in most 
cases, new windows will contain double-pane energy efficient glazing. However, 
deleting this text could create uncertainty about whether double-pane glazing is 
permitted with Director-level approval. Retaining the current language confirms that 
double-pane glazing is permitted as part of a Director-level HPP. 

The following is an excerpt of Section 2.9.1 00.03.e as recommended by the HRC and 
Planning Commission, followed by an excerpt with Staff proposed text. The only change 
from what the Planning Commission recommended is that the phrase "containing 
double-pane glazing and meeting current Building Code energy efficiency standards", 
which is in the current LDC, is retained rather than deleted. The complete provision is 
provided in Exhibit A. 

Plannhli Commission Recommended Text 

e. Replacement of Windows 

1. Replacement of Windows or Doors on Historic, Historic/Contributing, and 
Historic/Noncontributing Resources Structures -Windows and doors may 
be replaced with new windows and doors if the following standards and 
criteria are satisfied. containing double pane glazing and meeting current 
Building Code energy efficiency standards. The following provisions also 

~ 

R.rn,~ion Propgsed by Staffto City Council 
e. Replacement of Windows 

1. Replacement of Windows or Doors on Historic, Historic/Contributing, and 
Historic/Noncontributing Resources Structures -Windows and doors may 
be replaced with new windows and doors containing double-pane glazing 
and meeting current Building Code energy efficiency standards if the 
following standards and criteria are satisfied. The follo>.ving provisions also 

~ 

Conclusion on Amendments to Chapter 2.9- Historic Preservation Provisions 
Except as explained above, the Planning Commission's recommendations regarding 
text amendments to Chapter 2.9- Historic Preservation Provisions, are the same as the 
Historic Resources Commission. Staff concur with the Planning Commission's 



recommendation regarding amendments to LDC Chapter 2.9- Historic Preservation 
Provisions, including the amendment to Section 2.9.70.z- Required Ground-level 
Screening. Staff also recommend that the text in LDC Section 2.9.100.03.e
Replacement Windows be revised as shown above and in Exhibit A. 

III. RECOMMENDATION/ REQUESTED ACTION 

The City Council is requested to review Planning Commission and Staff 
recommendations regarding the proposed Text Amendments and to decide whether to: 

1. Approve the Text Amendments as proposed; 

2. Approve the Text Amendments, as revised by the City Council; or 

3. Deny the proposed Text Amendments. 

The process and decision criteria for Land Development Code Amendments are 
explained in Section 1.2.80 of the Land Development Code: 

Section 1.2.80 -TEXT AMENDMENTS 
1.2.80.01 - Background 

This Code may be amended whenever the public necessity, convenience, and general 
welfare require such amendment and where it conforms with the Corvallis Comprehensive 
Plan and any other applicable policies. 

1.2.80.02 - Initiation 

An amendment may be initiated through one of the following methods: 

a. Majority vote of the City Council; or 

b. Majority vote of the Planning Commission. 

1.2.80.03 - Review of Text Amendments 

The Planning Commission and City Council shall review proposed amendments in 
accordance with the legislative provisions of Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings. 



The March 2014 Staff Report to the Planning Commission (see Exhibit H) includes a 
full analysis of the consistency of the proposed LDC amendments with the 
Comprehensive Plan, other applicable City policies, and Statewide Planning Goals. 
Additionally, Staff have provided additional analysis, where necessary, that outlines 
findings on changes to the original Staff proposal that are recommended by the 
Planning Commission. Staff have reviewed the proposed revisions to the proposed LDC 
amendments in this City Council Staff Report and find that the amendments, as revised, 
continue to be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, other applicable City polici~s, 
and Statewide Planning Goals. 

Community Development Staff have prepared two motions to allow the City Council to 
take action on the two sets of code amendments. Those two sets include: 

1. Change schedule for annual land use application fee review, amendments 
proposed by the Neighborhood Planning Workgroup, and amendments proposed 
by the Economic Development Commission, as amended by the Planning 
Commission; and 

2. Recommendations from the Historic Resources Commission, as amended by the 
Planning Commission and City staff. 

Once the City Council has provided preliminary direction, Staff will prepare formal 
findings and draft ordinance(s), necessary to adopt the code amendments associated 
with each motion. 

Based on the discussion in the March 2014 Staff Report to the Planning Commission; 
the Planning Commission's consideration of public comment, deliberation, and 
recommendation to the City Council on March 19, 2014, and April 16, 2014; on the City 
Council's consideration of the June 9, 2014, Memorandum from the Community 
Development Director to the Mayor and City Council; and the City Council's 
consideration of public comment, deliberation, and decision on June 16, 2014, it is 
recommended that the City Council approve the proposed Land Development Code 
Amendments in two separate motions, as follows: 

MOTION 1: Change Schedule for Land Use Application Fee Reviews, adopt 
amendments proposed by the Neighborhood Planning Workgroup, and adopt 
amendments proposed by the Economic Development Commission (LDT13-
00003) 



I move to approve the Staff-recommended changes to the Land Development Code 
,associated with the timeline for annual review of land use application fees, as presented 
in the March 12, 2014, Planning Commission .Staff Report; with the recommendations of 
the Neighborhood Planning Workgroup, as presented in the March 12, 2014, Planning 
Commission Staff Report, and as modified by the Planning Commission and described 
in the June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report; and with the recommendations of the 
Economic Development Commission, as presented in the March 12, 2014, Planning 
Commission Staff Report, and as modified by the Planning Commission and described 
in the June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report; subject to the approval of formal findings 
and an ordinance. 

MOTION 2: Recommendations from the Historic Resources Commission 
(LDT13-00003) 

I move to approve the Land Development Code Text Amendments associated with the 
recommendations of the Historic Resources Commission, as presented in the March 12, 
2014, Planning Commission Staff Report, as modified by the Planning Commission and 
City Staff, and as described in the June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report, subject to 
the approval of formal findings and an ordinance. 

Review and Concur: 

James A. Patterson, City Manage 



IV. EXHIBITS: 

A. Summary of Proposed Text Amendments (includes Staff recommendation 
presented to Planning Commission, and revisions proposed by the Planning 
Commission) 

B. DRAFT Minutes of the April16, 2014, Planning Commission Meeting 
C. April 10, 2014, Staff Memorandum to Planning Commission Regarding 

Amendment to Proposed Property Line Adjustment Criteria 
D. April 10, 2014, Staff Memorandum to Planning Commission Regarding Staff 

Responses to Planning Commission Questions 
E. April 8, 2014, Staff Memorandum to Historic Resources Commission 
F. April 2, 2014, Staff Memorandum to Planning Commission Containing Additional 

Written Testimony 
G. DRAFT Minutes of the March 19, 2014, Planning Commission Meeting 
H. March 12, 2014, Staff Report to the Planning Commission for the Package# 1, 

2014 Land Development Code Amendments (LDT13-00002 I LDT13-00003) 



Proposed Text Amendments 
Includes Staff recommendation  

presented to the Planning Commission, and revisions proposed  

by the Planning Commission 

 

 

Table 1 - Chapters Affected by Proposed Code Amendments 

Chapter # Title 
Article I: General Provisions 
1.2 Legal Framework 
1.6 Definitions 
Article II: Administrative Procedures 
2.0 Public Hearings 
2.5 Planned Development 
2.9 Historic Preservation Provisions 
2.14 Partitions, Minor Replats, and Property Line Adjustments 
Article III: Development Zones 
3.2 Low Density (RS-5) Zone 
3.3 Low Density (RS-6) Zone 
3.4 Medium Density (RS-9) Zone 
3.5 Medium Density – University (RS-9(U)) Zone 
3.6 Medium-High Density (RS-12) Zone 
3.7 Medium-High Density – University (RS-12(U)) Zone 
Article IV: Development Standards 
4.1 Parking, Loading, and Access Requirements 
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Article I – General Provisions 

Chapter 1.2: Legal Framework 
 

1.2.100.02 – Annual Review 
 
Development review fees shall be reviewed annually and revised to reflect the change in 
costs to the City, including, but not limited to, the for wages and benefits of appropriate 
represented employees in the current fiscal year.  The annual adjustment of fees shall be 
effective January July 1 of each year. 

 

 

Chapter 1.6: Definitions 
 
Section 1.6.30: 
 
Affordable Housing - Housing for which ownership costs (mortgage loan principal, interest 
property taxes, and insurance), or rental costs (unit rent and utilities) require no more than 
30 percent of the gross monthly income of a household that has income at or below 80 
percent of the Corvallis area median.  The Corvallis area median is calculated annually by 
the U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and applied based on 
household size.  These numbers are updated annually by HUD and are on file in the City’s 
Housing Division.  See also; Qualified Affordable Housing Development.  
 
 
 
Density Calculation - Density is calculated as either gross density or net density. The 
minimum density for a site is net density and the maximum density is gross density. 
 

a.  Density, Gross - Number of dwelling units per gross area, in acres. See definition 
for Area, Gross. Additionally, in calculating gross density for a Minor Land 
Partition site, applicants may include in their calculation 50 percent of the area of 
any street rights-of-way that front the subject site, for the distance the streets front 
the subject site. 

 
b.  Density, Net - Number of dwelling units per net area, in acres. See definition for 

Area, Net. 
 
c.  Fractions – When the sum of the dwelling units is a fraction of a dwelling unit, the 

following adjustments to the Density Calculation apply:  
 

1. Development occurring on properties within the established City Limits on 
or before January 1, 1950: When the fraction is equal to or greater than 0.5, 
an additional dwelling unit is allowed, but not required. If the fraction is 
less than 0.5, an additional dwelling unit shall not be allowed. 

 
2. In All Other Areas: When the sum of the dwelling units is a fraction of a 

dwelling unit, and the fraction is equal to or greater than 0.5, an additional 
dwelling unit shall be required (minimum density) or allowed (maximum 
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density). If the fraction is less than 0.5, an additional dwelling unit shall not 
be required (minimum density) or allowed (maximum density). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Family - Individual or two or more persons related by blood, adoption, or marriage, or 
domestic partnership, or a group of not more than five adults unrelated by blood or 
marriage, living together in a dwelling unit. As used in this Code, Family also refers to not 
more than five unrelated physically or mentally handicapped, elderly, or drug- or alcohol-
dependent persons receiving treatment, persons receiving residential care, residential 
training or residential treatment, as those terms are defined in ORS 443.400. Staff persons 
required to meet licensing requirements shall not be counted in the number of facility 
residents, and need not be related to each other or to any resident of the residential 
facility. The relevant Oregon Revised Statutes that pertain to this definition include ORS 
197.660(2) and ORS 197.665, as amended. 
 
Qualified Affordable Housing Development - Housing development that is designed to 
serve residents through ownership or rental costs that comprise no more than 30 percent 
of the gross monthly income of a household that has income at or below 60% of the 
Corvallis area median.  Qualified Affordable Housing Development shall demonstrate 
commitment to providing affordable housing through deed restrictions, restrictive 
covenants, or other acceptable form of assurance, for a period of not less than 20 years. 
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Article II – Administrative Procedures 

Chapter 2.0: Public Hearings 
 

2.0.50.04 - Public Notice 
c.  Notice List - 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 property of the subject 

application if different from the applicant. For the purposes of this mailing, the 
property owner shall be determined using the most recent Benton County 
Assessor’s database supplied to the City; 

 
2. Any person who resides on or owns property within 500 ft., including street right-

of-way, of a parcel of land proposed for: 
 

a)  Major Lot Development Option. 
 

3 2.  Any person who resides on or owns property within 300 ft., including street right-
of-way, of a parcel of land proposed for: 
a)  Zone Changes or Comprehensive Plan Amendments - excluding 

establishing or removing Historic Preservation Overlay Zones and 
Research Technology Center time extensions; 

b)  Subdivisions and Major Replats (Non-Residential); 
c)  Conditional Development - including Willamette River Greenway Permits; 
d)  Annexation proposals; 
e)  Planned Developments, including: 

1) Conceptual and/or Detailed Development Plans; 
2) Major Planned Development Modifications; and 
3) Planned Development Nullifications per Section 2.5.80.b: 

f)  Refinement Plans and Refinement Plan Nullifications; 
g)  HRC-level Historic Preservation Permits related to Demolitions; 
h)  Major Neighborhood Center Master Site Plans, including: 

1) Master Site Plans; and 
2) Major Master Site Plan Modifications; and 

i)  Major Lot Development Options; and 
i j)  Floodplain Development Permit Variances. 

 

4 3.  Any person who resides on or owns property within 100 ft., including street right-
of-way, of a parcel of land proposed for: 
a)  Appeals of a General Development decision of the Director; 
b)  Establishing or removing a Historic Preservation Overlay zoning 

designation, in accordance with Chapter 2.2 – Zone Changes, including 
appeals of Administrative Zone Changes; 

c)  HRC-level Historic Preservation Permits, except those covered by “2.g,” 
above; 

d)  Minor Planned Development Modifications; 
e)  Expedited Land Divisions; 
f)  Major Neighborhood Center Minor Site Plan Modifications; 
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g)  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; 

h)  Sign Variance; 
i)  Minor Lot Development Options; 
j)  Subdivisions and Major Replats (Residential); and 
k)  Conditional Development Permit Modifications 

 

 

 

Chapter 2.5: Planned Development 
Section 2.5.50.10 -  Review Criteria for Determining Compliance with a Detailed 

Development Plan 
 
A Building Permit or other site development permit request shall be reviewed to determine 
whether the request is in compliance with the approved Detailed Development Plan.  It 
shall be deemed to be in compliance if it is consistent with the review criteria in Section 
2.5.40.04, does not involve any new modifications to this Code's development standards, 
and does not involve changes to any specific requirements established at the time of 
Detailed Development Plan approval. Specific requirements include Conditions of 
Approval, this Code's requirements, and all aspects of the applicant's proposal that were 
approved as part of the Detailed Development Plan.  Minor revisions shall be allowed if all 
of the following are met: 
 

1. Falls below the thresholds identified in Section 2.5.60.02.a; 
 
2. Does not affect any conditions of approval; 
 
3. Does not affect any approved compensating benefits; 
 
4. Adds, or reduces, less than 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area to the approved 
development plan, but does not result in the cumulative transfer of approved 
building square footage between approved buildings beyond 1,000 square feet;  
 
5. Complies with all applicable Land Development Code provisions; and 
  
6. Revisions to approved site design elements, such as landscaping, green 
areas, sidewalks and pedestrian routes, do not result in a change greater than 10% 
to those elements approved in the Detailed Development Plan. 
 
7.6. When evaluated in relation to all prior approved minor revisions to the 
approved Planned Development, does not result in changes that would 
cumulatively exceed the thresholds listed above. 

 

Section 2.5.50.20 -  Minor Plan Adjustments Considered to be in Compliance with an 
Approved Detailed Development Plan – Minor plan adjustments to 
Planned Developments that otherwise comply with all applicable 
Land Development Code standards are permitted and considered to 
be in compliance with an approved Detailed Development Plan, 
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subject to the following criteria, and the additional criteria in A, B, 
and C, below: 

A. The expansion falls below the thresholds identified in Section 
2.5.60.02.a; 

B. The expansion does not affect any Conditions of Approval; and, 
C. The expansion does not affect any approved compensating benefits 

and would not allow for a reduction in enhancements provided to 
offset allowed flexibility from LDC standards  

  

1. Residential Minor Plan Adjustments Considered to be in Compliance with 
an Approved Detailed Development Plan - Minor plan adjustments to a 
Residential Planned Development are permitted for the following 
Residential Use Types and Residential Building Type: 
 
a) Group Residential 
b) Cooperatives and Fraternity and Sorority Houses 
c) Residential Care Facility 
d) Multi-dwelling Building Type 

 

Minor Plan Adjustments to the above Residential Use Types and 
Residential Building Type are considered to be in compliance with an 
approved Detailed Development Plan, provided the adjustments fall below 
the thresholds below: 

  

a. The expansion adds floor area of 500 sq. ft. or less; or 
b. The expansion adds floor area of 3,000 sq. ft. or less and is 

equivalent to 20 percent or less of the existing structure’s gross 
floor area; and, 

c. The proposed expansion, in conjunction with all prior development 
authorized under these provisions, constitutes no more than 10% of 
the total gross area approved under the Planned Development. 

 

2. Commercial, Civic, and Industrial Minor Plan Adjustments Considered to be 
in Compliance with an Approved Detailed Development Plan - Minor plan 
adjustments to a Commercial, Civic, or Industrial Planned Development are 
considered to be in compliance with an approved Detailed Development 
Plan, provided the adjustments fall below the thresholds below: 

 

a. The expansion adds floor area of 500 sq. ft. or less; or 
b. The expansion adds floor area of 5,000 sq. ft. or less and is 

equivalent to 20 percent or less of the existing structure’s gross 
floor area; and, 

c. The proposed expansion, in conjunction with all prior development 
authorized under these provisions, constitutes no more than 20% of 
the total gross area approved under the Planned Development. 
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Chapter 2.9: Historic Preservation Provisions 

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, and other 
provisions of this Code, such as landscaping requirements in Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, 
Buffering, Screening, and Lighting.   

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 
design or style, dimensions, or material of the resource. A complete definition for In-kind 
Repair or Replacement is contained in 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 - Pertains 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. Pruning of trees - 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; and 

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.  This E exemption does not apply to artwork attached to 
buildings, murals, or murals that are 50-years old or older, or painting over existing 
architectural features, such as signs, or previously unpainted metalwork, brickwork, 
stonework, and masonry. New signs are not exempt from the need for a Historic 
Preservation Permit under this criterion. 

d. Signs and Tablets - Installation of the following: 

1. Signs and tablets that are exempt from City Sign Code regulations per Section 
4.7.70; 
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2. Freestanding signs in the OSU Zone that are 32 sq. ft. or less and otherwise 
exempt from the need for a Sign Permit per Section 4.7.90.05.a and b; 

3. Attached signs on Noncontributing buildings in the OSU Historic District, that are 
32 sq. ft. or less and otherwise exempt from City Sign Code regulations per 
Section 4.7.90.05.a and b; and 

4. Attached signs on Nonhistoric or Nonhistoric/Noncontributing buildings outside of 
the OSU Historic District that are: 

a) 32. sq. ft. or less; or  

b) If greater than 32 sq. ft., attached signs that:  

1. Replace existing signs:  

2. Are not variable message; 

3. Have the same approach to illumination as the sign to be replaced 
(none, internal, or external); 

4. Fit completely within the footprint of the original sign; and  

5. Are equal to or smaller than area of the sign to be replaced. 

e. Certain Alteration or New Construction to Nonhistoric/Noncontributing Resources in a 
National Register of Historic Places Historic District - 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 public rights-of-way or 
private street rights-of-way, except for alleys, from which it may be visible, and the 
Alteration or New Construction is 200 sq. ft. or less (floor area), and does not exceed 14 ft. 
in height as measured from grade. 

Alterations to Nonhistoric and Nonhistoric/Noncontributing Structures – Exterior 
Alterations, including additions, to Nonhistoric / Noncontributing structures in a National 
Register Historic District, and to Nonhistoric structures on a Designated Historic Resource 
property outside of a National Register Historic District, if the applicable standards below 
are met. This exemption does not include freestanding structures which are addressed in 
Section 2.9.70.h, nor equipment enclosures, which are addressed in Section 2.9.70.z.   

1. Windows and Doors on All Nonhistoric and Nonhistoric / Noncontributing Structures 
 
a. Windows and Doors visible from public or private street rights of way may be 

replaced with new windows and doors in the same location and of the same 
size and style. 
 

b.  Windows and doors on facades not visible from public or private street rights-
of-way, excluding alleys from which they may be visible, may be replaced with 
windows and doors of different sizes and styles than existing windows and 
doors. 
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c. New window and door openings may be created on facades not visible from 
public or private street rights-of-way.  
 

2. Structures and Properties Not in the OSU National Register Historic District 
 

a. The Alteration does not exceed the height of the structure being altered, except 
for chimneys, which may exceed the structure’s height to the extent necessary 
to comply with the Building Code.   
 

b. The Alteration shall not exceed a footprint of 200 sq. ft.  Cumulative 
expansions that exceed this standard shall not be permitted without Historic 
Preservation Permit approval. 
 

3. Structures within the OSU National Register Historic District 
 

a. The Alteration does not exceed the height of the structure being altered, except 
for projections permitted under Section 4.9.50.01 – General Exceptions to the 
Building Height Limitations.  
 

b. An Alteration to the structure shall not exceed a footprint of 400 sq. ft.  
Cumulative expansions that exceed this standard shall not be permitted 
without Historic Preservation Permit approval.   
 

4. Not Visible from Public or Private Streets - Unless exempt under the above criteria or 
per other provisions in Section 2.9.70, alterations shall not be visible from public or 
private street rights-of-ways, except for alleys. 

 

f. Installation of Removable Screen and Storm Doors and Windows - A screen door is a 
secondary door attached over a structure's primary door to allow additional air flow when 
the door is open, while simultaneously providing some basic door functions. A storm door 
or window is a secondary door or window attached over a structure's primary door or 
window to protect the primary door or window against weather impacts.  Installation of 
screen and storm doors and windows are exempt, provided they do not function as 
replacements for primary doors and windows, are installed in a manner that is Reversible, 
and do not damage or permanently alter external historic features of the Designated 
Historic Resource. Unpainted metal is not exempt. 

g. Installation of a Removable Heating or Cooling Device – Installation or removal 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 - Installation of the following accessory items are exempt from 
the need for a Historic Preservation Permit: 

1. Benches; 

2. City-standard bus shelters; 

3. Blue light security kiosks; 

P
ac

ka
ge

 #
1 

LD
C

 T
ex

t A
m

en
dm

en
ts

 (L
D

T1
3-

00
00

2 
/ L

D
T1

3-
00

00
3)

 
Ju

ne
 9

, 2
01

4,
 C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
S

ta
ff 

R
ep

or
t 

E
X

H
IB

IT
 A

 (9
 o

f 2
8)



4. Replacement of uncovered bicycle racks with new uncovered bicycle racks on the 
same or other hard mounting/parking surface. 

5. Trash / Recycling receptacles with footprints less than 15 sq. ft. and meeting other 
Code standards; and 

6. Accessory development not listed above is exempt from the need for a Historic 
Preservation Permit if it meets the criteria in Chapter 4.3 - Accessory Development 
Regulations, is not visible from 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 (floor area), 
and does not exceed 14 ft. in height as measured from grade. 

 Accessory Structures –  

1. Accessory Structures Within the OSU Historic District - Installation of Accessory 
Structures within the OSU Historic District are exempt from the need for a Historic 
Preservation Permit if all of the following standards are met: 
 
a) The structure complies with applicable standards in Chapter 4.3 – Accessory 

Development; and 
 

b) The structure is free-standing, less than 200 sq. ft. (floor area), and less than 14-ft 
tall, unless a bicycle parking facility or transit shelter which may be up to 400 sq. 
ft.; and 
 

c) The structure is not located within a Contributing open space area, except as 
permitted by 1 and 2, below: 
 
1) The structure’s footprint, not including footings or foundations, does not 

exceed 25 sq. ft.; 
 

2) Site furnishing and amenities such as, but not limited to, benches, bicycle 
parking racks, light poles, bike repair kiosks, security kiosks, trash / recycling 
receptacles.  This exemption (2.9.70.h.1.c.2) does not include dumpsters, 
ground level mechanical equipment, transformers, similar structures, or 
associated screening, which are exempt under Sections 2.9.70.y and 2.9.70.z. 
 

2. Accessory Structures Not Within the OSU Historic District – Installation of the 
following Accessory Structures is exempt from the need for a Historic Preservation 
Permit if all of the following standards are met: 
 

a) The structure complies with applicable standards in Chapter 4.3 – Accessory 
Development; and 
 

b) The structure is free-standing, less than 200 sq. ft. (floor area) and less than 14-
ft tall; and  
 

c) Is not visible from public or private street rights-of-way, except lawn furniture 
and ornamental landscape accessories with footprints of 25 sq. ft. or less.  

 

i. Moving or Demolishing Structures - Moving or demolition of structures, provided:  
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1. The structure is in a National Register Historic District, and is classified as 
Nonhistoric/Noncontributing, or Nonhistoric per the definition in Chapter 1.6 - 
Definitions; or 

2. The structure is on an Individually Designated Historic Resource outside of a 
National Register District; and  

a. Is Nonhistoric per the definition in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions; and 

b. Is a freestanding Accessory structure, less than 200 sq. ft. and less than 14 
ft. in height; and 

3. In all cases, moving or demolishing the structure, shall not damage, obscure, or 
negatively impact a Designated Historic Resource. 

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

k. Access Ramps, Sidewalk Wheelchair Ramps, and Fire/Life Safety Devices - Installation of 
access ramps, sidewalk wheelchair ramps, and fire/life safety devices, such as wall or post 
mounted door opening sensors and Knox boxes, that are compliant with the Americans 
with Disabilities Act (ADA), provided the installation is Reversible, none of the external 
historic features of the resource are damaged or permanently altered, and the following 
criteria, as applicable, are satisfied:  

1. Access Ramps on Individually Listed, and Historic and Historic Contributing 
Resources Not within the OSU Historic District - No more than 30 in. above or 
below grade, not including hand or guard rails. Hand and guard rails shall not 
exceed an opacity of 25%.  

 a. Hand and guard rails shall not exceed an opacity of 25%; and 

b. Ramps shall be installed below grade or to 30-inches above grade, not 
including hand or guard rails. 

2. Access Ramps on Nonhistoric/ Noncontributing Resources Not within the OSU 
Historic District -  No more than 48 in. above or below grade, not including hand or 
guard rails. Hand and guard rails shall not exceed an opacity of 25%. 

 

a. Hand and guard rails shall not exceed an opacity of 25%. 

b. Ramps shall be installed below grade or to 48-inches above grade, not 
including hand and guard rails.  

3. Access Ramps on Buildings within the OSU Historic District –  

 a. Hand and guard rails shall not exceed an opacity of 25%; and 

b. Ramps shall be installed below grade or to the first-level of the building. 
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3. 4. Sidewalk Wheelchair Ramps - In public or private street rights-of-way, provided 
they are installed or reconstructed to City of Corvallis Engineering Division 
Standard Specifications and are either installed at the same width as the existing 
sidewalk or widened only to the minimum extent necessary to comply with 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements. 

4.5. Fire/Life Safety Devices - If masonry or stone buildings are affected, anchors and 
wiring shall be installed in mortar joints and not through brick or stone. 

5.6. Rooftop Fall Protection Rails and Anchors – If required to comply with the Building 
Code. 

l. Conversion of Existing Vehicular Parking Spaces to Achieve Compliance with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) - Conversion of existing vehicular parking spaces to 
vehicular parking spaces that are needed to achieve compliance with the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA), provided no additional impervious surface is created in 
Contributing Open Space areas. 

m. Fencing Installation, Extension, or Removal – 

1. Installation or extension of new wood fencing, or the repair or replacement of 
existing wood fencing, provided such fencing meets applicable development 
standards for fencing in Section 4.2.50.  

2.  Additionally, the r Removal of a 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.  

3. If in the OSU Historic District, installing and removing, or moving fencing provided 
the fencing standards in Section 4.2.50, and Chapter 3.36 – OSU Zone are met, and 
the fence is not identified as Historically Significant based on any of the sources of 
information listed in Section 2.9.60.c.  This exemption does not apply to 
Contributing open space areas within the OSU Historic District. 

n. Freestanding Trellises - Installation of freestanding trellises that are less than 14 ft. in 
height, Reversible, and do not damage any significant external architectural features of the 
Designated 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 Designated Historic Resource structures, or damage any 
Historically Significant Trees or other Historically Significant landscaping or landscapes 
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 - Altering a building foundation or installing a new foundation, 
provided the foundation material is not specifically identified as Historically Significant, 
and: 
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1. The Alteration or New Construction is required to meet present-day Building Code 
requirements;  

2. The building elevation is not raised by more than 12 in.; and 

3. The existing foundation is 18 in. high or less.  

q. Installation of New, and Repair or Replacement of Gutters, and Downspouts, Scuppers –  

1. Where not covered under Section 2.9.70.b, installation of new, and repair or 
replacement of existing 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 new, replaced, or repaired gutters and downspouts shall not damage or 
obscure any significant architectural features of the structure. 

2. Changing the size of existing scuppers to comply with current Building Code 
standards.  The resized scupper shall not damage any significant architectural 
features of the structure. 

r. Utility Poles - Installing, relocating, or removing utility poles. 

s. Uncovered Rear Deck or Patio Additions 350 Sq. Ft. or Less - Installation or removal of an 
uncovered deck or patio, provided the deck or patio is obscured from view from public 
rights-of-way and private street rights-of-way by a fence, hedge, or other structure.  The 
patio or deck may be visible from alleys.  The deck shall be 30 in. or less in height, and 
shall be constructed in a manner that is Reversible. 

t. Installation of New, or Replacement of Existing Windows or Doors on Nonhistoric and 
Nonhistoric/Noncontributing Resources- Installation of new, or replacement of existing 
windows and doors as follows: 

1. Replacement of existing windows and doors with new windows and doors that 
have double-pane glazing meeting current Building Code energy efficiency 
standards. The replacements shall otherwise match the replaced items in 
materials, dimensions, and shape, except that wood or metal-clad wood may be 
substituted for the original, non-glass materials of replaced items; and 

2. New windows and doors on facades that are not visible from public or private 
street rights-of-way (except for alleys), as defined in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions, may 
be installed.  

u. t. Re-roofing - Replacement of roofing material with a material similar to, or different from, 
the existing or original material, provided the existing roofing material is not specifically 
identified as Historically Significant; and 

1. The roof is flat and obscured by a parapet not visible from public or private street 
rights-of-way; or 
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2. The roof is pitched and is being replaced with architectural composition shingles. 
Skylights shall be addressed in accordance with Section 2.9.70.x w, 2.9.100.03.h, or 
2.9.100.04, as applicable. 

v. u. Installation of New or Expanded Pathways - Installation of new or expanded pathways, 
provided the pathways are not within Contributing open space areas, e.g. OSU Memorial 
Quad: 

1. Constructed of softscape (e.g. bark mulch, etc.), stone steps, or flagstone, and are 
installed in a manner that is Reversible. Automobile parking is prohibited on 
pathways; 

2. Constructed of concrete, brick or pavers that do not exceed 5 ft. in width, 250 sq. 
ft., and are installed on residentially zoned sites; or 

3. Constructed of asphalt, concrete, brick, or pavers that do not exceed a 12 ft. width, 
are 1,000 sq. ft. or less, are not part of Historic Contributing open space areas, and 
are on nonresidentially-zoned sites.  

w v. Utility Meters, Pipes, and Venting - Utility meters, pipes, penetration for conduit, wireless 
routers, and venting may be installed on, moved, or removed from structures, provided 
they do not alter windows, doors, or architectural details. Installation, alteration or removal 
of brick, stone, and masonry chimneys are not exempt activities, except under Section 
2.9.70.e.  Within the OSU Historic District existing fume stacks may be replaced or 
extended to a maximum height of 16-ft.  

x.  Skylights -  

1. Skylights from a structure's relevant 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.   

2. Skylights that are existing but are not from a structure's relevant Period of 
Significance may be removed or retained and repaired in accordance with "1," 
above.  However, in order for these skylights to be retained and repaired, they shall 
have been constructed prior to the establishment of the relevant Individual or 
National Historic Designation, or via an approved Historic Preservation Permit.  
Otherwise, the skylight shall be removed when deteriorated beyond repair or when 
a structure is being re-roofed, whichever comes first, unless a Historic 
Preservation Permit is subsequently approved to retain the skylight in accordance 
with Sections 2.9.100.03.h or 2.9.100.04, as applicable. 

3. New skylights may be installed in accordance with Sections 2.9.100.03.h and 
2.9.100.04, as applicable. 

w. Skylights – The following activities involving skylights are exempt: 

1. Installation, removal, or alteration of skylights on Nonhistoric and 
Nonhistoric / Noncontributing buildings;  
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2. If in a Historic District, removal or replacement of a skylight that was 
installed after the District’s Period of Significance. If a skylight is replaced, 
it shall be of an equal or lesser size than the existing skylight. 

y. x. Historically Significant Hazardous Trees - Removal of Historically Significant Trees that 
qualify as Hazardous Trees, based on the definition of Hazardous Tree in Chapter 1.6 - 
Definitions. The Hazardous Tree determination must be based on a Hazard Tree Evaluation 
that has been performed by an ISA Certified Arborist or ASCA Consulting Arborist using 
the 12-point hazard evaluation method, and the associated report 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. Following removal of the tree, the City shall notify the Historic 
Resources Commission that the action has occurred.  Additionally, if a tree is required in 
the subject location via other Code provisions, such as those in Chapter 4.2 - 
Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, & Lighting, a new tree shall be planted consistent with 
those applicable Code provisions. 

z. Ground-Level and Rooftop Mechanical Equipment - Installation of ground-level and 
rooftop mechanical equipment, limited to equipment not visible from public rights-of-way 
or private street rights-of-way, except that the equipment may be visible from alleys.  If 
attached to the Designated Historic Resource, it shall be attached in a manner that does 
not damage any significant architectural features of the structure, and the installation shall 
be Reversible. Screening required by Code to conceal ground-level mechanical equipment 
so that it is not visible from public and private street rights-of- way per Chapter 1.6 - 
Definitions, is exempt if it complies with the provisions in Section 2.9.70.aa- Required 
Ground-level Screening. 

y. Ground-Level and Rooftop Equipment Servicing Buildings- Installation of ground-level and 
rooftop equipment servicing buildings, including solar and hydronic equipment, and 
antennas, provided all of the following standards are met: 

1. Equipment shall not be visible from public rights-of-way or private street rights-of-
way, except that the equipment may be visible from alleys; and 

 
2. If attached to the Designated Historic Resource, it shall be attached in a manner that 

does not damage any significant architectural features of the structure, and the 
installation shall be Reversible. 

 

Screening required by Code to conceal ground-level equipment so that it is not visible 
from public and private street rights-of- way per Chapter 1.6 - Definitions is exempt if it 
complies with the provisions in Section 2.9.70.z- Required Ground-level Screening. 

aa. z. Required Ground-level Screening  

1. Required Ground-level Screening Within the OSU Historic District - Code-required ground-
level screening, including vegetation, walls, fences, and enclosures, provided the screen: 

 
a) Complies with development standards of Chapter 3.36 – OSU Zone; 

 
b) Does not exceed 10-ft in height and 20 ft. in length or width, and does not enclose an 

area greater than 400 sq. ft. 
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c) Is freestanding, or constructed at ground level and attached to the Designated Historic 

Resource in a manner that is Reversible and does not damage architectural features of 
the structure; 
 

d) Is composed of vegetation, stone, brick, masonry, wrought iron, solid wood fencing, or 
a combination of these materials.  Metal gates/doors may be used to access 
enclosures. 
 
1) If attached to a Designated Historic Resource, the screening material shall match 

materials used on the Designated Historic Resource structure, except in the case 
of vegetation. 
 

2) If freestanding, the screening material(s) shall be reflective of, and complementary 
to, those found on any existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic 
Resources, except in the case of vegetation. 
 

e) If vegetation is used for screening, it shall be consistent with the screening provisions 
in Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, & Lighting. 

 
2. Required Ground-level Screening Not within the OSU Historic District - Code-required 

ground-level screening, including vegetation, walls, fences, and enclosures, provided the 
screen: 
 

1.  a) Complies with development standards of the underlying zone; 

2. b) Is freestanding, or constructed at ground level and attached to the Designated 
Historic Resource in a manner that is Reversible and does not damage 
architectural features of the structure; 

3. c) Is composed of either vegetation, masonry walls, solid wood fencing, or a 
combination of these materials and, except in the case of vegetation, the material 
matches materials used on the Designated Historic Resource structure.  Metal 
gates/doors may be used to access enclosures. If vegetation is used for screening, 
it shall be consistent with the screening provisions of Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, 
Buffering, Screening, & Lighting; and, 

4. d) Does not exceed 6 ft. in height, does not exceed 10 ft. in length or width, and does 
not enclose an area greater than 100 sq. ft. 

Section 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 "o," 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 Resources Commission. 
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a. Solar or Hydronic Equipment - Installation of solar or hydronic equipment parallel 
to the roof surface with no part of the installation protruding more than 12 in. 
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. 

b. Replacement Using Dissimilar Materials or a Different Design or Style for Select 
and Limited Site Features - Replacement of the following site features with 
dissimilar materials and/or a different design or style, provided the size of such 
features does not increase: 

1. Driveways; 

2. Paths and sidewalks; 

32.  Bicycle parking areas; and/or 

43. Vehicular parking areas that involve 800 sq. ft. or less. 

c. Addition of Vehicular Parking Spaces Needed to Achieve Compliance with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) - Addition of vehicular parking spaces, if 
required to achieve compliance with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
requirements, unless exempt per Section 2.9.70.l and not within Contributing Open 
Space areas. 

d. Certain Alteration or New Construction to Nonhistoric/Noncon-tributing 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 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. 

e. Replacement of Windows  

1. Replacement of Windows or Doors on Historic, Historic/Contributing, and 
Historic/Noncontributing Resources Structures - Windows and doors may 
be replaced with new windows and doors containing double-pane glazing 
and meeting current Building Code energy efficiency standards if the 
following standards and criteria are satisfied.. The following provisions 
also apply: 

1. a) Except as otherwise provided in subsections 2-5, below, the 
replacements shall match the replaced items in: 

a. 1) Materials; 

b. 2) Design or style; 

c. 3) Size; 
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d. 4) Sash and Muntin dimensions (a ½-in. tolerance in size is 
permitted for Sashes, and a 1/8-in. tolerance in size is 
permitted for Muntins); 

e. 5) Number and type of divided lites (either true or simulated 
lites are permitted; snap-on grids are not); and  

f. 6) Shape.  

2. b) Metal-clad wood may be substituted for the original, non-glass 
materials of the replaced items.  

3. c) On residential structures, non-wood doors and hollow-core doors 
may be replaced with doors of a dissimilar design, provided the 
replacement doors are solid wood or metal-clad solid wood and are 
the same size, and in the same location as the door to be removed. 
Glass is permitted in the replacement door. 

4. d) Alterations involving decorative art glass and leaded glass windows 
shall be reviewed by the HRC unless the alteration satisfies the 
Chapter 1.6 definition for In-kind Repair or Replacement.  

5. Installation of new, or replacement of windows and doors on 
Nonhistoric and Nonhistoric/Noncontributing Resources in a 
National Register of Historic Places Historic District are exempt per 
Section 2.9.70.t.   

2. Replacement of Windows or Doors Visible from Streets on Nonhistoric, and 
Nonhistoric / Noncontributing Structures  – Windows and doors visible from public 
or private street rights-of-way may be replaced with new windows and doors if the 
following standards and criteria are satisfied. 

a. The window or door is the same style and in the same location as the 
window or door to be replaced; and  
 

b. The window or door is the same size as the window or door to be replaced, 
except that the size of windows and doors may be modified to the minimum 
extent necessary to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act and 
emergency egress requirements. 

 

f. Extension of Fencing Other than Wood - The extension of existing fencing other 
than wood fencing, which is exempt under Section 2.9.70.m, with In-kind Repair or 
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. 

g. 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 
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documentation submitted by the applicant.  In-kind Repair or Replacement of 
existing awnings is exempt per Section 2.9.70.b. 

h. Skylights - Activities involving existing skylights that are not already exempt via 
Section 2.9.70.x, and new skylights are allowed on: 

1. Nonhistoric/Noncontributing structures; 

21. Structures with flat roofs or where the skylight would otherwise be 
obscured by a parapet; or 

32. Portions of structures that are not visible from private street rights-of-way 
and public rights-of-way, except for alleys from which they may be visible. 

All other modifications or installations of skylights shall be processed via Section 
2.9.100.04. 

i. Single (First) Story Exterior Steps and/or Stairways - Changes in step or stairway 
design or style that may be required to meet present-day Building Code 
requirements, including handrail or guardrail installation, provided such changes 
are conducted within the height of the first story of a Designated Historic 
Resource.  When authorized by the Building Official, some flexibility from 
conformance with some Building Code requirements relative to this design, 
including the question of whether or not handrail or guardrail installation is 
required, may be granted as outlined in Section 2.9.90.06.a.  The design or style 
shall be architecturally compatible with the Designated Historic Resource based 
on documentation provided by the applicant. 

j. Driveway Width Expansion - Widening driveways to a maximum width of 12 ft. 
using either the same materials and design in existence, or using dissimilar 
materials and/or a different design or style. The driveway length shall not increase. 
In all cases, driveways are subject to the Corvallis Off-street Parking and Access 
Standards, and the provisions in Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading, and Access 
Requirements. 

k. Collocated/attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities located in the OSU 
Zone - Collocated/attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities that are 
Permitted Outright within the OSU Zone per section 3.36.30.01.b.7 and 8 – 
Accessory Uses Permitted Outright for University-owned Properties, are allowed if 
they meet the following criteria: 

 
1.   The facility is installed on a building at least 30ft in height. 

 
2. If attached to a Designated Historic Resource, the facility shall be attached in a 

manner that does not damage any significant architectural features of the 
structure, and the installation shall be Reversible. 

 
3. The facility is consistent with the Additional Provisions for Wireless 

Telecommunication Facilities outlined in Section 4.9.60 – Wireless 
Telecommunication Facilities. 
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Chapter 2.14: Partitions, Minor Replats, and Property Line Adjustments 
Section 2.14.30.05.a (Non-residential Partitions) 
(Remove references to density in this section altogether and re-number) 
 
4.  Consistency with the density requirements of the Zone. When 

calculating the applicable density range for a subject property, 
applicants may include in their acreage calculation 50 percent of the 
area of any streets that front the subject site, for the distance the 
streets front the subject site.; and 

 
4. 5.  For properties with Natural Resources or Natural Hazards subject to 

Chapter 2.11 - Floodplain Development Permit, Chapter 4.5 - 
Floodplain Provisions, Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection 
Provisions, Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, 
or Chapter 4.14 - Landslide Hazard and Hillside Development 
Provisions, no Partition or Minor Replat shall create new lots or 
parcels unless each new and remaining lot or parcel contains: 
 

a)  An area unconstrained by Natural Resources or Natural 
Hazards; 

b)  An area that includes Formerly Constrained Areas; or 
c)  Contains an area that includes the areas in 5.a) and 5.b) 

above; and that area is equal to or greater than the applicable 
Minimum Assured Development Area(s) for the zone or zones 
is which the site falls. Exceptions to this requirement are: 

d)  Lots created for public park purposes; and 
e)  Privately- or publicly-owned lots completely contained within an 

area zoned Conservation - Open Space. 
New Partitions may contain common open space tracts for the 
purpose of protecting Natural Resources and/or avoiding Natural 
Hazards. 

 

Section 2.14.30.05.b(2)(b) 
b. Residential Partitions - Requests for the approval of a Tentative Partition 
Plat shall be reviewed to ensure: 
 

2.  The following criteria are met for Residential Partitions and the 
application demonstrates adherence to them: 

 
b)  Consistency with the density requirements of the zone. When 

calculating the applicable density range for a subject property, 
applicants may include in their acreage calculation 50 percent of 
the area of any streets that front the subject site, for the distance 
the streets front the subject site; 

 

LDC Section 2.14.60.b: 

A Property Line Adjustment shall be approved if the following criteria have been met: 

1. The Property Line Adjustment shall not result in creation of an additional unit of 
land; 

2. Any unit of land reduced in size by the Property Line Adjustment shall comply with 
all applicable zoning regulations; 
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3. The Property Line Adjustment shall not increase the degree of nonconformity that 
may exist on the subject lots; and 

4. The availability of both public and private utilities and required access shall not be 
adversely affected by a Property Line Adjustment; and 

5. In addition to applicable lot width requirements, any opposing or parallel side 
property lines shall be separated by a minimum distance of 15 feet. Existing side 
property lines that do not meet this standard are allowed to be maintained or 
adjusted, as long as the Property Line Adjustment does not worsen the non-
compliant configuration. 
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Article III – Development Zones 

Chapter 3.2: Low Density (RS-5) Zone 
 

Section 3.2.30 - RS-5 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 
Table 3.2-1 
e. Minimum 

Setbacks 
(all Building 
Types) 
1. 
 
 
2.  
 
 
 
3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. 

 
 
 
 
Front yard 
 
 
Rear yard 
 
 
 
Side yard 
 
a) Single Detached 
 
b) Single Attached and  
 
 
c) Zero Lot Line Detached 
 
d c) Duplex and Triplex 
 
Exterior Side Yard 
 
 
See also “k,” and “l,” 
below. 

 
 
 
 
15 ft.  Also, unenclosed porches may encroach 
into front yards up to a maximum of 6 ft. 
 
15 ft. 
 
 
 
 
 
5 ft. minimum each side yard 
 
0 ft. one side; 8 ft. minimum on opposite side1 
0 ft. one side; 10 ft. minimum on opposite side  
 
0 ft. one side; 8 ft. minimum on opposite side1 
 
10 ft. minimum each side 
 
15 ft. minimum and Vvision Cclearance Areas in 
accordance with Section 4.1.40.c of Chapter 4.1 -
Parking, Loading, and Access Requirements. 
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Chapter 3.3: Low Density (RS-6) Zone 
 

Section 3.3.30 - RS-6 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 
Table 3.3-1 
e. Setbacks 

1. 
 
 
 
 
2.  
 
 
 
3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. 

 
Front yard 
 
 
 
 
Rear yard 
 
 
 
Side yard 
 
a) Single Detached 
 
b) Single Attached and  
 
 
c) Zero Lot Line Detached 
 
d c) Duplex, Triplex and 
Fourplex 
 
 
 
 
Exterior Side Yard, and Rear 
Yard abutting a Street 
 
 
See also “k,” and “l,” below. 

 
10 ft. minimum; 25 ft. maximum 
Also, unenclosed porches may encroach into 
front yards, provided that a minimum front yard 
of 5 ft. is maintained. 
 
5 ft. minimum 
 
 
 
 
 
5 ft. minimum each side yard 
 
0 ft. one side; 8 ft. minimum on opposite side1 
0 ft. one side; 10 ft. minimum on opposite side  
 
0 ft. one side; 8 ft. minimum on opposite side1 
 
10 ft. minimum each side 
 
Also, interior attached townhouses exempt from 
interior side yard setbacks. 
 
 
10 ft. minimum and Vvision Cclearance Aareas in 
accordance with Section 4.1.40.c of Chapter 4.1 -
Parking, Loading, and Access Requirements. 
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Chapter 3.4: Medium Density (RS-9) Zone 
Section 3.4.30 - RS-9 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 
Table 3.4-1 
e. Setbacks 

1. 
 
 
 
 
2.  
 
 
 
3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. 

 
Front yard 
 
 
 
 
Rear yard and Side yards 
 
 
 
Side yards 
 
Interior attached 
townhouses exempt from 
interior side yard setbacks. 
 
a) Single Detached 
 
b) Single Attached and  
 
 
c) Zero Lot Line Detached 
 
d c) Duplex, Triplex and 
Fourplex 
 
e d) Abutting a more 
restrictive zone 
 
Exterior Side Yard and Rear 
Yard abutting a Street 
 
 
See also “k,” and “l,” below. 

 
10 ft. minimum; 25 ft. maximum. 
Also, unenclosed porches may encroach into 
front yards, provided that a minimum front yard 
of 5 ft. is maintained. 
 
5 ft. minimum. Additionally, the setbacks listed 
below apply for side yards not being used as the 
usable yard described above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5 ft. minimum each side yard 
 
0 ft. one side; 8 ft. minimum on opposite side1 
0 ft. one side; 10 ft. minimum on opposite side  
 
0 ft. one side; 8 ft. minimum on opposite side1 
 
10 ft. minimum each side 
 
 
10 ft. minimum 
 
 
10 ft. minimum and Vvision Cclearance Aareas in 
accordance with Section 4.1.40.c of Chapter 4.1 -
Parking, Loading, and Access Requirements. 
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Chapter 3.5: Medium Density – University (RS-9(U)) Zone 
Section 3.5.30 - RS-9(U) DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 
Table 3.5-1 
e. Setbacks 

1. 
 
 
 
 
2.  
 
 
 
3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. 

 
Front yard 
 
 
 
 
Rear yard and Side yards 
 
 
 
Side yards 
 
Interior attached 
townhouses exempt from 
interior side yard setbacks. 
 
a) Single Detached 
 
b) Single Attached and  
 
 
c) Zero Lot Line Detached 
 
d c) Duplex, Triplex and 
Fourplex 
 
e d) Abutting a more 
restrictive zone 
 
Exterior Side Yard and Rear 
Yard abutting a Street 
 
 
See also “k,” and “l,” below. 

 
10 ft. minimum; 25 ft. maximum. 
Also, unenclosed porches may encroach into 
front yards, provided that a minimum front yard 
of 5 ft. is maintained. 
 
5 ft. minimum. Additionally, the setbacks listed 
below apply for side yards not being used as the 
usable yard described above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5 ft. minimum each side yard 
 
0 ft. one side; 8 ft. minimum on opposite side1 
0 ft. one side; 10 ft. minimum on opposite side  
 
0 ft. one side; 8 ft. minimum on opposite side1 
 
10 ft. minimum each side 
 
 
10 ft. minimum 
 
 
10 ft. minimum, and Vvision Cclearance Aareas in 
accordance with Section 4.1.40.c of Chapter 4.1 -
Parking, Loading, and Access Requirements. 
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Chapter 3.6: Medium-High Density (RS-12) Zone 
Section 3.6.30 - RS-12 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 
Table 3.6-1 
e. Setbacks 

1. 
 
 
 
 
2.  
 
 
 
3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. 

 
Front yard 
 
 
 
 
Rear yard and Side yards 
 
 
 
Side yards 
 
Interior attached 
townhouses exempt from 
interior side yard setbacks.) 
 
a) Single Detached 
 
b) Single Attached and  
 
 
c) Zero Lot Line Detached 
 
d c) Duplex and Multi-
Dwelling 
 
e d) Abutting a more 
restrictive zone 
 
Exterior Side Yard and Rear 
Yard abutting a Street 
 
 
See also “k,” and “l,” below. 

 
10 ft. minimum; 25 ft. maximum. 
Also, unenclosed porches may encroach into 
front yards, provided that a minimum front yard 
of 5 ft. is maintained. 
 
5 ft. minimum. Additionally, the setbacks listed 
below apply for side yards not being used as the 
usable yard described above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5 ft. minimum each side yard 
 
0 ft. one side; 8 ft. minimum on opposite side1 
0 ft. one side; 10 ft. minimum on opposite side  
 
0 ft. one side; 8 ft. minimum on opposite side1 
 
10 ft. minimum each side 
 
 
10 ft. minimum 
 
 
10 ft. minimum and Vvision Cclearance Aareas in 
accordance with Section 4.1.40.c of Chapter 4.1 -
Parking, Loading, and Access Requirements. 
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Chapter 3.7: Medium-High Density – University (RS-12(U)) Zone 
Section 3.7.30 – RS-12(U) DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 
Table 3.7-1 - RS-12(U) Development Standards – Standards Option 
e. Setbacks 

1. 
 
 
 
 
2.  
 
 
 
3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. 

 
Front yard 
 
 
 
 
Rear yard and Side yards 
 
 
 
Side yards 
 
Interior attached 
townhouses exempt from 
interior side yard setbacks. 
 
a) Single Detached 
 
b) Single Attached and  
 
 
c) Zero Lot Line Detached 
 
d c) Duplex and Multi-
Dwelling 
 
e d) Abutting a more 
restrictive zone 
 
Exterior Side Yard and Rear 
Yard abutting a Street 
 
 
See also “k,” and “l,” below. 

 
10 ft. minimum; 25 ft. maximum. 
Also, unenclosed porches may encroach into 
front yards, provided that a minimum front yard 
of 5 ft. is maintained. 
 
5 ft. minimum. Additionally, the setbacks listed 
below apply for side yards not being used as the 
usable yard described above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5 ft. minimum each side yard 
 
0 ft. one side; 8 ft. minimum on opposite side1 
0 ft. one side; 10 ft. minimum on opposite side  
 
0 ft. one side; 8 ft. minimum on opposite side1 
 
10 ft. minimum each side 
 
 
10 ft. minimum 
 
 
10 ft. minimum and Vvision Cclearance Aareas in 
accordance with Section 4.1.40.c of Chapter 4.1 -
Parking, Loading, and Access Requirements. 
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Article IV – Development Standards 

Chapter 4.1: Parking, Loading, and Access Requirements 
Section 4.1.30 - OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIREMENTS 
Minimum parking requirements for Use Types in all areas of the City, with the exception of 
the Central Business (CB) Zone and the Riverfront (RF) Zone, are described in Sections 
4.1.30.a through 4.1.30.f.  Minimum parking requirements for the Central Business (CB) 
Zone are described in Section 4.1.30.g.   
 
a. Residential Uses Per Building Type – 
 
1. Single Detached and Manufactured Homes -   

a) Vehicles - Two spaces per dwelling unit. 
b) Bicycles - None required. 

 

2. Single Attached - Zero Lot Line 
a) Vehicles -  

1) One, Two, or Three-bedroom Unit  - Two spaces per unit. 
2) Four-bedroom Unit  - 3.5 spaces per unit.1 
3) Five-bedroom Unit  - 4.5 spaces per unit.1 

b) Bicycles -  
1) Studio or Efficiency Unit - One space per unit. 
2) One-bedroom Unit  - One space per unit. 
3) Two-bedroom Unit  - 1.5 spaces per unit. 
4) Three-bedroom Unit -  Two spaces per unit. 
5) Four-bedroom Unit  - Three spaces per unit. 
6) Five-bedroom Unit  - Four spaces per unit. 

 

3. Single Detached with more than one dwelling unit on a single lot, Duplex, 
Attached, and Multi-dwelling - 
a) Vehicles - 

1) Studio or Efficiency Unit - One space per unit. 
2) One-bedroom Unit  - One space per unit. 
3) Two-bedroom Unit  - 1.5 spaces per unit. 
4) Three-bedroom Unit - - 2.5 spaces per unit. 
5) Four-bedroom Unit  - 3.5 spaces per unit.1 
6) Five-bedroom Unit -   4.5 spaces per unit.1 

b) Bicycles - 
1) Studio or Efficiency Unit - One space per unit. 
2) One-bedroom Unit  - One space per unit. 
3) Two-bedroom Unit  - 1.5 spaces per unit. 
4) Three-bedroom Unit  - Two spaces per unit. 
5) Four-bedroom Unit  - Three spaces per unit. 
6) Five-bedroom Unit  - Four spaces per unit. 

 
The required bicycle parking may be located within a structure, in accordance with the 
provisions of Section 4.1.70. 

                                            
1 Minimum parking requirements for four- and five-bedroom units in Sections 4.1.30.a.2., and 3., above shall be 2.5 
spaces per unit for development that meets the requirements of Qualified Affordable Housing Development, as 
defined in Chapter 1.6 – Definitions. 
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Community Development 
Planning Division 

501 SW Madison Avenue 
Corvallis, OR 97333 

  
 

DRAFT 
 CITY OF CORVALLIS 

PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
April 16, 2014  

 
Present 
Jennifer Gervais, Chair 
Frank Hann, Vice Chair 
Kent Daniels  
Ronald Sessions 
Jasmin Woodside 
G. Tucker Selko  
Jim Ridlington 
Roger Lizut 
Penny York, Council Liaison 
 

Staff 
David Coulombe, Deputy City Attorney 
Kevin Young, Planning Division Manager 
Jason Yaich, Associate Planner  
Sarah Johnson, Associate Planner 
Bob Richardson, Associate Planner 
Claire Pate, Recorder 
 
 
 

Excused Absence 
James Feldmann  
 
 
SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 
 

  
Agenda Item 

Information 
Only 

Held for 
Further 
Review 

 
Recommendations 

I. Visitors’ Propositions    

II. Discussion and Recommendation: Package #1 
Land Development Code Text Amendments 
(LDT 13-00002 and LDT 13-00003) 

  Recommend approval, with revisions  

III. Minutes – March 19, 2014   Approved as drafted 

IV.  Old Business     

V. New Business     

VI. Adjournment   Adjourned at 9:45pm 

 
Attachments to the April 16, 2014 minutes: 
 

A. Outline of the Components of Package #1 Land Development Code Text Amendments and 
Decision Options, submitted by Kevin Young, Planning Division Manager. 

B. Key Map for Density Studies, submitted by Planning Manager Young.  
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CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 
 
The Corvallis Planning Commission was called to order by Chair Jennifer Gervais at 7:10 p.m. in the 
Downtown Fire Station Meeting Room, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard. Introductions were made. 
 
I. VISITOR’S PROPOSITIONS: There were no propositions brought forward.  

 
II.  DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATION:  PACKAGE #1 LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE 

TEXT AMENDMENTS (LDT 13-00002 and LDT 13-00003)  
 

A. Opening and Procedures:  
 
Chair Gervais welcomed everyone and said that the order for tonight’s proceedings was for a 
brief overview by staff; questions of staff; then discussion and deliberations relating to the 
Package #1 Land Development Code Text Amendments. 
 

B. Declarations by the Commission: Conflicts of Interest, Ex Parte Contacts, Site visits, or 
Objections on Jurisdictional Grounds: 
 
1. Conflicts of Interest - none 
2. Ex Parte Contacts - Daniels said he had attended an Economic Development 

Commission meeting at which the Land Development Code (LDC) Text Amendments 
had been discussed, but it would not affect his ability to make a fair and impartial 
decision. 

3. Other Declarations - Commissioner Gervais said she had listened to the recording of the 
March 19, 2014, Planning Commission public hearing, since she was not present at that 
meeting. 
 

 C. Staff Review: 
 

Planning Manager Young made note of the materials handed out at the meeting: 1) an outline 
of the Components of Package #1 Land Development Code Text Amendments and Decision 
Options, dated April 16, 2014 (Attachment A); and 2) a Key Map for Density Studies 
(Attachment B) which he would go over at the appropriate time. He also noted that 
commissioners received all the written testimony submitted up until the time the record closed. 
He referenced the April 10 memorandum included in the packet with staff responses to 
commissioner questions regarding the LDC Text Amendments, and said that staff would 
review those responses before commissioner deliberations. 
 
Planner Yaich reviewed the staff response to questions relating to proposed changes to the 
density calculation definition. The recommendation in the original staff report was based on 
the Neighborhood Planning Work Group’s (NPWG) recommendation. They had taken a 
narrow approach to modifying a piece of the rounding provisions of the density calculation 
that was limited to the minimum, or net, density. However, in staff’s response to questions 
raised, more background has been provided on the NPWG’s discussion on density, including 
some background on public testimony presented during their meetings. That testimony related 
to a broader discussion on how density was calculated, and a deeper discussion on the 
rounding provisions both for minimum and maximum density. Based on this, staff has 
provided a little bit more information on the density calculation question with four options for 

P
ac

ka
ge

 #
1 

LD
C

 T
ex

t A
m

en
dm

en
ts

 (L
D

T1
3-

00
00

2 
/ L

D
T1

3-
00

00
3)

 
Ju

ne
 9

, 2
01

4,
 C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
S

ta
ff 

R
ep

or
t 

E
X

H
IB

IT
 B

 (2
 o

f 2
8)



 
 

Planning Commission DRAFT Minutes, April 16, 2014 Page 3 of 14 

 

consideration. The first option presented is to maintain the current method for rounding and 
density, with the addition of a footnote; the second would be to forward the NPWG’s 
recommendation to City Council as presented in the original staff report, with the inclusion of 
a footnote; the third option would be to forward the NPWG’s recommendation, but include an 
alternate footnote #2; and the fourth would be to forward the NPWG’s recommendation and 
remove rounding provisions for maximum density. Staff is recommending the original 
proposal based on the NPWG’s recommendation focusing on the minimum density rounding 
provisions, but providing a new footnote #1 noting that when one rounds up density may be 
exceeded in some instances due to the rounding provisions.  
 
Additionally, Planner Yaich said that the NPWG had begun work on Residential Design 
Standards, which will become Package #2 and would be presented later in the year. They have 
formed a Technical Assistance Team (TAT) to start the process of developing code language 
for that package. In the initial discussions for that package, there was a lot of talk about 
density and how it relates to other residential development standards such as minimum lot area 
and reconciling the fact that in the LDC there are some inconsistencies between how one looks 
at minimum lot area in relationship to density calculations within any given zone. Therefore, 
there will be a broader and deeper discussion on density coming forward. 
 
Manager Young noted that one of the handouts (Attachment B) was an analysis of some 
density studies performed by staff, within the Collaboration Study area. They had looked at 
ten sample residential blocks to see what existing densities were. Blocks were selected that 
had not seen significant redevelopment within the last 5-10 years. The intent was to capture 
what might be considered an established pattern of development, and to look at what the 
densities were at that time. This was done with some GIS analysis, both of the net and gross 
areas taking into consideration the half-street allowance allowed for partitions and replats. 
Calculations were done for both minimum and maximum density ranges for the particular 
amount of land. Staff then did some field verifications for numbers of dwelling units. The 
handout shows the results, with seven of the blocks having a development pattern within the 
density range, two having a pattern that exceeded that range, and one was below the range. 
This is not a definitive reflection of what is happening citywide, but was helpful for the 
NPWG’s work. One of the key things to come out of that conversation, though, is that density 
is not the same as the number of people living in a dwelling unit. A dwelling unit might be a 
single bedroom apartment or a 4-5 bedroom unit. 
  
Planner Johnson then addressed the next section of questions starting on page 8 of the 
memorandum, addressing concerns raised by Tony Howell and Kirk Bailey relating to the 
proposal to allow code-compliant development of industrial properties that contain Planned 
Developments. The first issue related to the proposed Minor Plan Adjustment code language. 
It was brought to staff’s attention that while there was a stated intent to allow adjustments that 
are compliant with the LDC in Section 2.5.50.20, it was not explicitly defined that way in the 
code language. Staff suggests adding the following language: “Minor plan adjustments to 
Planned Developments that otherwise comply with all applicable development standards in 
the LDC would be permitted and considered to be in compliance.”  
 
Planner Johnson further explained that Item 4 (April 10 memo, page 12) addressed a question 
raised by Commissioner Sessions relating to the proposed PD minor plan adjustment process 
and what would happen if an approved Planned Development were partially built out and then 
the applicant wanted to vary from the approved PD for a portion of the remaining construction. 
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Staff responded to this by stating that the Minor Plan Adjustment process would apply and 
would allow for limited code-compliant development, but still subject to the thresholds. Staff 
would look at the total approved gross area under the Detailed Development Plan, but then 
allow that flexibility within it up to the thresholds that are explained in the code language.  
 
The remainder of the Economic Development Commission’s proposal (Section 3) relates to 
code-compliant development of PD industrial properties. There was testimony that indicated 
that the provision to allow code-compliant development on GI-(LI) and GI-(LI-O) industrial 
properties that had seen very little development under their approved plans would be in 
conflict with the Comprehensive Plan policy that calls out specific areas in South Corvallis on 
the west side of the highway - Areas A & B. That policy requires PD approval for any 
subdivisions of less than 50 acres of the total piece of Areas A or B. Secondly, it was brought 
up that industrial zones have not been updated to address compatibility and pedestrian-oriented 
design standards, along with other issues. There are natural features on industrial sites, 
particularly in South Corvallis, that were taken into account when the PD Overlays were put in 
place in order to require a public process and mitigation of those natural features upon 
development. Finally, South Corvallis is subject to the South Corvallis Area Refinement Plan 
(SCARP), which envisions consolidated access and takes into account traffic issues among 
other issues in South Corvallis. The “Staff Notes” beginning on page 8 of the Staff Responses 
memo apply to some of these issues. It was noted that there is a transportation impact analysis 
required with all development, regardless of whether it goes through a public process or is 
initiated through the Building Permit process. Staff looks at access and traffic impacts in 
general, and requires mitigation when required. This could be anything from infrastructure 
improvements to future plans for transportation demand management. She also noted that the 
City’s Transportation System Plan is in the beginning stages of an update and should be 
completed within the next couple of years. Additionally, ODOT controls access to South 
3rd/Hwy 99W, as well as Hwy 20, and is therefore heavily involved in controlling access and 
traffic impacts on those State routes. Natural features were inventoried and protected as a 
result of the LDC update. In South Corvallis, the large chunk of industrial land does not have a 
lot of natural features that were inventoried and called out for protections; but they are 
protected by the State as wetlands, and are subject to Department of State Lands (DSL) and 
the Army Corps of Engineers’ standards for mitigation. Also, in the intervening years, the City 
has developed and adopted the South Corvallis Drainage Plan.  
 
The industrial areas to which Section 3 would apply are rather limited, and include the 
McFadden site in north Corvallis, and the areas under discussion in south Corvallis. They are 
not adjacent to residential uses, which was intentional. Also, the LI-O zone was recently 
adopted through the 2006 LDC update. It is a new zone that is along South 3rd/Hwy 99, 
adjacent to the highway, and provides a buffer for the GI properties further to the west. That 
zone does include pedestrian-oriented and other design standards, and is intended to be a more 
pedestrian-oriented buffer to the larger industrial properties. Staff also note that Article 4 of 
the LDC requires amenities like pedestrian connections, separated sidewalks, landscape strips, 
etc. These are infrastructure improvements that are required regardless of the design standards 
that are present in each individual zone. They are required for development of through a public 
process or through over-the-counter Building Permits. The LDC also contains standards for 
gateway development along South 3rd/Hwy 99W in proximity to the City limits. 
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That said, staff has come up with options for consideration. The first one would be to retain 
the 50-acre minimum requirement in Area A, consistent with the Comprehensive Plan policy 
and call that out specifically within the LDC proposed language. Secondly, some square 
footage thresholds and total approved development percentage thresholds are put forth as an 
option. One would be a 200,000 sq.ft. building footprint, or 300,000 sq.ft. total gross area if an 
industrial property came in for development with a two-story building. Properties that wanted 
to do code-compliant development that had not seen a lot of development under the approved 
development plan could propose to do code-compliant development of up to those square 
footage thresholds. Along with that, a maximum of 30% of the total approved development 
area could be set as a threshold before the requirement for a PD or PD modification process 
would kick in. Further, staff suggested that there could be additional code language which 
would identify a “development site” as the development area approved under the original PD. 
Planner Johnson then showed some examples of what building footprints meeting those 
thresholds would look like on various properties. 
 
In response to questions from Commissioner Hann relating to where there might still be some 
vulnerability if the commissioners were to recommend approval of the changes, Manager 
Young said that staff had attempted to address the concerns that had been raised, but there 
could always be unintended consequences. The proposal put forward was an attempt to 
accommodate EDC’s expressed concern about having some limited flexibility for code-
compliant development while still ensuring there would not be significant impacts to the 
community. If there were no PD approval in place, staff would look to the LDC for natural 
features protections, public infrastructure improvements, permitted uses, parking requirements, 
etc. for any proposal that would come in for consideration. If there were a PD approval, the 
developer would be under the umbrella of that approval. If the authorization was for 100,000 
sq.ft., one would be limited to a certain percentage of that, and development would have to be 
100% code-compliant and compliant with any conditions of approval and/or compensating 
benefits that were provided. There would not be any “creep” and it would be limited to the 
percentage threshold. 
 
Commissioner Daniels raised the issue of piecemeal development benefitting those who go in 
first and then having later developers having to spend a lot of money to upgrade transportation 
facilities, and he felt this was an important point to consider. Manager Young said that this 
was a scenario under which a lot of development occurs; however, there is an update to the 
Transportation System Plan (TSP) in the offing and certainly south Corvallis has been 
identified as a critical area with some significant transportation restraints. The policy direction 
from the South Corvallis Area Refinement Plan (SCARP) was that the goal is not to widen 
South 3rd/Hwy 99W so alternative methods will have to be looked at. The hope is that the TSP 
update will include more specific measures and mitigation directed to how the City can get 
that done. Even failing that, development in those areas will be subject to block perimeter 
standards so that alternative street networks will need to be provided. That area is further 
constrained by the Marys and Willamette Rivers and the railroad lines. 
 
Commissioner Daniels then asked if the changes recommended by the EDC might negate the 
SCARP requirements, without having the force of a PD in place. Manager Young agreed that 
staff would be looking at implementing the LDC and would not be looking at the SCARP in 
consideration. Broadly speaking, a PD brings in consideration of a larger package of 
applicable policies and plans. 
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Commissioner Daniels then asked if at the time the properties were annexed they had had a PD 
overlay on them, with voters possibly approving an annexation knowing that there would be a 
public process at time of development. Manager Young said he could not speak to the history 
of all of the properties, but certainly the McFadden property had a PD in place in order to 
comply with the Transportation Planning Rule. Planner Johnson made the point that there is 
not intent to remove PD overlays from properties. The option is to allow code-compliant 
development on properties that will still retain their PD overlay, to a certain extent and within 
certain thresholds.  
 
Chair Gervais asked why the mechanism to remove a PD overlay would not meet the needs of 
a developer. Planner Johnson said that the intent is to allow a limited amount of flexibility that 
would not require a public process. Planned Development modification processes can be 
onerous and extensive, and the intent was to remove some uncertainty and allow for a measure 
of code-compliant development that would be consistent with economic development goals 
without having to go through the extensive process. 
  
Commissioner Woodside referred to Tony Howell’s testimony in which he talked about the 
Phase 3 LDC Update, and the fact that it might resolve some of these issues. She asked what 
the trajectory was for that update. Manager Young said that his understanding was that Phase 3 
was to put in place pedestrian-oriented design standards, as well as other elements of the new 
code, for the industrial zones in the City. This has already been done for a few of the industrial 
zones, though not the General or Intensive Industrial zones. The City Council’s highest 
priorities at this time for the Planning Division are updates to the Buildable Land Inventory, 
the Vision 2020, and to the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan. Ultimately, this would lead to an 
update of the LDC. This is already ambitious, and Phase 3 is not on that list. It certainly could 
become part of the conversation if staff receives that direction from the Planning Commission 
and City Council. This conversation will take place at the beginning of the next City Council 
term when work plan priorities are reviewed to reflect Council goals. As a follow-up to 
Commissioner Woodside’s question, Commissioner Daniels said that that priority could be 
changed, and he opined that the Economic Development Commission might even have some 
funding available for a Phase 3 LDC Update effort since this seems to be a priority for them.  
 
Manager Young then moved the discussion on to staff’s response to Question #3 (April 10 
memo, page 11) relating to whether right-of-way dedication area counts towards allowed 
density. The simple answer is that it does. Where a site abuts an existing public street and 
additional street dedication is required to widen the existing street, the gross area is considered 
to be the size of the property prior to dedication of the right-of-way. In that instance, the 
dedicated right-of-way does count towards allowed density. The memorandum also notes the 
half-street bonus provisions do apply for Minor Land Partitions and Minor Replats. However, 
the proposal is to eliminate this as a part of Package #1.  
 
Planner Yaich reviewed staff’s response to Question #5 (April 10 staff memo, page 13), 
relating to expanding the notice area for administrative-type land use applications from 100 ft. 
to 200 ft. Staff provided additional analysis of the costs involved, as outlined on Attachment D 
to the April 10 staff memo. Commissioner Daniels thanked staff for their work on this, though 
he had not intended to generate so much work. He agreed with staff’s analysis that citizens can 
also get notifications through other means such as the posted signs and subscribing to City 
notifications by e-mail. 
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Planner Richardson then reviewed staff’s response to Question 6 (April 10 staff memo, page 
14) relating to the request for the Historic Resources Commission (HRC) to provide feedback 
on OSU’s screening request. He noted that OSU had submitted written testimony dated April 
1, with a proposal for revised language to the screening requirements for ground-level 
mechanical equipment. The current language regarding screening for mechanical equipment is 
that as an exempt activity no HRC permit is required if the screening enclosure is up to 100 
sq.ft. and 6 feet tall, or less. Through the initial HRC review process, that exemption was 
increased so that the area could be up to 400 sq. ft. and 6 feet tall as an exemption, and then 
during testimony OSU asked for consideration of an exemption for screening up to 14 ft. tall 
along with the 400 sq. ft. They also proposed a Director-level review for ground level 
screening enclosures of up to 14 feet in height and up to 600 sq. ft. in size. The HRC reviewed 
this proposal and said that they would be comfortable allowing an exemption for screen walls 
of up to 10 feet in height and 400 sq.ft. in size, but were not comfortable with Director-level 
review of an enclosure over 400 sq.ft. in size.  
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Hann, Planner Richardson explained that the 
HRC felt it was difficult to know what the impact of a screening enclosure greater than 10-feet 
in height might have on a historic resource. The intent would be to have anything greater than 
this size reviewed by the HRC to ensure it will be historically compatible. Staff’s 
recommendation is to support the HRC’s proposal. 
  
Manager Young then addressed Question #7 (April 10 staff memo, page 15). He had consulted 
with the City Attorney’s office and made the determination that putting in place a special 
standard for “rounding” in the areas annexed before 1950 did not make them, or imply that 
they were, de facto historic districts. Putting in to place a special standard for a specific area in 
the City is not the same thing as a Historic District, with the key difference being that it does 
not involve a discretionary review process and instead is a clear and objective regulation 
applied consistently throughout a certain area. However, it was noted that the proposed 
language should be changed to “areas within City Limits as of January 1, 1950” as opposed to 
referencing having been annexed, since some areas might have simply been incorporated into 
the City when it was first formed.  
  

D. Deliberations of Evidence/Testimony and Action by the Commission 
 

Chair Gervais and commissioners discussed the best approach to considering the two packages 
and the individual proposed text amendments. It was decided to make individual main motions 
for each of the two packages, and then make “motions to amend” as necessary to 
accommodate desired revisions to the proposals contained therein. The April 16, 2014, 
handout entitled “Components of the Package #1 LDC and Decision Options” (Attachment 
A) was used to reference individual component proposals and options. 
 
LDT13-00002 OSU Collaboration – Chapter 2.9 Revisions  
 
MAIN MOTION: Commissioner Woodside moved to recommend that the City Council 
approve LDT13-00002 regarding LDC Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation Provisions as 
presented in the March 12, 2014, Staff Report to the Planning Commission. This motion is 
based on findings in support of the application presented in the March 12, 2014, Staff Report  
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to the Planning Commission, and findings in support of the application made by the Planning 
Commission during deliberations on the proposed Text Amendments. Commissioner Daniels 
seconded the motion.  
 
Motion to Amend: Commissioner Daniels moved to amend the main motion by referencing 
Option b to recommend approval of the modified proposal, as discussed by the Historic 
Resources Commission on April 8, 2014, and as detailed in the April 10, 2014, Staff 
Responses to Planning Commission Questions Memorandum. Commissioner Woodside 
seconded the motion. 
 
Commissioner Woodside said that she agrees with Commissioner Daniels and is leaning on 
the HRC’s recommendation. 
 
The motion to amend passed unanimously. 
 
VOTE ON MAIN MOTION: The motion passed unanimously. 
 
LDT13-00003 OSU Collaboration – Neighborhood Planning Items (and other items) 
 
MAIN MOTION: Based on the findings in the March 12, 2014, Staff Report to the Planning 
Commission and based on the findings in the minutes of the March 19, 2014, meeting, 
Commissioner Woodside moved to recommend that the City Council adopt the proposed 
package of LDT 13– 00003, as presented by staff. This package of Land Development Code 
amendments includes amendments recommended by the Neighborhood Planning Workgroup, 
the Economic Development Commission, and by City staff. Commissioner Hann seconded the 
motion.  
 
 Recommendations from the Economic Development Commission (EDC) 

(Component C, Items 1-3): 
 
Manager Young noted that there were three discreet proposals coming out of the EDC 
recommendations: Item 1 having to do with site design elements; Item 2 with code-compliant 
minor plan adjustments; and Item 3 focused specifically on allowing code-compliant 
development in certain industrial zones. 
 
Deputy City Attorney Coulombe reminded commissioners that the main motion was 
referencing the original Staff Report, so if there had been revisions and/or recommendations 
since then that a commissioner wished to include, then that should be referenced through a 
“Motion to Amend.” If they wished to recommend that an item not be approved that also 
would take a “Motion to Amend.” 
 
Commissioner Woodside referred to Item 3, the recommendation allowing for code-compliant 
development, and stated that she was not in favor of this. Commissioner Hann said he had 
started out with the same position. However, with staff’s discussion about how there were still 
adequate protections in place since the developer would still have to meet LDC requirements, 
and along with his belief that some flexibility was needed to promote economic development 
in the City, he was moving away from that position. 
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Chair Gervais suggested they begin with Item 1 which dealt with site element designs in 
approved PDs, under certain circumstances. Commissioner Daniels referred to the March 19, 
2014, letter from Messrs. Howell and Bailey and said they had suggested some adjustments to 
one of the three items and he asked for clarification as to which item they applied. Planner 
 Johnson said they applied to Item 2, not to Item 1 which was now under consideration. It was 
agreed to choose option a for Item 1, which was to recommend approval of the proposal as 
written. 
 
Chair Gervais then moved to Item 2, allowing for code-compliant Minor Plan Adjustments 
within approved PDs, under certain circumstances. Commissioner Daniels asked staff for their 
feedback relating to the testimony he had just referred to from Messrs. Howell and Bailey. 
Planner Johnson said that her earlier comments during the staff response included code 
language that could be added to the section, as opposed to simply rejecting the recommended 
change. She read that language: “Minor plan adjustments to Planned Developments that 
otherwise comply with all applicable development standards in the LDC would be permitted 
and considered to be in compliance.” Commissioner Selko asked about the 10% limits on 
expansion versus the new 20% limits on expansion. Manager Young said that this one was a 
bit thorny. When they had looked at language, staff realized that these two areas of the Code 
talk about slightly different things. Instead of staff trying to craft language that bridges the 
differences, staff’s stance is that the most restrictive provision will apply in all instances. If 
one is limited to 10%, and another area of the Code allows 20%, the applicant will be held to 
the 10% standard. The apparent conflict between the language can be reconciled 
administratively by staff.  
 
Planner Johnson said, as further explanation, that in certain circumstances the two thresholds 
could yield a different result. A specific example of this would be with a larger development 
site for which there are building square footage percentages, or thresholds, versus a specific 
PD on a very specific building. If there was a case wherein someone wanted to do an 
adjustment, they could presumably create an adjustment of up to 20% of the total development 
area. However, if there is just a building, and the building is already at 100,000 sq. ft., staff 
would require that the applicant go through a PD modification process in order to accomplish 
that development; and it would have to be limited to 10%. These are two separate 
circumstances wherein staff would apply that adjustment versus modification. If there was an 
instance where it was a specific building and it was at full build out, then the more restrictive 
of the two would come into play. 
 
Motion to Amend: Commissioner Woodside moved to amend the main motion with regard to 
Item 2 (proposal recommending allowing code-compliant adjustments) by selecting Option b, 
with the additional changes outlined by staff at the April 16, 2014, hearing. Commissioner 
Selko seconded the motion. 
 
Commissioner Woodside asked staff what impact a Phase 3 LDC update might have on this 
proposal, if passed. Manager Young said it really depends on the components that might be 
included in a Phase 3 package. Certainly, the Planning Commission could consider eliminating 
these changes if they were no longer needed.  
 
The motion to amend passed unanimously. 
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Chair Gervais then moved on to Item 3 of the Economic Development Commission’s 
proposals. Commissioner Daniels said that he would not be able to support this portion of the 
proposal. There were too many issues up in the air, such as the SCARP being negated to some 
degree and the absence of an updated Transportation System Plan. The removal of a public 
review process would be problematic, but he certainly would support some other action that 
would take the City in the direction of addressing these issues. Therefore, he supports picking 
option d. Commissioner Woodside said she supports Commissioner Daniels’ position. 
 
Motion to Amend: Commissioner Lizut moved to amend the main motion with regard to 
Item 3 (proposal to allow for code-compliant development within certain industrial-zoned 
areas with PD Overlays, and under certain conditions) by selecting option d, thereby 
recommending that the change not be approved. Commissioner Selko seconded the motion 
which passed unanimously. 
 
  Recommendations from the Neighborhood Planning Work Group  

(Component B, Items 2-1 through 2-8): 
 

Chair Gervais said that she had some concern about Item 2-1, which would exempt qualifying 
affordable housing development from 4/5 bedroom parking requirements. In her experience, 
non-profits come and go, and she was seeking some assurance that this provision would not be 
exploited in the future. Commissioner Daniels said that when this discussion went through the 
Collaboration process, Mr. Moorefield (Director, Willamette Housing Neighborhood Services) 
had proposed this but had also said that most of their housing was not 4/5 bedroom in size. 
Manager Young said that was the case, but it would be a big impact for those that might be of 
that size and Mr. Moorefield made a good argument for why a family in that size of a house 
would not need the additional parking. In terms of the 20-year commitment, typically there are 
stipulations tied to federal monies that would lock in that requirement regardless of whether 
WHNS continued to exist or not. Commissioner Hann said that the recommendation had 
evolved out of concern that in certain situations, due to the lack of land, it would reduce the 
number of affordable housing units WNHS could provide due to the parking requirements for 
the 4/5 bedroom units. It was made clear that this exemption would not apply to student 
housing, since student housing would not qualify under the HUD regulations, unless the 
students were a low-income family with children. Chair Gervais said her concerns were 
erased. 
 
By consensus, commissioners agreed with recommending Items 2-1 and 2-2 (Option 1 for 
each). 
 
For Item 2-3, Commissioner Selko clarified that concurrence with staff’s recommendation 
would mean a recommendation that no change be made (Option 1). The commissioners 
agreed by consensus. 
 
For Item 2-5, Manager Young explained that the packet included a memorandum (April 10, 
2014, Staff Proposed Amendment to Property Line Adjustment Criteria) proposing a slight 
change to the language for the property line adjustment standard. Recommendation from staff 
is that the revised language be approved, which would require an amendment to the main 
motion. 
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Motion to Amend: Commissioner Hann moved to amend Item 2-5 and going with the revised 
wording presented in the memorandum from staff dated April 10, 2014, regarding LDC 
Section 2.14.60.b. (Option 1). Commissioner Lizut seconded the motion, which passed 
unanimously.  
 
Chair Gervais noted that they had skipped discussing Component A, which changes the 
schedule for Land Use Application Fee Reviews. By consensus, commissioners agreed with 
the proposal (Option 1). 
 
Commissioner Woodside asked for some clarification for staff’s recommendation for Item 2-
6. Manager Young said that the recommendation from the workgroup was that this be applied 
to in-fill development. Staff’s opinion is that because there is such a small difference between 
the side-yard setback that would be applied to a duplex as opposed to an attached dwelling 
unit, it makes sense to apply it city-wide. The recommendation from staff is Option 1. Option 
2 represents the recommendation that came out of the workgroup. That option should be 
selected if the commissioners wish to apply it to in-fill development only. The commissioner 
consensus was to select Option 1. 
 
Chair Gervais then moved the discussion on to Items 2-7 and 2-9, with a discussion relating 
to the half-street bonus and density rounding. She said that they had had a lot of testimony 
from Mr. Hess relating to the consequences of having much higher density than originally 
zoned. It seemed that removing the half-street bonus would remove a lot of those cases and 
she asked staff for their opinion. Manager Young said he would hesitate to quantify it, but 
thought it was a significant factor in influencing the result in densities with redevelopment. 
These standards apply to Minor Partitions and Minor Replats which generally reconfigure 1-3 
lots. Typically, these situations occur in an in-fill context. By consensus, commissioners 
agreed to select Option 1 which would eliminate the half-street bonus provisions.  
 
The discussion moved on to changing the density rounding provisions. Commissioner Daniels 
said that there was a tremendous amount of confusing information, and the issue was complex. 
It is very difficult for a layperson to figure out, and he is not sure he understands the numbers. 
Mr. Hess’ argument is clear to him in that in an RS-12 zone when rounding occurs it allows a 
density that is higher than 12 units/acre. There has been discussion that the Phase 2 LDC Text 
Amendments to be formulated by the Technical Advisory Team would likely result in design 
standards that would address most of the things that happen. For instance, if there were a 
design standard that required setbacks that were the same as the other houses on a block, this 
would probably negate a lot of the issues that are happening in the older neighborhoods. 
However, there is no guarantee that design standards will be adopted, since they will be 
controversial. He asked staff if his understanding was correct that if they went with no 
rounding it would change the density for the entire City. Manager Young said that staff had 
strong concerns that this would be an unintended consequence of that action. If rounding were 
not allowed in any development scenario, in the low-density residential zones this effectively 
puts into place a minimum lot size of 7,260 sq.ft. Whereas in RS-6, the most intensive low-
density residential zone, the minimum lot sizes are more like 3500 sq.ft. which makes for a 
more efficient use of land. Practically speaking, the City has a large number of lots that are 
developed that would not comply with these standards if they are amended. Staff agree that the 
combination of different factors, definitions, etc. is very confusing for everyone, but especially 
the layperson. Another option is recommending a more holistic analysis, or look, at the 
question of density. It might make more sense to take more time and do a larger fix of the 
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density question. A lot of communities will basically establish a minimum lot size that 
effectively establishes the density ranges. It is a much clearer process. There is not enough 
time for this analysis to happen while still keeping the Phase 1 package on the anticipated 
timeline for adoption. However, the Commission could recommend that that work be taken on 
by the Technical Advisory Team as part of Package 2. 
 
Commissioner Hann said that he would support moving forward with Option 2 for changing 
density rounding by adopting the proposal from the Neighborhood Planning Work Group 
which would allow an applicant to round down even if a fractional result is 0.5 or above, to 
apply within a defined area of the City. The thought process behind this is that if one wanted 
to create an accessory dwelling unit for a family member on their lot, they would not be able 
to do this as they would be required to build two units. Manager Young thought that they 
could select this option and also make a recommendation to City Council that they look at the 
other issues. 
 
Motion to Amend: With reference to the proposal to change density rounding, Commissioner 
Hann moved to select Option 2, adding the language proposed by staff which refers to “areas 
within City Limits as of January 1, 1950” as opposed to using the term “annexed.” 
Commissioner Woodside seconded the motion.  
 
Council Liaison York opined that though she has heard staff’s opinions, she would like to hear 
more from the commissioners about how Mr. Hess’s concerns were being addressed. His 
concern is that leaving the density rounding language as is means that development can 
continue to exceed the number of units allowed in a particular zone. It would be helpful to City 
Council to hear more from the commissioners. 
 
Commissioner Selko said that he has heard those concerns. However, the Planning 
Commission has turned down some development applications, even one recently, based on 
compatibility issues relating to these concerns. The Planning Commission has a history of 
showing concern about those issues, and recommending denial of development applications 
based on those concerns. 
 
Chair Gervais said there had been another suggestion that the Planning Commission 
recommend to City Council that they look at the issue and develop a more comprehensive and 
holistic look at it since the options on the table at this time have some serious unintended 
consequences. This could be taken up at an appropriate time.  
 
Deputy City Attorney Coulombe suggested that the minutes would be capturing some of those 
concerns already, and even if it gets formalized as a recommendation it is not going to be part 
of the Package #1 Land Development Code Text Amendments recommendation moving 
forward.  
 
Chair Gervais said that removing the half-street bonus also should be a partial solution for Mr. 
Hess’ concerns. Commissioner Hann said that he believes the recommended actions will help 
in some areas, though it does not address all the issues. To a certain extent, they will have to 
look at what has been accomplished to date, with the changes to the parking requirements and 
recommendations coming out of this process, followed with a recommendation for looking at 
the design standards. There are a lot of tools to use to resolve the issue, and trying to take the 
whole toolbox at this time and slamming it down on the problem might create unintended 
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consequences which will then have to be fixed. He believes that the Technical Advisory Team 
needs to look at the issue in depth. Commissioner Woodside said she agrees that a 
recommendation for an additional holistic examination is appropriate but not a part of this 
package. Commissioner Daniels said that on the face of it he had been supportive of deleting 
the rounding up provision, but after reading the Staff Report he cannot support it for citywide 
application. He also has concerns about the impact on accessory dwellings. He commended 
Mr. Hess for all the work he has done on the issue over the last year-and-a-half.  
 
The motion to amend passed unanimously. 
 
Chair Gervais then moved the discussion to Item 2-8, increasing the public notice area for 
Major Lot Development Options from 300 to 500 feet. By consensus, the commissioners 
agreed with Option 1. 
 
Commissioner Hann asked to revisit with Commissioner Ridlington the Commission’s stance 
on the request by OSU for a Director-level review for screening. Commissioner Ridlington 
said that HRC did not feel comfortable with letting loose of this review for screening up to 14 
feet in height. He felt that they had made their case, and that it would not be that onerous for 
OSU to come before HRC. 
 
VOTE ON MAIN MOTION: The motion to recommend that the City Council adopt the 
proposed package of LDT 13– 00003, as presented by staff, and as amended by actions taken 
during deliberations, passed unanimously.  
 
Chair Gervais then asked if the commissioners would like to take up Councilor York’s 
concern for additional direction on how to address Mr. Hess’ concerns. Commissioner Daniels 
said that he would like to have it on the record that the Commission is asking the Technical 
Advisory Team to take up the issue and consider it seriously as part of their work. 
Commissioner Hann is on the team, as well as some staff members, and they can apply all of 
the comments made tonight to that work. Deputy City Attorney Coulombe suggested that the 
Commission could direct staff to include this recommendation as part of the packet they would 
be preparing to take to City Council. Commissioner Hann clarified that the Technical 
Advisory Team meetings are public open meetings, but they do not take public testimony. Any 
recommendations coming from that team would be going through a variety of public processes 
when reviewed by various commissions and the City Council. Commissioners agreed by 
consensus that staff should include this discussion and recommendation as part of their Staff 
Report to City Council.  
 
Commissioner Woodside said she would also like the opportunity to address the Phase 3 LDC 
update process, and how it might be given higher priority. Manager Young said that typically 
this would be taken up when staff discusses the Planning Work Program with the commissions 
and with City Council, usually in the spring of each year with the new Council term. 
Commissioners agreed by consensus that this effort should be given a higher priority. 
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III. MINUTES: 
 
March 19, 2014 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Daniels moved to approve the minutes as drafted. Commissioner 
Woodside seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
 

III. OLD BUSINESS: 
 

A. Manager Young gave a status report on the Campus Crest application, and said that City 
Council had had its 1st reading of the ordinance. Since the vote was not unanimous it would 
have its second reading at the April 21, 2014, City Council meeting.  

B.  Manager Young said that the terms for Commissioners Hann, Sessions and Ridlington were up 
in June, and he encouraged Commissioner Sessions and Ridlington to reapply. Commissioner 
Hann will have completed his third term which makes him ineligible to serve again. He asked 
for input on any potential good candidates that might be interested in applying for the position.  

 
IV. NEW BUSINESS: 
 

A. There are no hearings scheduled for the May 7 or May 21 meetings. Manager Young 
suggested that this might provide an opportunity for having some training at the May 21, 2014, 
meeting. Commissioners’ suggestions for topics of discussions and/or training included how to 
do a better job of stating reasons for supporting or not supporting a proposal, with appropriate 
references back to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Code. Chair Gervais said 
she would also like a discussion about how to capture and address points brought up during 
testimony to ensure they get addressed during deliberations. Another component of the 
discussion might be body language and how to present well to the public who attend the 
meetings. Commissioner Hann made the suggestion that for largely attended public hearings, a 
signup sheet could be used, so that the Chair could call on people to testify. 

    
B. Commissioner Lizut gave kudos to Chair Gervais for representing the Commission well with 

her excellent presentation and Q & A session at the City Club luncheon. 
 
C. Commissioner Daniels suggested that it would be helpful and courteous if Commissioners 

Hann or Gervais, or Messrs. Bailey or Howell, could attend an Economic Development 
Commission meeting to explain the Planning Commission’s recommendation to City Council 
on their proposals, and answer any questions. Commissioner Hann said he certainly 
understood the EDC’s desire for greater certainty and clarity which might enable businesses to 
expand and or new businesses to locate in Corvallis. He cited the loss of one business to 
Albany because of its inability to find a location in Corvallis for expansion. 

 
D. Manager Young announced both an April 21, 2014, work session with City Council to which 

they were invited, as well as the Public Participation Task Force public meeting being held on 
April 28, 2014. 

 
VI. ADJOURNMENT: The meeting was adjourned at 9:45p.m. 
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Components of the Package #1 Land Development Code Text Amendments and Decision Options 
(April16, 2014) 

General motion language could begin with the following phrase: 

"Based on the findings in support of the application presented in the March 7, 2014, Staff Report to 
the Planning Commission, the information in the record of this decision, and findings in support of the 
application made by the Planning Commission during deliberations on this matter, I move to .... " 

The applicable case for all items except for the changes to the Historic Preservation provisions in 
Chapter 2.9 is LDT13-00003. 

A. Change Schedule for Land Use Application Fee Reviews 
Options: 
1. Recommend approval of the recommended change, 
2. Recommend modifications to the recommended change, or 
3. Recommend not approving the recommended change. 

B. Recommendations from the Neighborhood Planning Work Group include: 

2-1 Exempt qualifying affordable housing development from 4/5 bedroom parking 
requirements 

Options: 
1. Recommend approval of the recommended change, 
2. Recommend modifications to the recommended change, or 
3. Recommend not approving the recommended change. 

2-2 Change the definition of "family" to include domestic partnership 
Options: 
1. Recommend approval of the recommended change (also includes modifying definition 

to eliminate references to "physically or mentally handicapped," etc., 
2. Recommend modifications to the recommended change, or 
3. Recommend not approving the recommended change. 

2-3 Change the definition of "residential home" 
Options: 
1. Concur with staff recommendation and recommend that no change be made 
2. Recommend changing the definition of a "residential home" to differentiate from a 

"family'' 

2-5 Revise Property Line Adjustment criteria to not allow "unusable areas" 
Options: 
L Recommend approval of the recommended change, as modified by staff in the April10, 

2014 memorandum to the Planning Commission (15 foot separation vs. twice the 
sideyard setback) 

2. Recommend modifications to the recommended change, or· 
3. Recommend not approving the recommended change. 

Decision Options- Package #1, Land Development Code Text Amendments Page 1 
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2-6 Increase setback standards for zero lot line, single attached units 
Options: 
1. Recommend approval of the recommended change to apply throughout the City (not to 

a defined area of applicability), 
2. Recommend modifications to the recommended change, potentially to define the area 

of applicability (not City-wide), as modified by staff in the AprillO, 2014 memorandum 
to the Planning Commission (areas within City Limits vs. areas annexed into the City), or 

3. Recommend not approving the recommended change. 

2-7 and 2-9 Change Density Calculations to disallow the /(half-street bonus" and change 
density rounding provisions in 11infill" locations 

Half-Street Bonus: 
Options: 
1. Recommend approval of the recommended change (and eliminate half-street bonus 

provisions), 
2. Recommend modifications to the recomm~nded change, or 
3. Recommend not approving the recommended change. 

Change Density Rounding: 
Options (see also April10, 2014, response to Planning Commission questions): 
1. Recommend making no change to density rounding provisions (maintain status quo), 

but include footnote to clarify that the density range can be exceeded under some 
circumstances) 

2. Recommend adoption of the density rounding proposal from the Neighborhood 
Planning Work Group, allowing an applicant to round down even if a fractional result is 
0.5 or above, to apply within a defined area of the City (areas within City Limits as of 
January 1, 1950) 

3. Recommend adoption of the density rounding proposal from the NP Work Group and 
disallow rounding up density in all development scenarios 

4. Recommend disallowing rounding up density in all development scenarios 

2-8 Increase the public notice area for Major Lot Development Options applications 
Options: 
1. Recommend approval of the recommended change, thereby expanding the notice 

distance for Major Lot Development Options from 300 to 500 feet, 
2. Recommend modifications to the recommended change, (to potentially include 

expanding notice requirements for all land use applications that require a 100' notice 
distance to 200', or other change- see staff discussion in AprillO Memorandum to the 
Planning Commission), or 

3. Recommend not approving the recommended change. 

C. Recommendations from ~he Economic Development Commission include: 

1. Recommend allowing limited, code-compliant changes to site design elements in 
approved PDs, under certain circumstances 
Options: 
a. Recommend approval of the recommended change, 

Decision Options- Package #1, Land Development Code Text Amendments Page 2 
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b. Recommend modifications to the recommended change, or 
c. Recommend not approving the recommended change. 

2. Recommend allowing for code-compliant Minor Plan Adjustments within approved PDs, 
under certain circumstances 
Options: 
a. Recommend approval of the recommended change, 
b. Recommend modifications to the recommended change (could potentially 

include changes outlined by staff at April16, 2014, Planning Commission 
meeting, or other changes), or 

c. Recommend not approving the recommended change. 

3. Recommend allowing for code-compliant development within areas zoned for Limited 
Industrial, Limited Industrial-Office, and General Industrial development with Planned 
Development Overlays that either do not have an approved Conceptual or Detailed 
Development Plan, or in which less than 5% of approved development has occurred 
Options: 
a. Recommend approval of the proposed change, as proposed in the March 7, 

2014, Staff Report to the Planning Commission 
b. Recommend approval of the modified proposat as detailed in the April10, 

2014, Staff Responses to Planning Commission Questions Memorandum 
c. Recommend other modifications to the recommended change, or 
d. Recommend not approving the recommended change. 

D. Recommendation from the Historic Resources Commission includes changes to the following 
provisions: (REMEMBER- A SEPARATE MOTION IS NEEDED FOR THESE CODE AMENDMENTS 
for LDT13-00002) 
1. Alterations to Nonhistoric and Non historic I Noncontributing Structures 
2. Alterations to facilitate compliance with ADA, Building Code, or Safety Requirements· 
3. Minor Alterations that Facilitate Contemporary Use, and 
4. Simplifications -or Clarifications of Code 
Options: 
a. Recommend approval of the Chapter 2.9 changes, as proposed in the March 7, 2014, 

Staff Report to the Planning Commission 
b. Recommend approval of the modified proposal, as discussed by the Historic Resources 

Commission on April 8, 2014, and as detailed in the April10, 2014, Staff Responses to 
Planning Commission Questions Memorandum 

c. Recommend other modifications to the recommended changes, or 
d. Recommend not approving the recommended changes. 

Decision Options- Package #1, Land Development Code Text Amendments Page 3 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
DATE:  April 10, 2014 
 
TO:   Planning Commission 
 
FROM:  Planning Division Staff 
            
SUBJECT:  Staff Proposed Amendment to Property Line Adjustment Criteria 

(LDT13-00003) 
 
 
After review of public testimony submitted to the Planning Commission (April 2, 2014, Written Testimony 
packet), Staff have considered arguments presented by Mr. Berger in favor of revising the proposed 
Property Line Adjustment (PLA) criteria. Staff concur with Mr. Berger that the current proposal leaves 
some ambiguity in the PLA criteria.  
 
Staff is recommending that the PLA criteria amendments proposed in the March 7, 2014, Staff Report to 
Planning Commission, and presented during the public hearing on March 19, 2014, be replaced with the 
following: 
 
LDC Section 2.14.60.b:  
A Property Line Adjustment shall be approved if the following criteria have been met: 
 

1. The Property Line Adjustment shall not result in creation of an additional unit of land; 
2. Any unit of land reduced in size by the Property Line Adjustment shall comply with all applicable 

zoning regulations; 
3. The Property Line Adjustment shall not increase the degree of nonconformity that may exist on 

the subject lots; and 
4. The availability of both public and private utilities and required access shall not be adversely 

affected by a Property Line Adjustment; and 
5. In addition to applicable lot width requirements, any opposing or parallel side property lines shall 

be separated by a minimum distance of 15 feet. Existing side property lines that do not meet this 
standard are allowed to be maintained or adjusted, as long as the Property Line Adjustment does 
not worsen the non-compliant configuration. 

 
 
Staff believe the change is consistent with the Neighborhood Planning Workgroup’s recommendations, 
and will provide a more clear and objective set of criteria for approving a Property Line Adjustment 
application. 
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CORVALLIS 
ENHANCING COMMUNITY UVABIUTY 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: Apri110, 2014 

TO: Planning Commission 

FROM: Planning Division Staff 

SUBJECT: Staff Reponses to Planning · Commission Questions Regarding 
Land Development Code Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 and 
LDT13-00003) 

During the March 19, · 2014, Planning Commission. public hearing for the Land 
Development Code text amendment applications noted above, the Planning 
Commission provided several questions for Staff to respond to. 

This memorandum provides additional clarification for the proposed code amendments 
and addresses questions raised by the Planning Commission at the March 19, 2014, 
public hearing. 

1 . Density Calculations (Daniels, Sessions) 

The March 7, 2014, Staff Report to the Planning Commission includes 
Attachment B, which contains a September 30, 2013, Staff Memorandum to the 
Mayor and City Council, from Community Development Director Ken Gibb. The 
memorandum discusses Item 2-9, which provides final direction from the 
Neighborhood Planning Workgroup, on amending the rounding provisions of the 
Land Development Code definition for "Density Calculation". Initial discussions at 
the Neighborhood Planning Workgroup meetings included consideration of a 
request to fully eliminate the rounding provisions altogether. However, the final 
recommendation from the Neighborhood Planning Workgroup, as approved by 
City Council for inclusion in Package #1, did not consider a full elimination of the 
rounding provisions, but rather, focused specifically on the rounding provisions 

Package# 1 Code Amendments (LDT13-00002 I LDTI 3-00003) 
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relative to mm1mum density for development occurring in older, established 
neighborhoods. 

The final Neighborhood Planning Workgroup recommendation was to eliminate 
the requirement to round up when calculating minimum density, and instead, to 
provide an option, that when calculating minimum density, results of 0.5 or 
greater may be rounded down for development occurring in areas Annexed prior 
to January 1, 1950. That is the proposal presented by Staff as part of this text 
amendment package. 

In testimony presented to the Neighborhood Planning Workgroup, to the City 
Council, and as part of the March 19, 2014, Planning Commission public hearing, 
concerns were raised about the rounding provisions relative to maximum density 
and how the current LDC allowance could result in development patterns that 
exceed the established Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Code 
specified density maximums. While the Work Group recommended code 
amendments do not include consideration of changes to rounding provisions for 
maximum density, Staff are providing additional discussion below, to aid in the 
Planning Commission's deliberations. 

Staff note that public testimony received concerning the topic of rounding 
maximum density includes important community concerns that both support (see 
Jeff Hess and Melanie Place testimony, April2, 2014, Written Testimony packet), 
and identify concerns with (see Carolyn Miller testimony, April 2, 2014, Written 
Testimony packet), changes to the Density Calculation methodology. These 
important community concerns are reflected in various Comprehensive Plan 
policies, as noted below: 

3.2.1 
The desired land use pattern within the Corvallis Urban Growth Boundary will 
emphasize: 
A. Preservation of significant open space and natural features; 
B. Efficient use of land; 
C. Efficient use of energy and other resources; 
D. Compact Urban Form; 
E. Efficient provision of transportation and other public services; and 
F. Neighborhoods with a mix of uses, diversity of housing types, pedestrian 

scale, a defined center, and shared public areas . 

. 9.3.5 
Residential developments shall conform to the density ranges specified by the 
Comprehensive Plan and be of housing types permitted by the applicable zoning 
district. 

4.5.1 
The City shall encourage the use of density transfers as a means of preventing the 
development of significant resource sites and potentially hazardous locations, to 
mitigate the potential negative effects of hillside development, and/or to maximize 
the availability of open space. 

Package# 1 Code Amendments (LDT13-00002 I LDT13-00003) 
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4.5.3 
In reviewing density transfers, the City shall mm1m1ze compatibility conflicts 
between the area within a site that is to receive the increased density and the 
current or future off-site development that may abut the density receiving area. 
Mechanisms to permit density transfer shall: 

9.5.j 

A. Provide special development standards for the area receiving the 
transferred density; and 

B. Limit the change in permitted building type, in the area receiving 
the transferred density, to building types permitted in the next more 
intensive residential district. 

Housing affordability may be enhanced through the implementation of legislative 
or programmatic tools focused on the development and continued availability of 
affordable units. Such tools include, but are not limited to: inclusionary housing 
programs; systems development charge offset programs; Bancroft bonding for 
infrastructure development; facilitation of, or incentives for, accessory dwelling 
unit development; minimum lot and/or building size restrictions; reduced 
development requirements (e.g., on-site parking reductions); density bonuses; a 
property tax exemption program; creation of a community land trust; loan 
programs for the creation of new affordable housing; and other forms of direct 
assistance to developers of affordable housing. 

9.5.15 
The City shall evaluate increasing the minimum density in low density residential 
districts. 

9.6.3 
The City shall amend the Land Development Code to encourage the following in 
the Downtown Residential Neighborhood: 

11.7.7 

A. Building to the higher end of the allowed density range through 
intensive site utilization; 

B. Reduction of on-site parking requirements; and 
C. Maintenance of historic character. 

The City should seek appropriate opportunities for increasing residential density 
and providing industrial and commercial development along existing and 
proposed transit routes. 

12.2.3 
The City shall require all future subdivisions, planned developments, and other 
major developments, plus commercial and industrial development, be designed to 
reduce demands for artificial heating, cooling, and lighting by considering 
topography, microclimates, vegetation, and site and structure orientation which 
maximizes southern exposure. The City shall develop incentive programs for those 
developments that demonstrate sound energy conservation design and/or 
construction, such as density incentives or similar programs. 

12.2.7 
The City shall encourage the development of high density uses that are 
significantly less dependent on automobile transportation. 

14.3.1 
lnfill and redevelopment within urban areas shall be preferable to annexations. 

Package# 1 Code Amendments (LDT13-00002 I LDT13-00003) 
April 10,2014, StaffMemorandum to Planning Commission 
Page 3 of 15 



P
ac

ka
ge

 #
1 

LD
C

 T
ex

t A
m

en
dm

en
ts

 (L
D

T1
3-

00
00

2 
/ L

D
T1

3-
00

00
3)

 
Ju

ne
 9

, 2
01

4,
 C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
S

ta
ff 

R
ep

or
t 

E
X

H
IB

IT
 D

 (4
 o

f 2
5)

These Comprehensive Plan policies illustrate a variety of goals for the City's land 
development management system, including promoting compact development to 
make more efficient use of land and other resources, ensuring development is 
consistent with planned densities, maintaining compatibility between existing and 
new development, and maintaining neighborhood character. However, 
Comprehensive Plan Policies are not directly considered as applicable decision 
criteria for most land use decisions. Instead, the Land Development Code was 
developed to implement the Comprehensive Plan, and to balance the varied and 
sometimes conflicting goals within the Comprehensive Plan. Whether the existing 
LDC strikes an appropriate balance between the different goals evident from this 
brief analysis of Comprehensive Plan Policies is an arguable question. It is 
ultimately the City Council's decision, informed by a recommendation from the 
Planning Commission, regarding appropriate changes to the LDC to ensure 
consistency with the Comprehensive Plan and the community's vision for its 
future. 

Attachment A is a copy of a January 30, 2013, memorandum to the Mayor and 
City Council, from Community Development Director Ken Gibb, which discusses 
what staff were able to determine regarding the legislative history of the rounding 
provisions for Density Calculations. Essentially, it is believed that inclusion of this 
provision formalized the current practice at the time for determining minimum and 
maximum densities when calculations yielded fractional results. It should be 
noted that rounding decimals in this manner is the standard practice that staff 
use for making determinations of applicable code requirements in other areas of 
code interpretation where calculations are required, such as in determining 
minimum and maximum parking requirements. 

It should also be noted that, whenever rounding up occurs for fractions of 0.5 or 
above, as required per section c (fractions) of the definition of "Density 
Calculation" in Chapter 1.6 of the LDC, the result will exceed the maximum 
density of the zone. This is because the fractional result represents the actual 
maximum density, per the density range allowed within the zone. Here is an 
example: 

For a lot that is 5,663 sq. ft. in size in the RS-9 Zone, the maximum allowed 
density can be determined as follows 

• Maximum density allowed in the RS-9 Zone is 12 dwelling units/acre 
• 5,663 sq. ft. = 0.13 acre 
• 0.13 X 12 = 1.56 dwellings permitted (rounded up to 2) 

1 .56 dwelling units represents the highest density allowed at 12 units/acre, for 
the example lot mentioned above. However, the definition of "Density 
Calculations, c. Fractions" within Chapter 1.6 of the LDC states, "When the sum 
of the dwelling units is a fraction of a dwelling unit, and the fraction is equal to or 
greater than 0.5, an additional dwelling unit shall be required (minimum density) 
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AprillO, 2014, StaffMemorandum to Planning Commission 
Page 4 of 15 



P
ac

ka
ge

 #
1 

LD
C

 T
ex

t A
m

en
dm

en
ts

 (L
D

T1
3-

00
00

2 
/ L

D
T1

3-
00

00
3)

 
Ju

ne
 9

, 2
01

4,
 C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
S

ta
ff 

R
ep

or
t 

E
X

H
IB

IT
 D

 (5
 o

f 2
5)

or allowed (maximum density) .... " Based on this language in the LDC, staff do 
not see that there is discretion in how these calculations should be conducted. 

On an individual lot basis, rounding up can result in a density figure for the lot 
which is in excess of the density allowed in a zone. However, when calculating 
densities for a larger development, such as a subdivision, the rounding factor is 
much less significant (see Attachments B and C for illustrations of density 
calculations for individual lots and city blocks based on existing LDC provisions). 
Another factor is that minimum lot size requirements within a zone are 
sometimes a limiting factor for calculating density, and sometimes not. 

Staff note the following options relative to the proposed amendments to the 
rounding provisions of the Density Calculation definition: 

1. Maintain existing Density Calculation rounding provisions that allow an 
additional dwelling unit when the calculation is equal to 0.5 or more of a 
dwelling unit 

o Discussion: The current provision will allow one additional dwelling 
unit for any given development scenario, of a development site of 
any size, where the calculation is equal to or greater than 0.5. The 
compatibility impacts of one additional unit are much more 
pronounced on a small development site within an existing 
neighborhood or subdivision, as compared to a large, multiple acre 
development site, that is distant from established neighborhoods. 
The pronounced effect on older established neighborhoods may be 
further exacerbated where the existing density is closer to the 
minimum density than the maximum density, and redevelopment 
occurs at, or exceeds maximum density due to the rounding 
provision. 

Refer to Attachments B and C for an example of how density 
rounding can impact development at the site and block level, based 
on existing density. As noted in Attachments B and C, the current 
rounding provisions may allow maximum density to be exceeded on 
an individual development site within a residential block, while the 
overall density of the block remains below the maximum density. 
Continued redevelopment of this block, using the rounding 
provisions, could result in a development pattern that exceeds 
maximum density, if all property owners take advantage of the 
rounding provisions (RS-9 example). It should be noted that these 
results are somewhat dependent on the specific circumstances of 
this particular block and so are not universally applicable 
throughout the RS-9 zone. The RS-12 block study shows that, 
under the current rules, even the most intensive redevelopment 
possible of this particular block would result in development within 
the RS-12 density range of 12-20 units I acre. 
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o Analysis: Maintaining the existing rounding provisions encourages 
redevelopment within existing neighborhoods by providing an 
incentive for property owners to intensify development on their 
properties. However, as noted above, the rounding provision 
associated with maximum density allows the maximum density of 
the Zone to be exceeded at the development site level, in some 
instances, which conflicts with Comprehensive Plan policy 9.3.5. li 
is recommended that if this option is chosen, a footnote be included 
in the density provisions for each residential zone to explain how 
the density range may be exceeded in some instances, so that the 
public is informed of this possibility. 

2. Adopt Neighborhood Planning Workgroup recommendations, as 
presented by Staff in the March 7, 2014, Staff Report to Planning 
Commission 

o Discussion: Refer to the March 7, 2014, Staff Report to Planning 
Commission, for a Staff analysis of the pros and cons of adopting 
these changes. 

3. Maintain the Neighborhood Planning Work Group's recommendation, 
as proposed in the March 7, 2014 Staff Report, but include an additional 
requirement that states that in no case shall the number of units 
developed on any development site exceed the maximum density 
permitted by the underlying Zone and Comprehensive Plan designation. 

o Discussion: Addition of a footnote that prohibits exceeding the 
maximum density, regardless of how the density calculation 
methodology is constructed, would ensure that development at any 
scale falls within the minimum and maximum density of the subject 
Zone. 

o Analysis: This would not conflict with the recommendation of the 
Neighborhood Planning Workgroup, and would be consistent with 
Comprehensive Plan policy 9.3.5. However, this provision would 
effectively put in place a new minimum lot size standard for all 
residential zones with a specified maximum density, which could 
have significant implications on a community-wide basis. For 
example, the minimum lot size for the RS-6 zone would effectively 
increase from 3,500 sq. ft. for single detached and 2,500 sq. ft. for 
multiple units on one lot to 7,260 sq. ft. per unit. Although existing 
developed single dwelling properties within that zone on lots 
smaller than 7,260 sq. ft. could be redeveloped because they would 
be considered legal nonconforming lots of record, existing multiple 
units on a single lot less than 7,260 sq. ft. in size would only be 
able to reconstruct a single unit under the nonconformities 
provisions. Additionally, new development in the RS-6 Zone would 
require a minimum lot size of 7,260 sq. ft. for a single dwelling unit, 
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thereby forcing a greater consumption of land, a less compact 
development pattern, and higher land costs per dwelling unit. 

4. Amend Staffs March 7, 2014, recommendation, to remove rounding 
provision that allows maximum density calculations meeting or 
exceeding 0.5 units to be rounded up for one additional unit 
o Discussion: The results of this option would be similar to those 

described under Option 3 above. 
o Analysis: This provides an additional change to the rounding 

provisions, not included in the Neighborhood Planning Workgroup's 
recommendation. This change would ensure that the rounding 
provisions comply with Comprehensive Plan policy 9.3.5. 

The last two options go beyond what was recommended by the Neighborhood 
Planning Workgroup, and widen the scope of the discussion by considering how 
the proposed change impacts community goals related to infill development, 
compact urban form, energy and transportation use, and overall residential 
density throughout the community. However, each of these last two options also 
eliminates the rounding provision for the calculation of density, so that 
Comprehensive Plan Policy 9.3.5 is satisfied. This provides a more predictable 
outcome for neighbors who are expecting density to fall within the ranges 
prescribed by the underlying Zone. However, as explained above, simply 
eliminating the provision that allows rounding up a density calculation could have 
significant community-wide consequences, and therefore the last two options are 
not recommended at this time. A more comprehensive review of the topic of 
residential density, and revisions to the applicable provisions in the LDC may be 
warranted, and could be included in the Package # 2 code amendments project 
discussed below. 

The Neighborhood Planning Workgroup's efforts have resulted in an additional 
set of proposed Land Development Code amendments ("Package #2"), which 
are anticipated to be presented to decision makers later this year. The additional 
proposed amendments are discussed in Attachment B to the March 7, 2014, 
Staff Report to the Planning Commission, and include a list of Residential design 
and development standards, intended to address compatibility issues associated 
with redevelopment in existing, established neighborhoods. A Residential Design 
Standards Technical Assistance Team ("TAT") has been formed to begin to 
evaluate potential Residential Design Standards that will become part of 
Package # 2. Initial research includes a deeper look at how existing standards 
such as density and lot area requirements can have an effect on neighborhood 
character. 

Conclusion: Options 2, 3, and 4 maintain the Neighborhood Planning 
Workgroup's recommendation related to the rounding provisions, while some 
options go beyond that, and address concerns about the maximum density 
rounding provisions raised in the public testimony. Additional proposed 
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amendments in this Package # 1, as well as forthcoming recommendations as 
part of Package # 2 are intended to further address neighborhood compatibility 
concerns associated with redevelopment and infill development in existing 
neighborhoods. 

2. Please respond to the written testimony provided by Tony Howell and Kirk 
Bailey at the March 19, 2014, Planning Commission meeting. (Daniels) 

At the March 19th Planning Commission public hearing, Commissioners heard 
from Tony Howell, who expressed concerns about the allowance of code
compliant development of industrial properties that contain Planned 
Developments. In particular, concerns were raised about Part 3, which proposes 
to permit code-compliant development of properties zoned PD(LI-0), PD(LI), and 
PD(GI), where Planned Development overlays have been placed on properties, 
or where there are approved Conceptual or Detailed Development Plans that 
have had very little(< 5%) development under the existing Plan. Mr. Howell also 
distributed written testimony to the Commission on behalf of himself and Kirk 
Bailey. That testimony is included in the meeting minutes from March 19, 2014, 
as Attachment B. 

The testimony presented highlighted several concerns, including that 
Comprehensive Plan Policy 8.9.1 0 states that, in certain areas of South Corvallis, 
(See Attachment B-9 of the March 19 meeting minutes) properties that contain a 
PO overlay cannot be subdivided to create development site of less than 50 
acres, and development cannot occur on those properties with less than 50 
acres, without a PO process. Additionally, there were concerns raised that there 
is limited transportation capacity along Hwy 99W/South 3rd, and that coordinated, 
master planned development subject to public process is necessary to achieve 
development that will not negatively impact transportation systems. The 
testimony further noted that there are natural features present on some industrial 
properties thqt would be subject to the proposed change, and that there are also 
wetland and drainage issues that need to be addressed. Other concerns 
included pedestrian design and accessibility, and a previously planned update of 
the industrial zones to contain pedestrian and building design standards. 
Subsequent to that testimony, Mr. Howell and Mr. Bailey submitted follow-up 
written testimony, dated April 1, 2014, that further detailed those concerns. That 
testimony is included in the packet of testimony received prior to the close of 
record, on April 2, 2014. 

Staff Notes 
In response to those concerns, staff have prepared an analysis of how current 
requirements of the LDC and other applicable requirements would, or would not, 
address the identified issues. 

Traffic, Transportation, and Access 
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Staff note that a transportation impact analysis is required for development 
proposals, whether at the building permit level, or in conjunction with a land use 
application. The Public Works Engineering division takes into account current 
conditions and expected impact as a result of development. The City's 
Transportation System Plan and other relevant documents are consulted, and 
where there are plans for additional capacity, new accessways or roads, or other 
planned facilities that are impacted by the proposed development, those needs 
would be addressed. Typically, if the transportation impacts of a development 
proposal are anticipated to degrade service levels to an unacceptable level of 
service, mitigation is required. Mitigation is typically thought of as infrastructure 
improvements, but can also include Transportation Demand Management (TOM) 
measures and enhanced transit service and facilities. It is also noted that a 
planned update to the City's Transportation System Plan is currently in its early 
stages, which may further inform necessary improvements to the transportation 
system in South Corvallis and other areas 

Transportation and access impacts are also closely regulated by ODOT, and the 
City and developers work with ODOT to mitigate traffic and access impacts along 
state roads, and increase capacity when development warrants. In the case of 
South Corvallis, access and traffic are heavily regulated by ODOT, which 
controls and manages access onto Hwy99W/South Third Street. The McFadden 
site on Hwy 20 is also under ODOT jurisdiction for traffic and access, and 
Conditions of Approval were placed on the Planned Development approval of 
that site to mitigate impacts of industrial development. Those Conditions of 
Approval would have to be addressed in conjunction with any proposal to allow 
code-compliant development on the site. 

Natural Features Considerations 
Planned Development overlays were placed on some industrial properties in 
order to allow the City to invoke Comprehensive Plan Policies for natural 
resources protection upon development of those properties. Since that time, the 
City has adopted the natural features inventory and protections, and those 
standards are required to be met with all development, regardless of additional 
land use process. It was noted that there are industrial areas in South Corvallis 
that contain wetlands. Through trade-offs considered in the Natural Features 
process, those wetlands were not locally protected; however, those wetlands are 
governed by the Department of State Lands and the Army Corps of Engineers, 
and are subject to those agencies' development requirements. Additionally, 
since the time the PD overlays were placed on those industrial areas in South 
Corvallis, the City has adopted the South Corvallis Drainage Plan, which 
provides an area-wide plan to mitigate drainage issues in South Corvallis. 

Pedestrian and Design Standards and Compatibility 
The Light Industrial and General Industrial zones do not have extensive 
pedestrian or design standards, however, the sites that would be subject to the 
proposed standards are in areas that are not immediately adjacent to residential 
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areas and are generally intended to supply land for industry-oriented 
development. It is noted that the 2006 LDC did include an update to some 
industrial zones, as it implemented the Ll-0 (Limited Industrial-Office zone, and 
zoned properties along the west side of Hwy 99W /South Third Street as PD (LI-
0). The Ll-0 zone contains pedestrian and building design standards, and is 
intended to act as a pedestrian-friendly buffer between typical industrial uses and 
the pedestrian and/or residential environment. Additionally, the LDC contains 
standards for gateway development, that require enhanced landscaping and 
other visual buffers between existing and future industry-oriented development 
and Hwy 99W /South Third Street at the southern entrance to the City. It is also 
noted that the proposed provision for code-compliant development of industrial 
properties is not proposed to apply to Intensive Industrial properties, nor is it 
proposed for mixed use zones, such as the Mixed Use employment zone and the 
Mixed Use Transitional zone, where residential uses would be expected to be 
incorporated into development and pedestrian orientation would be a priority. On 
balance, it is concluded that code-compliant development of industrial properties, 
as shown on Attachment E to the March 7, 2014, Staff Report to the Planning 
Commission, would not result in development that is incompatible with the 
building or pedestrian design expectations of the community, and visual and 
compatibility impacts have been mitigated by standards in the LDC. 

Options for Consideration 
While staff have made the preceding notes and conclusions, the Planning 
Commission may chose to consider recommending some or all of the following 
proposals. 

Maintain 50 Acre Minimum on Subject South Corvallis Properties 
New LDC language could reference Comprehensive Plan Policy 8.9.1 0, which 
identifies Area A and Area 8 in South Corvallis and requires PD approval for all 
development projects on properties less than 50 acres in size. This would 
prevent conflict between that Policy and the proposed new standards for those 
affected properties. 

In order to limit the amount of development allowed without a Planned 
Development review, but to provide an opportunity for a limited level of code
compliant development in these industrial planned development areas, the 
proposed provisions for code-compliant industrial development on the subject 
properties (those zoned PD(LI-0), PD (LI), and PD(GI) could include square 
footage and development percentage thresholds under which such development 
could occur, with any additional development subject to a PD or PD modification 
process. Staff considered the following thresholds for code-compliant 
development: 

• A maximum 200,000 square feet of building footprint, and 300,000 square 
feet total gross area (e.g. two-story development) could occur under the 
proposed provisions for ministerial review. 
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• A maximum of 30% of the total approved development area (building 
square footage) could be implemented, such that any cumulative increase 
above the square footage and development percentage would then trigger 
a PO or PD modification process. This would provide assurances of a total 
square footage maximum that could be approved through ministerial 
review for code-compliant development, as well as a measure of impact 
on the whole development site which would be relative to the size of the 
property. 

• Staff would suggest additional code language that would identify a 
"development site" as that which was considered under the Planned 
Development as of the date of the adopted LDC amendment. This would 
not allow future land divisions to benefit from these standards. 

On March 31 5
\ staff briefed the Economic Development Commission on 

comments received during the public hearing, and potential options to address 
concerns. After discussion, the economic Development Commission decided to 
continue their support of the original recommendation, highlighting the 
importance of providing a more timely and certain path toward development of 
industrial properties to encourage job creation and economic development 
opportunities. The EDC has provided a letter, dated April 2nd that is included in 
the April 2, 2014, packet of additional written testimony to the Planning 
Commission. 

Taking into account the concerns expressed in written and oral testimony, as well 
as the City's stated goal to promote economic development, staff identified the 
options delineated above as a means to mitigate concerns over impacts of code
compliant industrial development of properties containing Planned 
Developments, with a measure of flexibility to provide a clear path to some 
industrial development in support of the City's economic development goals. 

3. Does right-of-way dedication area count towards allowed density? 
(Sessions) 

Relevant definitions from the Land Development Code are included below: 

Area, Gross- Total area of a parcel or site, usually expressed in acres. 

Area, Net- Total area of a parcel or site, usually expressed in acres and excluding existing 
public street rights-of-way and, if a developer desires, excluding public parks, Significant 
Natural Feature areas dedicated to the public, and/or other areas permanently precluded 
from development due to development constraints or conservation easements. Planned 
streets shall not be excluded from the net area. 

Density Calculation - Density is calculated as either gross density or net density. The 
minimum density for a site is net density and the maximum density is gross density. 
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a. Density, Gross - Number of dwelling units per gross area, in acres. See definition 
for Area, Gross. Additionally, in calculating gross density for a Minor Land 
Partition site, applicants may include in their calculation 50 percent of the area of 
any street rights-of-way that front the subject site, for the distance the streets front 
the subject site. 

b. Density, Net- Number of dwelling units per net area, in acres. See definition for 
Area, Net. 

c. Fractions -When the sum of the dwelling units is a fraction of a dwelling unit, and 
the fraction is equal to or greater than 0.5, an additional dwelling unit shall be 
required (minimum density) or allowed (maximum density). If the fraction is less 
than 0.5, an additional dwelling unit shall not be required or allowed. 

Based on the definitions above, the determinant of maximum density for a site is 
the gross density of the site, based on the gross area of the site. Where a site 
abuts an existing public street, and additional street dedication is required to 
widen the existing street, the gross area is considered to be the size of the 
property prior to dedication of the right-of-way. In that instance, the dedicated 
right-of-way does count towards allowed density. Also, if the development site is 
subject to a Minor Land Partition or Minor Replat, the "half street bonus" applies, 
per the definition of "Density, Gross" above, and per LDC Section 2.14.50.a. In 
that instance, half of the abutting street right-of-way counts towards allowed 
density. However, staff propose to eliminate this provision as one of the changes 
in Package# 1. A minor land partition is defined as a division of land that creates 
three or fewer parcels within a calendar year. A minor replat is a process used 
when parcels within a recorded subdivision or partition are reconfigured such that 
three or fewer parcels are created or deleted within a calendar year. The "half 
street bonus" is not applied in subdivisions or major replats, which create, 
reconfigure, or delete four or more parcels within a calendar year. 

One of the curious features of the LDC is that the definitions for gross and net 
site area are not very different from one another. As the terms are commonly 
understood, the gross area of a site is the whole site, prior to street dedication 
and provision for other infrastructure, natural features, etc. The net area of a site 
is the developable portion that remains after necessary infrastructure (streets, 
etc.), parks and other land dedicated for public uses, and natural feature areas 
are subtracted from a site. The LDC definition; however, does not allow the 
exclusion of planned streets from the net area. Exclusion of natural feature 
areas, parks and other public dedications, and areas precluded from 
development from the net area is allowed at the option of the applicant. Since the 
net area informs the minimum density requirements, this can significantly 
increase or reduce the minimum required density of a development. 

4. Under the proposed PD minor plan adjustment process, what would 
happen if an approved planned development were partially built out, and 
the applicant wanted to vary from the approved PD for some portion of the 
remaining construction? (Sessions) 
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The minor plan adjustment process would allow for limited code-compliant 
development that would not be consistent with the Planned Development 
approval, if it met all applicable requirements per proposed Section 2.5.50.20. 
This would be allowed even if the approved PO were not fully built out. 

5. Please explore the possibility of expanding notice distances from 100 ft. to 
200ft. (Daniels) 

The 1993 Land Development Code included provisions that required notice to be 
provided to residents and owners of property within 500 feet of the development 
site for large-scale land use applications like Subdivisions creating 10 or more 
lots, Conditional Development applications for sites larger than 1 acre, and so on. 
For other types of land use applications that were typically considered through a 
public hearing process, the required notice area was within 300 feet; for most 
administrative land use applications the required notice area was within 100 feet 
of the site. In the early 2000's this section of the code was changed for budget 
reasons, to reduce the required notice area for land use decisions made through 
a public hearing process to 300 feet (with the exception of historic preservation 
applications, sign variances, and extension of service requests, which only 
require 100 ft. notice), and to retain the 1 00 foot notice distance for most 
administrative land use decisions. State law requires that notice be required for 
all quasi-judicial land use hearings to owners of record of property within 100 feet 
of the development site (ORS 197.763). The City's requirements exceed the 
minimum required under State law (we provide notice to residents and property 
owners, and we provide notice to properties further than 100 feet from the 
development site for many types of land use applications). 

In order to estimate the cost implications of the proposal to expand the 100ft. 
notice area to 200ft., staff have supplemented the study that was done for the 
Neighborhood Planning Work Group to estimate cost impacts of expanding the 
required notice area for Major Lot Development Options from 300 feet to 500 feet 
(see Attachment D). It is not possible to determine precisely the cost impacts of 
expanding required notice distances from 100ft. to 200ft., because the costs will 
vary based on the characteristics of individual sites and their surroundings. 
However, the attached spreadsheet examines three different, randomly-selected 
areas of town and develops an average for the number of notices that would 
need to be sent with 100, 200, 300, and 500-foot notice distances, along with 
associated cost impacts. 

In the case of the Neighborhood Planning Work Group's recommendation to 
expand the notice distance for Major LDO's from 300 to 500 ft., staff determined 
that since we receive relatively few Major LDO applications in a typical year, the 
cost implications of expanding the required notice area would not be very 
significant. However, if the Planning Commission is considering expanding the 
required notice areas for many, or most, types of land use applications, the cost 
implications would be significant. Staff note that the change from a 300-ft. notice 
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requirement to a 500-ft. notice requirement is estimated to increase total costs 
(materials and labor) by approximately 77%. Similarly, based on the study 
described above, staff estimate that increasing the required notice distance from 
100 to 200 feet would increase total costs by 45%. 

Additionally, before such a change is made, the Planning Commission should 
consider the efficacy of mailed notices, and whether expanding the required 
notice area for mailed notices is the most efficient and effective use of public 
resources. In recent years, on-line participation in the land use process has 
increased significantly, especially through the City's subscription service, through 
which any interested person may receive electronic copies of all notices mailed 
by the Planning Division. Additionally, the requirement for posted signs with 
notice of a land use application on a development site is arguably a more 
effective means of attracting attention from nearby residents and property 
owners. 

6. Could the Historic Resources Commission provide feedback on OSU's 
screening request? (Daniels) 

On April 8th, the HRC reviewed the written testimony to the Planning Commission 
submitted by OSU on April1, 2014, regarding LDT13-00002. This testimony requests 
that the Planning Commission consider revisions to the proposed Chapter 2.9- Historic 
Preservation Provisions text amendments recommended by the HRC. Specifically, OSU 
requested to modify the previously proposed exemption language in Section 2.9.70.z
Required Ground-level Screening to allow screen walls up to 14-ft in height without 
need for a Historic Preservation Permit. Currently, the proposed language for this 
section allows screen walls up to 6-ft in height enclosing an area up to 400 sq. ft. OSU 
also proposed a new Director-level criterion that would allow required ground-level 
screening enclosures up to 14-ft tall and enclosing an area of up to 600 sq. ft. 

The HRC reached consensus that they would be comfortable with LDC language that 
would allow ground-level screen walls up to 1O-ft in height as an exemption, but the 
HRC did not support the new proposed Director-level criterion. In general, the HRC 
believes that 14-ft tall walls are tall enough that they could negatively impact the historic 
character of a building or the District if not placed appropriately. The exemption 
language does not specifically direct where screening enclosures can be placed. The 
OSU proposed Director-level language would limit the location of such structures to 
areas not between a street and a building's front fa<.{ade. The Commission noted the 
term "front fa9ade" is not defined in the LDC, and within the OSU District, there are 
buildings with essentially double-fronts, or that face public areas that are not streets, 
such as quads and plazas. For this reason, the HRC believes that discretionary review 
is important to ensure historic compatibility of enclosures with walls greater than 1O-ft 
and/or that enclose an area greater than 400 sq. ft. One Commissioner pointed out 
that, depending on the building, a 14-ft tall wall would be as a high as the second story 
of the building, another Commissioner expressed concern that even if a wall did not 
touch a building, it might obscure important architectural features in a way that would 
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detract from the building's historic significance. The HRC also agreed that there was a 
good deal of discussion regarding the size of equipment enclosures during their 
previous review of proposed Text Amendments, which resulted in the HRC 
recommended exemption language. Without further analysis they were uncomfortable 
making a different recommendation, except with respect to agreeing that they would be 
comfortable if the Planning Commission recommended allowing enclosure wall heights 
up to 1O-ft tall as an exemption. Required ground-level screening enclosures that do not 
qualify as an exempt activity could still be constructed, but would require an HRC-Ievel 
Historic Preservation Permit. 

7. Would putting in place a special standard in the areas annexed before 1950 
be considered a de facto historic district, and if so, would that be a legal 
problem? (Hann) 

No. This issue was raised at the Neighborhood Planning Work Group in relation to 
discussion of the concept of a "historic district, light" process that would require historic 
reviews only for major additions and new construction within a historic district. Under 
State law, the process to establish a historic district must include an "opt-out" provision 
for affected property owners within the district. This is because a jurisdiction would 
otherwise be putting in place a requirement for a discretionary review process, without 
allowing a property owner to "opt-out." In the case of the proposed standard, the 
proposal is to establish a clear and objective regulation within a specified area within the 
City that would allow an applicant to round down a density calculation, where other code 
requirements currentlywould require rounding up. Because this is not a discretionary 
decision, but is a clear and objective standard that would be applied uniformly, it would 
not equate to establishment of a de facto historic district. There are many areas within 
the Land Development Code where clear and objective standards are applied only to 
certain areas within the City for various reasons. 

In conversations with the City Attorney's Office, one suggestion should be brought 
forward. That is the observation that there may be older portions of the City that were 
not technically "annexed" into the City, but which were incorporated or added into the 
City via other means. Therefore, staff propose to amend the proposed code language to 
reflect that these provisions would apply to properties within the established City Limits 
on or before January 1, 1950, rather than to properties that were annexed on or before 
that date. 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

MEMORANDUM 

January 30, 201 ~ 

Mayor and City Council · 

Ken Gibb;Communlty Developinent Di~ 
Council Request - rounding of density calculations & moratorium 
fn~ormation · 

BACKGOUND: 

Council requested follow~up information related tq testimony received at the Janua,.Y 22, 2013 
City Council meeting from Mr. Jeff Hes.s that addressed how residential densities are calculated. 
Mr. Hess also requested that the City Council hold a public hearing oh a proposal" to institute a 
development moratorium. 

DiSCUSS.ION: 

In his written communication, Mr. Hess stated that: 

"In 2008 ~he CQrvallis city council amended tl:le local Land Development Code (~DC) in such a way that the 
maximum development density allowed In each·zone district was doubled while the stated maximum density 
remained the same. lfs believed this amendment was a mistake passed without cOuncil appreciating the Impact of 
what they were voting for. Because the amendment introduced rounding in the definition of "Density Calculation'', the 
maximum density now changes with the number of units built. For example, a duplex In R8-9 now has a maximum· 
allowed density of 16 units/acre while a single unit has. a maximum allowed density of24 unitsfacre. MeanWhile the 
LDC continues to state the pr~2008 maximum of 12 unitslacre• · · · 

Actually, rounding relatect to density calculations was adopted into the LDC prior to 2008. The 
2008 LbC amendments addressed rounding related to other LDC calculations. Staff notes that 
part of the 2008 LDC amendment packag~ was dropped because <?fa LUBA appeal and 
therefore the rounding methodology was not expandeq beyond. the previously legislated density 
calcul!!tions. · · 

There were two previous LDC changes that addressed density calculations, both of which 
became effective in the 2006 LDC Update package implementation. First, as part of the 2000 
LDC Update Phase 1, the method9logy to calculate gross density for a Minor Land Partition ~ite 
was changed to include in their acreage calculation 50 percent of the area of !!ny street rights
of-way that fronf the subject site (for the distance the streets front the subject ·site). Also, a · 
definition of net density was developed to "net" out that portion(s) of a development site that was 
precluded fr~m development, e.g. natural feat~res protection areas or cc:>nservation areas. 

s~concny, as part·~fthe 2004 LDC Phase Ill Update (also included in th~ 2006 LDC Update · · 
implementation package but worked on in the early 2000s), the following provision was added to 
the density calculation language: · 
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When the sum of the dwelling units is a fraction of a dwelling unit, and the fraction is equal to or 
greater than 0.5, an additional dwelling unit shall be required (minimum density) or allowed 
(maximum density). If the fraction is Jess than 0.5, an additional dwelling unit shall not be 
required or allowed. 

We haven't been able to fully review the extensive background material (thousands of pages) 
related to both of these projects but based on the review to date and in talking with former st~ff 
members who worked on this project, these changes officially ratified past practice, i.e. using 
the mathematical approach of rounding to the nearest whole number and/or addressed the 
City's long stated policie~ of encouraging compact and efficient. use of land and providing more 
affordable hC?using opportu,nities. · 

The 2004 rounding approach as it applies to qensity calculations does not "double density" on a 
wholesale basis. In certain circumstances, the rounding approach would allow two dw~lling units 
where one ~ould otherwise be allowed. However, for calculations of density .with a maximum 
allowed density that is more than two units, the difference between a res.ult reached by rounding 
vs. a result reached by allowing the nearest whol~ number would never be more than one 
unit. In approximately half of these. instances (i:e. where the rest,~lt contains a fraction less than 
% unit) the r~sult of the density calculation with rounding would be the same as the nearest 
whole number method because in both instances staff would round down to the nearest whole 
number. Because of this, the effect ·of "rounding" is most acute for small infill properties, where 
the difference between one and two dwelling units has the most impact. The Neighborhood 
Planning Work Group is current~y exploring a number of potential ~easures that would address 
the compatibility of small infill development, in addition to the.change in parking requirements for 
four- and fwe-bedroom dwelling units that has already been put in place. 

The provisions in the 2000 and 2004 LDC Phases I and Ill Update packages (implemented in 
2006) were conducted through ;an extensive and open public process that directly .involved . · 
many community members, Plimriing Commissioners and City Councilors as project work group 
members. The work product was subject to public workshops and hearings, with several 
opportunities for public input. Th~ density qilculatlon changes were publicly available although 
they didn't get as much attention as other portions of very large packages. There ·may be 
perspectives that view the results of these changes as having unintended consequences a 
decade later, b.ut the changes were intentional, i.e. not an oversight, and designed as a 
mecnanism to assist decision makers .and the public in determining density standards and to 
implement Comprehensive Plan policies. · ····· 

The Avery Addition Neighborhood Association lias submitted a list of propos~ls to the 
Collaboration Corvallis' Neigh~orhood Planning Work Group. This list includes a proposal to 
change the LDC ~o not ~llow rounding as it perta~ns to density calculations. 

The Neighborhood Planning Work Group is currently looking at the concept of neighborhood 
oriented design standards which in part respond to some of the other sugg~stions from the · 
Avery Addition group and other members of the public. Staff notes that the Work Group will 
review the rounding issue during the month of February. · · 

Mr. Hess also requested that the City Council place a 120 day moratorium on development. 
Attached is memorandum from the City AttomeY.'s Office related to moratoria. This 
memorandum was distributed in early 2012 in response to questions about the legal aspects of 
a local government declaring a moratorium. . · 

2 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: September 10, 2013 

TO: Mayor and City Council 

FROM: Ken Gibb, Community Development Director 

RE: Council Request - rounding of density calculations 

Councilor Hogg requested that staff provide background regarding the density rounding 
provision in the Land Development Code and possible options. 

Attached is a copy of the information related to this topic that was provided to the City Council in 
the February 4, 2013 meeting packet. As noted in that memorandum, the Neighborhood 
Planning Work Group was scheduled to take up a series of proposals from the Avery Addition 
Neighborhood in February. This included· a proposal to eliminate "rounding up" for density 
calculation purposes. 

The Work Group proposed a series of recommendations to address concerns raised by the 
Avery Addition Neighborhood as well as other community members. In addition to the rounding 
question, .these proposals addressed: 

• Increasing parking requirements for 4/5 bedroom units (enacted in late 2012) 
• Recommending LDC changes to define unusable areas in Lot Line Adjustment 

proposals 
• Recommending additional setbacks for single attached units 
• Recommending that the option to include 50% of the street right-of-way for density 

calculations be eliminated 
• Recommending increasing public notice requirements for Major Lot Development Option 

requests 
• Recommending that neighborhood design standards be developed in order to enhance 

the compatibility of infill projects. Components of the standards could include maximum 
floor area ratios, setbacks that are based on existing development patterns, several 
standards related to roof articulation, horizontal building offsets, building differentiation of 
projects with multiple buildings, enhanced pedestrian features, window coverage and 
other design elements. Additional standards related to off-street parking design are also 
recommended. 

Regarding rounding for density calculation purposes, the Work Group recommended that 
property owners have the option to round down in order to meet minimum density 
requirements, e.g., if the minimum was 1.5 units the owner could choose to round down to 1 
unit. The Work Group did not recommend that the current rounding provision be eliminated 
from the LDC. 
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The Neighborhood Planning Work Group recommendations were approved by the 
Collaboration Steering Committee in and forwarded to the City of Corvallis for action. 

Next steps regarding the LDC related Collaboration Project recommendations will be a 
prioritization of items for the next round of Code updates. This is scheduled for the October 
7 City Council meeting. Staff will be recommending that several of the items identified above 
be included in the next LDC update package including the rounding recommendation. 
Through the public process and subsequent deliberations, the Planning Commission and 
City Council will have the opportunity to accept, reject or change the various Collaboration 
recommendations prior to taking final action on the LDC amendment package. 

Review and Concur: 

Jim Patterson, City Manager 

2 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: December 29, 2013 

Mayor and City Council TO: 

FROM: Ken Gibb, Community Development Director 

Follow-up Information RE: 

As part of Visitor Proposition testimony at the December 16, 2013 Council meeting related to 
density rounding and maximum density values in residential zones, Mr. Jeff Hess stated that the 
issue is not being addressed by Staff or the City Council and that he did not know how to bring 
his issue forward any further. 

Staff notes the following: 

• As described in a September 30, 2013 memorandum to the City Council and as the 
discussed at the October 7, 2013 Council meeting, Collaboration Corvallis 
recommendations (from the Neighborhood Planning Workgroup) included a series of 
proposals that will impact infill project density. 

• These include increasing parking requirements for 4/5 bedroom non-single family 
residential projects (in place for more than a year) and several recommendations that 
will be considered by the LDC Package # 1. 

• Package # 1 includes: 

- revising lot line adjustment criteria to not allow adding "unusable" areas in order 
to meet minimum lot sizes 

- increasing setback requirements for single attached units 

- changing density calculations for replats and minor land partitions to not count 
50% of the abutting rights-or-way 

- increasing public notice areas for certain land use applications 

- changing minimum density standards for infill development 

In large part these recommendations were a response to testimony from Mr. Hess and 
. the Avery Addition Neighborhood Association (AANA). In addition, another 
recommendation related to public noticing of demolition applications has been approved 
by the Collaboration Steering Committee and will be considered for implementation by 
the City in the upcoming months. Finally, the Collaboration recommendation related to 
neighborhood design standards will be developed in 2014 for Planning Commission and 
City Council consideration as LDC Package #2. It will address several concerns raised 
by the AANA to the Neighborhood Planning Work Group. 
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• As described in Attachment 2 of the September 30 memorandum referenced above, the 
Neighborhood Planning Work Group considered testimony from Mr. Hess that proposed 
eliminating the LDC's density rounding provision entirely. The Work Group ultimately 
recommended that proj~ct developers be allowed to round down density calculations in 
order to meet minimum density requirements but didn't propose eliminating the rounding 
option for maximum density calculations. As directed by the City Council, this 
recommendation wilf be incorporated into LDC Package #1 that will be considered by the 
Planning Commission in early 2014 and forwarded to the City Council for a final 
decision. 

• There will be an opportunity for the public to participate in the eventual outcome of this 
recommendation. As I noted in response to the Council following Visitor Proposition 
comments made by Mr. Hess at the October 21, 2013 meeting, citizens could propose a 
different approach regarding maximum density calculations through the public hearing 
process for LDC Package #1. 

Review and Concur: 

Jim Patterson, City Manager 

2 
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Excerpt From 10/24 E-Mail to the Mayor and City Council 

During Mr. Hess's comments regarding rounding provisions in the LDC, Councilor Sorte 
inquired about the Collaboration recommendations related to density rounding. As I 
indicated at the meeting, there was a recommendation regarding this matter but that it did 
not fully match up with the Avery Addition's proposal. Below is the excerpt from Attachment 
2 of the staff report to the Council (October 7 meeting) that describes the Collaboration 
recommendation. 

The Work Group recommends that the City of Corvallis amend the Corvallis Lcmd Development 
Code to allow the redevelopment of residential infill properties at densities thatare otherwise 
below minimum required density. 

Basis for Recommendation 

The Work Group discussed the existing provisions in the Corvallis Land Development 
Code that permit "rounding up" to the next whole number when the density calculation 
for a property results in a fraction of0.5 or greater. For example, if the calculated 
maximum density for a given parcel of land was 1.5 units, the owner could build up to 
two units. A request to eliminate this provision was presented to the Work Group 
through public testimony. 

While a recommendation to that affect was not adopted, the Work Group also discussed 
the merits of facilitating redevelopment of infill properties at densities that may be closer 
to the original development patterns, particularly in older historic neighborhoods 
surrounding the Oregon State University campus. Rather than addressing scenarios 
related to maximum density, the subject recommendation would not require density 
intensification. For example, if the calculated minimum required density was 1.5, the 
owner could choose to "round down" to 1 unit. This option is intended to help foster the 
preservation of original development patterns, particularly in historic neighborhoods. 



Area: 5758 sq. ft.

Area: 5743 sq. ft.Area: 5733 sq. ft.

Area: 5238 sq. ft.

Area: 8504 sq. ft.
Area: 7489 sq. ft.

Area: 7477 sq. ft.

Area: 6642 sq. ft.

Area: 6011 sq. ft.

Area: 6009 sq. ft.
Area: 5974 sq. ft.

Area: 5003 sq. ft.

Area: 5003 sq. ft.

Area: 5003 sq. ft.

Area: 5003 sq. ft.

Area: 5003 sq. ft.

Area: 5000 sq. ft.

Area: 4999 sq. ft.

Area: 4999 sq. ft.

Area: 4999 sq. ft.

Area: 4998 sq. ft.

Area: 4764 sq. ft.

Density Analysis (RS-9 Sample)

Corvallis Planning Division
501 SW Madison Ave
Corvallis, OR  97333

541.766.6908
Planning@CorvallisOregon.gov

F0 70 140 210

Feet

EXISTING DENSITY (BLOCK-LEVEL):

Area, Gross:     2.88 acres
Area, Net:        2.88 acres

Existing Dwellings:   25
Existing Density:      8.68 du/ac

POTENTIAL DENSITY (BLOCK-LEVEL):

There are two possible methods to calculate density:

1. uses existing subdivision / lot pattern in conjunction with minimum 
lot area of the RS-9 Zone (if each lot were to be redeveloped to the 
highest possible intensity):

Possible Max. # of Dwelling Units:  40
          (assumes 2,500 sq. ft. per unit, duplex or triplex on most lots)
Possible Max. Density:  13.8 du/ac
          (40 du / 2.88 ac)

But max. density would be limited by overall density allowance of 
12 du/ac. Maintaining r.o.w. density bonus and rounding will lead to 
potential to exceed max. density allowance, if other development 
standards are otherwise satisfied.

2. considers if the entire block were redeveloped and uses the site area 
to calculate a potential maximum density:

Possible Max. # of Dwelling Units:  35
          (2.88 acre x 12 du/ac = 34.56, rounded up)
Possible Max. Density: 12 du/ac
          (34.56 du / 2.88 ac)

Allowing rounding up by default will lead to density exceeding
maximum allowance (35 du / 2.88 ac = 12.15 du/ac)

POTENTIAL DENSITY (SITE-LEVEL, ONE LOT):

In this case, right-of-way bonus is not necessary to allow 2 units.

Rounding up provision, for density calculation purposes, 
along with lot area that exceeds minimum for 2 units 
(5,000 sq. ft. required) allows 2 units

Resultant Density: 15.38 du/ac
          (2 du / 0.13 ac = 15.38 du/ac)

POTENTIAL DENSITY (SITE-LEVEL, THREE LOTS):

If considering three parcels...
Max. # of Dwellings:    5
          (0.39 ac. x 12 du/ac = 4.68 du/ac, rounded up to 5)
Max Density Based on Area, Gross:  12.82 du/ac
          (5 du / 0.39 ac = 12.82 du/ac)

However, considering each lot on its own would 
allow 2 units for each lot, resulting in 6 units on the three lots.

Resultant Density: 15.38 du/ac
          (6 du / 0.39 ac = 15.38 du/ac)

In each case, allowing to round up will exceed max. density.

Density Range: 6 - 12 dwellings per acre
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Area: 9162 sq. ft.

Area: 6092 sq. ft.

Area: 5258 sq. ft.

Area: 5096 sq. ft.

Area: 5094 sq. ft.

Area: 5089 sq. ft.

Area: 5087 sq. ft.

Area: 5081 sq. ft.

Area: 4925 sq. ft.

Area: 5080 sq. ft.

Area: 5076 sq. ft.

ROW Area: 1884  sq. ft.

Density Analysis (RS-12 Sample)

Corvallis Planning Division
501 SW Madison Ave
Corvallis, OR  97333

541.766.6908
Planning@CorvallisOregon.gov

F0 40 80 120

Feet

EXISTING DENSITY (BLOCK-LEVEL):

Area, Gross:      1.42 acres
Area, Net:          1.42 acres

Existing Dwellings:  11
Existing Density:     7.75 du/ac

POTENTIAL DENSITY (BLOCK-LEVEL):

There are two possible methods to calculate density:

1. uses existing subdivision / lot pattern in conjunction with 
minimum lot area of the RS-12 Zone (if each lot were 
redeveloped to the highest possible intensity):

Possible Max. # of Dwelling units:   24 
         (2,200 sq. ft. per unit (RS-12) is the limiting factor)
Possible Max. Density: 16.9 du/ac
         (24 du / 1.42 ac)

2. considers if the entire block were redeveloped and uses 
the site area to calculate a potential maximum density:

Possible Max. # of Dwelling Units: 28 
          (1.42 acre x 20 du/ac = 28.4, rounded down)
Possible Max. Density: 20 du/ac 
          (28.4 du / 1.42 ac)

POTENTIAL DENSITY (SITE-LEVEL):

Existing lot area would allow 3 dwellings 
based on rounding provisions:
         (0.14 ac. x 20 du/ac = 2.8, rounded up to 3) 

However, the minimum lot area req. of 2,200 sq. ft. 
per unit would limit development to 2 dwellings, 
due to existing lot pattern.

POTENTIAL DENSITY (SITE-LEVEL):

Site Area Including right-of-way density bonus: 7,142 sq. ft.

Existing lot area plus right-of-way would allow 3 dwellings 
based on rounding provisions, through MLP/MRP:
          (0.16 ac. x 20 du/ac = 3.28, rounded down to 3) 

Density Based on Area, Gross: 24.86 du/ac
         (3 du / 0.12 ac = 25 du/ac)

However, min. lot area of 2,200 per unit would 
limit density to 2 dwellings (min. lot area does not
include half-street bonus area)

Density Limited by Min. Lot Area Req.: 16.7 du/ac
          (2 du / 0.12 ac = 16.7 du/ac)

Density Range: 12 - 20 dwellings per acre
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Buffer Distance Example 1 Example 2 Example 3 Average Count Materials Cost Factor Total Envelope and Paper Postage TOTAL
100 ft. 31 32 29 31 0.1 3.07$                                             15.95$     19.01$              
200 ft. 79 77 88 81 0.1 8.13$                                             42.29$     50.43$              
300 ft. 132 107 120 120 0.1 11.97$                                           62.23$     74.19$              
500 ft. 301 236 218 252 0.1 25.17$                                           130.87$   156.03$           
Notes: 1. Numbers represent a rough estimate of the total number of notices to be mailed

2. Numbers do not factor in possibility that duplicate notices and bad addresses will be eliminated during formal public notice process
3. Numbers do not factor in possibility of notice area involving parcels that lack sufficient data on apartment development unit counts
4. Counts reflect three example development projects of varying scale, where the three different buffer distances (100-ft., 300-ft., and 500-ft.) were applied.

Time (hours) Rate Total
Staff Labor Costs 1 for 100-ft. 0.75 44.00$                  33.00$                     
Staff Labor Costs 1 for 200-ft. (est.) 1.1 44.00$                  48.40$                     
Staff Labor Costs 1 for 300-ft. 1.5 44.00$                  66.00$                     
Staff Labor Costs 1 for 500-ft. (est.) 3 44.00$                  132.00$                  
Staff Labor Costs 2 1 51.00$                  51.00$                     
Total for 100-ft. Notice 1.75 84.00$                     
Anticipated Total for 200-ft. Notice 2.1 99.40$                     
Total for 300-ft. Notice 2.5 117.00$                  
Anticipated Total for 500-ft. Notice 4 183.00$                  

1. Increasing the notice area from 300-ft. to 500-ft. is anticipated to double costs for Staff Labor Costs 1 and Materials.
2. There is no anticipated increase in labor costs for Staff Labor Costs 2 for any given notice area distance.

100-ft. Notice Average 103.01$                              
200-ft. Notice Average (Anticipated) 149.83$                              
300-ft. Notice Average 191.19$                              
500-ft. Notice Average (Anticipated) 339.03$                              

Notice Counts and Costs Based on Buffer Distance

Labor Costs

Total Materials & Labor
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Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 
June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 

EXHIBIT D (25 of 25)
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Memorandum 
To: Historic Resources Commission 

From: Bob Richardson, Associate Plannerl2t\'IL 

Date: April 8, 2014 

Subject: Revisions to LDC Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation Provisions 
(LDT13-00002) 

On January 14, 2014, the Historic Resources Commission (HRC) made 
recommendations to the Planning Commission regarding Text Amendments to LDC 
Chapter 2.9- Historic Preservation Provisions. The Planning Commission is currently 
reviewing proposed Text Amendments, and through this process Oregon State 
University has proposed additional revisions, including two related to ground-level 
screening. The HRC recommended exemption regarding ground level screening is 
provided below, followed by the proposed OSU revision to the exemption language in 
Section 2.9.70, and a new Director-level criterion under Section 2.9.100.03. 

The difference between the HRC recommended exemption and the OSU proposed 
exemption is that OSU is proposing to increase the height of exempt screen walls from 
6-ft to 14-ft. OSU also proposes a Director-level criterion for screening enclosures larger 
than 400 sq. ft. and up to 600 sq. ft. Please refer to the attached letter from OSU 
regarding reasons for the proposed revisions. 

HRC RECOMMENDED EXEMPTION 

z. Required Ground-level Screening 

1. Required Ground-level Screening Within the OSU Historic District - Code-required ground
level screening, including vegetation, walls, fences, and enclosures, provided the screen: 

a. Complies with development standards of Chapter 3.36 - OSU Zone; 

b. Does not exceed 6-ft in height and 20 ft. in length or width, and does not enclose an area 
greater than 400 sq. ft. 

c. Is freestanding, or constructed at ground level and attached to the Designated Historic 
Resource in a manner that is Reversible and does not damage architectural features of the 
structure; 

d. Is composed of vegetation, stone, brick, masonry, wrought iron, solid wood fencing, or a 
combination of these materials. Metal gates/doors may be used to access enclosures. 

1) If attached to a Designated Historic Resource, the screening material shall match 
materials used on the Designated Historic Resource structure, except in the case of 
vegetation. 

1 
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2) If freestanding, the screening material(s) shall be reflective of, and complementary to, 
those found on any existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources, 
except in the case of vegetation. 

e. If vegetation is used for screening, it shall be consistent with the screening provisions in 
Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, & Lighting. 

OSU PROPOSED EXEMPTION 

2.9.70.aa.l: Required Ground-level Screening within the OSU Historic District - Code-required ground-level 
screening, including vegetation, walls, fences, and enclosures, provided the screen: 

1. Complies with development standards of Chapter 3.36- OSU Zone; 

2. Does not exceed 14-ft in height, does not exceed 20ft. in length or w idth, and does not enclose an area 
greater than 400 sq. ft. 

3. Is freestanding, or constructed at ground level and attached to the Designated Historic Resource in a 
manner t hat is Reversible and does not damage architectural features of the structure; 

4. Is composed of either vegetation, stone, brick, masonry, wrought iron, solid wood fencing, or a combination 
of these materials. Metal gates/doors may be used to access enclosures. 

a) If attached to a Designated Historic Resource, the screening material shall match materials used 
on the Designated Historic Resource structure, except in the case of vegetation. 

b) If free standing, the screening material(s) shall be reflective of, and complementary to, those 
found on any existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources, except in the case 
of vegetation. 

OSU PROPOSED DIRECTOR-LEVEL CRITERION 
2.9.100.03.1 Required Ground-level Screening within the OSU Historic District - Code-required ground-level 

screening, including vegetation, walls, fences, and enclosures, provided the screen: 

1. Complies with development standards of Chapter 3.36- OSU Zone; 

2. Does not exceed 14-ft in height, and does not enclose an area greater than 600 sq. ft. 

3. Is not located between the street and the front fa~ade of the building; 

4. Is freestanding, or constructed at ground level and attached to the Designated Historic Resource in a 

manner that is Reversible and does not damage architectural features of the structure; 

a) If attached to a Designated Historic Resource, the screening material shall match materials used 
on the Designated Historic Resource structure, except in the case of vegetation. 

b) If free standing, the screening material(s) shall be reflective of, and complementary to, those 
found on any existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources, except in the case 
of vegetation. 

5. If vegetation is used for screening, it shall be consistent with the screening provisions in Chapter 4.2-

Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, & Lighting. 

The HRC is requested to consider the OSU proposed Text Amendment revisions, and 
at a minimum identify potential advantages or disadvantages with respect to impacts to 
the OSU Historic District. 

Attached: OSU Written Testimony to the Planning Commission; April 1, 2014 

2 



Campus Operations - Office of Capital Planning & Development  

3015 SW Western Blvd.  | Corvallis, Oregon 97333 

Phone 541.737.3102 

 

 

 

April 1, 2014 
 
City of Corvallis Planning Commission  
c/o Planning Division Manager’s Office 
PO Box 1083 
Corvallis, Oregon 97339-1083 
 
Subject:    Additional Written Testimony on revisions to Chapter 2.9 Required Ground-level Screening 

Exemption and Director-Level Review (Section 2.9.70.aa and LDC Section 2.9.100.03.l) 

 
Dear Members of the Corvallis Planning Commission:  

 
In response to Planning Commission members’ questions during the March 19, 2014 Public Hearing on 
the proposed revisions to Land Development Code Chapter 2.9 (LDT13-00002), Oregon State University 
(OSU) is submitting additional written testimony, which has been divided into the following sections:  

(1) Overview of ground level screening requirements in the Chapter 3.36: OSU Zone, 

(2) Background on power outages on campus,  

(3) Explanation of the request for LDC Section 2.9.70.aa exemption,  

(4) Review of the request for LDC Section 2.9.100.03.l Director-Level review of Historic Preservation 
Permit applications, and  

(5) Summary requesting the Planning Commission review and consider the heights in  proposed LDC 
Sections 2.9.70.aa and 2.9.100.03.l 

LDC CHAPTER 3.36 – GROUND LEVEL SCREENING REQUIREMENT 

The Corvallis Land Development Code (LDC) Chapter 3.36: OSU Zone requires that all mechanical 
equipment, trash enclosures, and outdoor storage areas adjacent to a neighborhood or visible from a 
street, building, or pedestrian access way be screened. The layout of campus – with buildings fronting 
streets and opening onto internal quads – makes LDC Section 3.36.60.14 applicable to a majority of 
buildings in the OSU Zone, including areas outside the OSU National Historic District.   

Since screening mechanical equipment, trash enclosures, and outdoor storage areas is required per LDC 
Section 3.36.60.14, OSU staff inventoried enclosures within and outside the OSU National Historic 
District to assess enclosure height, percentage of building footprint, method of screening, material(s), 
and location.1  The assessment revealed that existing mechanical enclosures have been sited and 
designed to minimize visibility while providing LDC required screening in a way that complies with 
building code.  It also revealed that due to equipment size, enclosures frequently range in height from 
seven (7) to over twelve (12) feet in height.2 

                                                           
1  Refer to Enclosure Exhibit, Planning Commission Staff Report, Package # 1 Land Development Code 

Amendments (LDT13-00002 and LDT13-00003), ATTACHMENT G (Page 108 - 126 of 149) 
2  Refer to “Enclosure Height” as shown on Planning Commission Staff Report, Package # 1 Land Development 

Code Amendments (LDT13-00002 and LDT13-00003), ATTACHMENT G (Page 126 of 149) 

P
ac

ka
ge

 #
1 

LD
C

 T
ex

t A
m

en
dm

en
ts

 (L
D

T1
3-

00
00

2 
/ L

D
T1

3-
00

00
3)

 
Ju

ne
 9

, 2
01

4,
 C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
S

ta
ff 

R
ep

or
t 

E
X

H
IB

IT
 E

 (3
 o

f 9
)



OSU'S ADDITIONAL WRITTEN ADDITIONAL TESTIMONY ON LDC SECTION 2.9.70.AA AND LDC SECTION 2.9.100.03.L 

Page 2 of 7 

LDC Section 2.9.70.aa - Required Ground-level Screening exempts certain enclosures from Historic 
Preservation Permit requirements if they meet a set of specified conditions; however, the current 
language only exempts a structure that “Does not exceed 6 ft. in height, does not exceed 10 ft. in length 
or width, and does not enclose an area greater than 100 sq. ft.”  Most of the enclosures on OSU’s 
campus required by LDC Section 3.36.60.14 do not meet the criteria for this exemption.  Due to the 
height necessary for fully screening mechanical equipment and the total square footage required to 
provide sufficient setbacks for accessing equipment within the enclosure, enclosures on OSU’s campus 
typically exceed the maximum dimensional thresholds to qualify as an exempt activity.   Consequently, 
every enclosure listed on Attachment A – 19 would require submittal of an HPP Application, review by 
City Staff, and Public Hearing before the HRC.3   

BACKGROUND ON POWER OUTAGES ON CAMPUS 

Since October 2010, OSU has had fifty-five (55) power outages of which only 11 percent were scheduled.  
Twenty-six (26) of the outages impacted the 4kv system – including the six (6) scheduled shutdowns – 
and were caused by, but not limited to, a faulty pole fuse, tunnel cable, transformer, insulator to a 
transformer, oil switch, and overhead cable.  Additionally, there have been twenty-nine (29) 20kv 
system outages, of which twenty-five (25) were the result of a failure off campus (e.g., overhead cable, 
weather related issues, fuse, tap, squirrel/bird, traffic related events, etc.).  The impact to campus is 
dependent on the location of the incident and which system is effected; an event can impact one 
building or the entire campus. 

 

 
Image 1:  PP&L Device Failure    Image 2:  PP&L Cable Fault in Tunnel 

At Oregon’s largest public research university, power outages are particularly concerning due to their 
potential to compromise on-going research projects and to cause health, life, and safety hazards.  There 
are laboratories in many of the older buildings on campus that do not have generators.  OSU has the 
ability to set up portable generators and equipment during an outage to provide temporary power to 
identified research equipment.  Responding to outages takes time and is labor intensive given the size, 
location, and number of critical facilities on campus.   

                                                           
3  Refer to Enclosure Exhibit, Planning Commission Staff Report, Package # 1 Land Development Code 

Amendments (LDT13-00002 and LDT13-00003), ATTACHMENT G (Page 126 of 149).  Note:  Some of the 
enclosures are located outside of the OSU National Historic District; however, if a comparable enclosure was 
proposed within the district, it would require an HPP Application and Public Hearing before the HRC prior to 
construction. 
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Image 3: Facilities Services Portable Generators   Image 4:  Facilities Services Spider Box and Cord Locker 

 
Image 5: Weniger Hall during Power Outage 

Since 89 percent of power outages were unscheduled and nearly 50 percent occurred because of a 
failure off campus, OSU has continued to install permanent generators to provide electricity during 
power outages.  Locating generators at specific buildings provides power to emergency and identified 
stand-by systems.   Generators are selected to support the specific electrical demands of a building or 
complex, so equipment sizes and heights vary.   

 
Image 6:  Generator Installation    Image 7:  Generators  
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OSU REQUEST HRC FOR HPP EXEMPTION (2.9.70.AA) – LANGUAGE SUBMITTED TO CITY STAFF ON DECEMBER 19, 
2013 PRIOR TO SECOND HRC WORK SESSION ON JANUARY 7, 2014 

Following the First HRC Work Session on December 3, 2014, OSU staff submitted proposed exemption 
language for Required Ground-level Screening (LDC Section 2.9.70.aa).  The proposed exemption was 
divided into two parts, which was consistent with other proposed exemptions that needed to be 
different for resources within the OSU National Historic District and other historic districts (e.g., LDC 
Section 2.9.70.h1 and LDC Section 2.9.70.h2).  OSU proposed language that would have allowed larger 
footprints for required mechanical equipment, trash enclosures, and outdoor storage areas in the OSU 
National Historic District, as the scale of buildings on campus is significantly larger than buildings in 
Corvallis’ other historic districts.  The proposed maximum enclosure area would have been comparable 
to many of OSU’s existing enclosures4 and would have facilitated the installation of much needed 
generators and mechanical equipment in a context sensitive manner (e.g., enclosures would be required 
to be constructed of the same material as the adjacent building and not detract from the architectural 
significance).  

As part of this request, OSU staff did not specify a height limit for ground level screening for several 
reasons.  First, a height limit was not specified in order to provide flexibility to accommodate future 
changes in technology and equipment design.  OSU staff felt the inclusion of the proposed language “if 
constructed at ground level and attached to the Designated Historic Resource in a manner that is 
Reversible and does not damage architectural features of the structure” offered sufficient protection for 
OSU’s Historic Resources by preventing mechanical enclosures from being sited in a manner that 
obscured windows or altered architectural features.   

Second, OSU staff did not specify a height limit for ground level screening to avoid potential conflicts 
with LDC Section 2.9.70.h:  Accessory Development.  The HRC reviewed LDC Section 2.9.70.h:  Accessory 
Development during the First HRC Work Session on December 3, 2013.  The Accessory Development 
section specifies a maximum allowable height of 14-feet for free-standing accessory structures.  While 
LDC Section 2.9.70.h does not apply to ground level screening and mechanical enclosures, OSU staff 
recognized the similarity in how a free-standing accessory structure and a free-standing mechanical 
enclosure relate to the primary structure and surrounding buildings.5  Since the HRC did not make any 
changes to the 14-ft allowed height for accessory structures during the First HRC Work Session, OSU 
staff did not believe the HRC or City Staff were concerned about the allowed height of free-standing 
structures.  Thus, OSU staff did not specify a height limit for ground level screening in hopes of providing 
flexibility for changes to equipment design and to avoid potential conflicts in different allowed heights 
between LDC Section 2.9.70.h:  Accessory Development and 2.9.70.aa.1: Required Ground-level 
Screening within the OSU Historic District.   

Language OSU Submitted to City Staff on December 19, 2013 

2.9.70.aa.1: Required Ground-level Screening within the OSU Historic District - Code-required ground-level 
screening, including vegetation, walls, fences, and enclosures, provided the screen: 

1. Complies with development standards of Chapter 3.36 – OSU Zone; 

2. Does not exceed 30 ft. in length or width, and does not enclose an area greater than 600 sq. ft. 

                                                           
4  Refer to Enclosure Exhibit, Planning Commission Staff Report, Package # 1 Land Development Code 

Amendments (LDT13-00002 and LDT13-00003), ATTACHMENT G (Page 108 - 126 of 149) 
5  Refer to Planning Commission Staff Report, Package # 1 Land Development Code Amendments (LDT13-00002 

and LDT13-00003), ATTACHMENT G (Page 21 of 149) 
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3. Is freestanding, or constructed at ground level and attached to the Designated Historic Resource in a 
manner that is Reversible and does not damage architectural features of the structure; 

4. Is composed of either vegetation, stone, brick, masonry, wrought iron, solid wood fencing, or a combination 
of these materials.  Metal gates/doors may be used to access enclosures. 

a) If attached to a Designated Historic Resource, the screening material shall match materials used 
on the Designated Historic Resource structure, except in the case of vegetation. 

b)  If free standing, the screening material(s) shall be reflective of, and complementary to, those 
found on any existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources, except in the case 
of vegetation. 

 

City Planning Staff reviewed the proposed language and reduced the maximum dimensional thresholds 
for the proposed exemption from 30 ft. to 20 ft. in length or width, and from an area greater than 600 
sq. ft. to 400 sq. ft. City staff also added “Does not exceed 6-ft. in height” as part of the Second Iteration 
Revisions for review by the Historic Resource Commission at the January 7, 2014 work session.6  OSU 
staff expressed concern over these changes to the Corvallis Planning Staff, as the revised language 
would greatly reduce the number of mechanical screening and generator enclosures that could be 
installed without the preparation and submittal of an HPP Application, review and noticing by City Staff, 
and Public Hearing before the HRC.  This change in language increases the amount of work and time 
necessary to install LDC Section 3.36.60.14 required screening.  This seems like an unnecessary review 
since OSU has demonstrated the university is already installing screening in a context sensitive manner 
both inside and outside the OSU National Historic district.   

REQUEST FOR DIRECTOR-LEVEL REVIEW OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION PERMIT APPLICATIONS FOR CERTAIN REQUIRED 

GROUND-LEVEL SCREENING 

On February 5, 2014, OSU submitted a memo requesting Director-level review of Historic Preservation 
Permit applications for certain Required Ground-level Screening within the OSU National Register 
Historic District that would not be exempt from Historic Preservation Permit requirements per the 
proposed revisions to LDC Section 2.9.70.aa.  OSU proposed Required Ground-level Screening that 
would not exceed 8 ft. in height, would not enclose an area greater than 600 sq. ft., and would not be 
located between the street and front façade of the building be eligible for Director-level review.  In 
response to Planning staff and HRC comments regarding compatibility, OSU proposed conditions for 
each potential type of screening.  For freestanding screening, its materials would have to complement 
surrounding Designated Historic Resources.  For screening attached to a Designated Historic Resource, 
its material would have to match those of the Designated Historic Resource, and the installation would 
have to be Reversible.  OSU staff believe the conditions in the proposed language adequately address 
concerns about location and compatible construction materials.  In recognition of City Staff’s concerns, 
OSU conceded our preferred height in the proposed language (e.g., no height restriction or 14-feet), 
even though this would significantly limit the number of enclosures OSU can construct without going 
through the HPP application process.7 

  

                                                           
6  Refer to Second Iteration Revisions of 2.9.70.aa, Planning Commission Staff Report, Package # 1 Land 

Development Code Amendments (LDT13-00002 and LDT13-00003), ATTACHMENT G (Page 36 of 149) or 
ATTACHMENT G (Page 86 of 149) 

7  Refer to MEMORANDUM dated February 5, 2014 (Planning Commission Staff Report, Package #1 Land 
Development Code Amendments (LDT13-00002 and LDT13-00003), ATTACHMENT F (Page1 of 5) 
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Language OSU Submitted for Director-Level review of Historic Preservation Permit applications 
on February 5, 2014 

2.9.100.03.l Required Ground-level Screening within the OSU Historic District - Code-required ground-level 

screening, including vegetation, walls, fences, and enclosures, provided the screen: 

1. Complies with development standards of Chapter 3.36 – OSU Zone; 

2. Does not exceed 8-ft in height, and does not enclose an area greater than 600 sq. ft. 

3. Is not located between the street and the front façade of the building; 

4. Is freestanding, or constructed at ground level and attached to the Designated Historic Resource in a 

manner that is Reversible and does not damage architectural features of the structure; 

a. If attached to a Designated Historic Resource, the screening material shall match materials used 

on the Designated Historic Resource structure, except in the case of vegetation. 

b. If free standing, the screening material(s) shall be reflective of, and complementary to, those 

found on any existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources, except in the case 

of vegetation. 

5. If vegetation is used for screening, it shall be consistent with the screening provisions in Chapter 4.2 - 

Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, & Lighting. 

Summary 

In April 2013, the Corvallis City Council approved a bi-annual work program which included “Work with 
the Historic Resources Commission and Oregon State University Planning Staff to streamline certain 
types of historic reviews through amendment of the provisions in LDC Chapter 2.9 (“Historic Preservation 
Provisions”)”.8  With the exception of LDC Section 2.9.70.aa and LDC Section 2.9.100.03.l, OSU believes 
the proposed changes currently under review by the Planning Commission will help streamline the 
review process and have virtually no impact on the OSU National Historic District.  As proposed, LDC 
Section 2.9.70.aa and LDC Section 2.9.100.03.l is not applicable to most of the Required Ground-level 
Screening OSU must install on campus.  LDC Section 2.9.70.aa is too restrictive on height and enclosure 
area, and LDC Section 2.9.100.03.l is also too limiting with respect to height needed to screen 
mechanical equipment, trash enclosures, and outdoor storage areas.   

OSU respectfully requests the Planning Commission review and consider increasing the maximum 
allowable height and maximum square footage of enclosure areas proposed in LDC Sections 2.9.70.aa 
and 2.9.100.03.l.  Specifically, the Planning Commission may want to consider applying a 14 ft. height 
limit to LDC Section 2.9.70.aa and LDC Section 2.9.100.03.l.  This is the same allowable height as is 
allowed for accessory structures under LDC Section 2.9.70.h and this proposed height limit seems 
appropriate given that the first floor of many of OSU’s buildings are taller than many other buildings 
found in Corvallis.9  This would adequately address the City Staffs’ concerns about not specifying a 
height limit.  It would also provide consistency within the LDC between LDC Section 2.9.70.h:  Accessory 
Development and 2.9.70.aa.1: Required Ground-level Screening within the OSU Historic District.   

  

                                                           
8  Refer to Planning Commission Staff Report, Package # 1 Land Development Code Amendments (LDT13-00002 

and LDT13-00003), Page 3 of 74) 
9  Refer to Planning Commission Staff Report, Package # 1 Land Development Code Amendments, (LDT13-00002 

and LDT13-00003), Page 57-58 of 74) 
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Proposed LDC Section 2.9.70 Exemption Language for Planning Commission Consideration 

2.9.70.aa.1: Required Ground-level Screening within the OSU Historic District - Code-required ground-level 
screening, including vegetation, walls, fences, and enclosures, provided the screen: 

1. Complies with development standards of Chapter 3.36 – OSU Zone; 

2. Does not exceed 14-ft in height, does not exceed 20 ft. in length or width, and does not enclose an area 
greater than 400 sq. ft. 

3. Is freestanding, or constructed at ground level and attached to the Designated Historic Resource in a 
manner that is Reversible and does not damage architectural features of the structure; 

4. Is composed of either vegetation, stone, brick, masonry, wrought iron, solid wood fencing, or a combination 
of these materials.  Metal gates/doors may be used to access enclosures. 

a) If attached to a Designated Historic Resource, the screening material shall match materials used 
on the Designated Historic Resource structure, except in the case of vegetation. 

b)  If free standing, the screening material(s) shall be reflective of, and complementary to, those 
found on any existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources, except in the case 
of vegetation. 

 

Proposed LDC Section 2.9.100 Director Level Review Language for Planning Commission 
Consideration 

2.9.100.03.l Required Ground-level Screening within the OSU Historic District - Code-required ground-level 

screening, including vegetation, walls, fences, and enclosures, provided the screen: 

1. Complies with development standards of Chapter 3.36 – OSU Zone; 

2. Does not exceed 14-ft in height, and does not enclose an area greater than 600 sq. ft. 

3. Is not located between the street and the front façade of the building; 

4. Is freestanding, or constructed at ground level and attached to the Designated Historic Resource in a 

manner that is Reversible and does not damage architectural features of the structure; 

a) If attached to a Designated Historic Resource, the screening material shall match materials used 
on the Designated Historic Resource structure, except in the case of vegetation. 

b)   If free standing, the screening material(s) shall be reflective of, and complementary to, those 
found on any existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources, except in the case 
of vegetation. 

5. If vegetation is used for screening, it shall be consistent with the screening provisions in Chapter 4.2 - 

Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, & Lighting. 

    

Thank you for your time and consideration of this issue. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
Rebecca Houghtaling, AICP 
OSU Senior Planner   
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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
DATE:  April 2, 2014 
 
TO:   Planning Commission 
 
FROM:  Kevin Young, Planning Division Manager 
            
SUBJECT:  Written Testimony Received Related to Land Development Code 

Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 and LDT13-00003) 
 
 
 
 
During the March 19, 2014, Planning Commission public hearing for the Land 
Development Code text amendment applications noted above, the Planning 
Commission decided to hold the written record open. The record was held open until 
5pm, April 2, 2014. 
 
Additional written testimony received by the 5pm deadline noted above is attached to 
this memorandum for your review. 
 
An additional memorandum from Staff is forthcoming, which will provide additional 
clarification for the proposed code amendments and address questions raised by the 
Planning Commission at the March 19, 2014, public hearing. 
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April 1, 2014 

 

 

Corvallis Planning Commission 

501 SW Madison Avenue 

Corvallis, OR  97333 

 

Re:  Proposed Draft Land Development Code Amendments 

 

Dear Commissioners: 

 

We appreciate your work to update the Land Development Code (LDC). 

  

We have major concerns with the proposed amendments to Planned Developments or the 

Planned Development Overlay, in Section III. We feel strongly that the "Proposed Code 

Amendment to Allow for Code-Compliant Development of Industrial Properties Containing an 

Approved Planned Development Than Has Not Been Substantially Developed Under the 

Planned Development" (Staff Report pp. 39-41) should be rejected. 

 

We logged many hours working on the South Corvallis Area Refinement Plan (SCARP, 1998). 

Among the goals of that process was to find ways to reduce future S. Third St. traffic impacts of  

the yet-to-be-developed commercial and industrial zoned properties in South Corvallis.  SCARP 

selected strategies that utilized development and planning standards to assure that these industrial 

properties were developed in ways that could mitigate some of the traffic by encouraging 

employee access to transit, bike and pedestrian travel options, and including small commercial 

areas that gave employees access to restaurants and other lunch spots to reduce their driving on 

S. Third St.  
 

To make sure these planning options would to utilized, the South Corvallis industrial properties 

had a PD Overlay placed on them at the time of Annexation.  We are talking about 1,000 acres of 

industrial land adjacent to residential communities. When these properties in south Corvallis are 

developed, they are going to have enormous impacts on the entire city, and especially on south 

Corvallis. We urge you not to allow the by-passing of the Planned Development review process 

by maintaining the 50 acre minimum development size and the PD Overlays on these properties.  

 

Thank you for all your efforts on behalf of our community, 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Charles Goodrich 

Kapa Korobeinikov 

2340 SE Crystal Lake Dr. 

Corvallis, OR 97333 

charles.goodrich@oregonstate.edu 

541-753-5281 
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April I, 2014 

Corvallis Planning Commission 
501 SW Madison Avenue 
Corvallis, OR 97333 

Re: Proposed Land Development Code Amendment Follow-up 

Dear Commissioners: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide additional testimony on the proposed modifications to the 
Land Development Code (LDC). 

In our March 19th testimony, we presented our concerns about the code amendment proposed by the 
Economic Development Commission (EDC) that would allow development of industrial properties 
which have Planned Development (PD) Overlays without the required Planned Development review, if 
the property had no Comprehensive or Detailed Development Plan (DDP), or had developed less than 
5% under a DDP. 

While we continue to note the many Comprehensive Plan policies with which this change is in direct 
conflict, we are also sympathetic to the goals of the EDC to simplify the commercial/industrial 
development process. After fielding questions and comments about our testimony, and getting 
additional feedback about the EDC position at its 3/31/2014 meeting, we would like to propose for your 
consideration an alternative solution that has the potential to do an even better job of streamlining the 
development process than the base EDC proposal, while at the same time respecting our existing land 
use "rules-of-the-road," the expectations of Corvallis residents, and the rights of other business and 
property owners. 

Before we discuss a potential solution, we would like to quickly reiterate our main concerns with the 
EDC proposal. Given that the majority of the affected undeveloped industrial land is in South 
Corvallis, we will focus on this area, but the same logic (with different details), applies to West 
Corvallis (West Corvallis - North Philomath Plan), etc. 

During 199611997 Corvallis citizens came together to create the South Corvallis Area 
Refinement Plan (SCARP). It took dozens of meetings over a year and a half, and 
involved hundreds of people, but the end result successfully addressed both existing 
problems and future opportunities, and was widely accepted as a new path forward for 
South Corvallis. 

One of the most contentious elements in developing the SCARP was dealing with the 
large amount of undeveloped land (particularly industrial land), coupled with the very 
limited transportation capacity available in South Corvallis. Another major concern was 
addressing ongoing compatibility issues between industrial and residential uses. 

Of these two, the transportation capacity issue was probably the most difficult to address: 
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Corvallis Planning Commission re LDC amendment to Planned Development 
Aprill, 2014 

The Traffic Analysis conducted for the SCARP suggested that the North end of South 3rd 
Street would essentially tum into a parking lot long before full build-out of the UGB! 

A number of proposals to address the transportation limitations were floated, ranging 
from shrinking the UGB boundary to one that the transportation system could actually 
support (using a "business as usual" land use approach), to the one that was ultimately 
selected-keeping the full UGB, but implementing a full-court-press approach of using 
land use planning to get the most mileage out of the transportation system capacity. One 
proposal that didn't get support was business-as-usual without shrinking the UGB, since 
this would require expensive and intrusive changes to the existing transportation system, 
including widening South 3rd to 7 lanes at the North end, together with the resulting 
havoc to adjacent business and property owners. 

Elements ofthe full-court-press land use approach included: 

• Capturing as many trips as possible inside South Corvallis 
• Creating multi-modal paths to Downtown Corvallis both West and East of South 

3rct 

• Ensuring safe bicycle access to new industrial employment centers, using new 
direct routes off of South 3rct 

• Improving the pedestrian experience on South 3rd, and improving direct 
connectivity in older neighborhoods and in new commercial, industrial, and 
residential developments 

• Access management for South 3rd, including frontage roads and internal north
southroads to reduce use of South 3rd for any internal trips 

• Transpl'rtation Demand Management, particularly for new commercial and 
industrial developments 

• Boosting transit use, especially to new industrial employment centers, by requiring 
industrial and commercial development to place building and entrances to 
minimize pedestrian travel from transit stops. 

Central to all of these techniques was the requirement for a coordinated approach to land 
use, to accomplish the elements above and maximize the properties that could satisfY 
ODOT with a Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) for South 3rd capacity. Allowing 
piece-meal development means that although the first development proposals would 
likely pass muster in terms of a TIA, long before the available UGB land was used up this 
would no longer be the case. The early movers essentially become "free-riders" on the 
system, and leave the undeveloped property owners, and the rest of the City, holding the 
bag. 

And here is the crux of the worst problem with the EDC proposal: The public review, 
provided as part of the PD process, is currently the only available tool to accomplish this 
level of coordination, since it requires that the applicable elements of both the 
Comprehensive Plan (including the SCARP), and the LDC, be addressed in the approval 
process. 

2 
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Corvallis Planning Commission re LDC amendment to Planned Development 
April1, 2014 

If the EDC proposal to avoid a PD hearing were to proceed, the Comprehensive Plan 
policies would not be applicable, and thus the policies associated with the SCARP would 
not be applied. Ifthe long-planned "Phase 3 LDC update" had been completed this would 
not be a problem, since the associated updates to the General Industrial (GI), Intensive 
Industrial (II), and Limited Industrial (LI) zones would have been updated to reflect the 
many changes in our current Comprehensive Plan, including the SCARP policies. 
Unfortunately this hasn't happened, and the frustration of the EDC on the issue is 
perfectly understandable. 

So given where we are, how do we fix this? One obvious way is to harness the support of the EDC 
(and the Planning Commission!), to actually get the Phase 3 update done, in a manner so that PDs can 
be safely removed from the updated GIIII/LI zones. And even better, we feel that the resulting 
development rules for the GIIIIILI zones could also be streamlined to pre-address other issues 
associated with developing the industrial land in South Corvallis, such as drainage, frontage & shared 
South 3rd access management, wetlands mitigation, etc. The end result could be a development 
process that is more predictable, and even easier/cheaper, than ifthe base EDC proposal were to be 
accepted. 

If we want to maximize the benefits of all South Corvallis industrial lands, then we need to fix the 
problems with our development rules, not ignore them. Community Development will have a new long 
range planner coming on board this summer. Let's make getting the Phase 3 update done a top priority 
and solve the problem the right way. 

Sincerely, 

-- /~/ ~/ ~~·lfl 
Tony H~ ell 
2030 SE DeBord Street 
Corvallis, OR 97333 
541-753-9318 
howellt@peak.org 

Kirk Bailey 
619 SW 5th Street 
Corvallis, OR 97333 
541-753-9051 
bailev@peak.org 
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Yaich, Jason

From: Richard Berger [rfbconsulting@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 02, 2014 11:28 AM
To: Yaich, Jason
Cc: Willamette Valley GAD
Subject: Comments on Proposed LDC Changes

Jason,  
 
Thank you for speaking with me yesterday.  I know you said you would be able to discuss my concerns with 
the planning commission but I wanted to make sure at least a brief summary of those concerns are on the 
record for planning commission consideration.  
 
As we discussed, I have two concerns with the proposed language banning “unusable area” when doing a lot 
line adjustment.  The first issue is that “unusable area” is defined based on the “applicable side-yard setback.”  
This is not a clear dimension since many zones have more than one permitted side-yard setback depending on 
the building type and other factors.  The ambiguity in the current proposed language could lead to confusion 
and arguments in the future over which side-yard setback applies to this provision.  The second issue is that 
the change makes no exception for cases where there is a reason for the area of the lot to be narrow.  The 
most common example of this is in a flag lot where the narrow section is used as a drive way.  Based on the 
current proposed language many flag lots would likely not be permitted.  
 
I would also like to mention that it seems illogical for the Major Lot Development Option, to have a larger notice 
area than potentially more impactful land use applications such as comprehensive plan/zone changes.   
 
Please confirm you received this e-mail and submit this e-mail as official comments to the planning 
commission. I understand that comment period ends today but we may have additional comments if that is 
permitted later in the process.  Given that the staff report is over 250 pages in length it is very difficult to review 
all the information.  In the future it may be wise to review changes in smaller sections.   
 
All the best,  
 
Richard Berger  
Government Affairs Director  
Willamette Association of REALTORS® 
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Date: April 2, 2014 

CORVALLIS 
BENTON COUNTY 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT OFFICE 

MEMO 

To: Corvallis Planning Commission 

From: Corvallis Economic Development Commission (CEDC) 

RE: PO Overlays for Certain Code Compliant Development 

The Corvallis Economic Development Commission met on March 31 to discuss 
the comments and concerns raised at the last meeting of the Planning 
Commission . Staff presented the information along with several draft 
recommendations for discussion. After further consideration and discussion, 
the Commission determined that they continue to support the original 
recommendation regarding removal of PO overlays for certain code compliant 
development. 

The recommendation made by CEDC was based on the belief that improvements 
in the land development process to provide more timely and predictable approval 
are crucial for attracting investment and high-wage job creation. Developers 
need more certainty when considering Corvallis as an option for expanding or 
locating a business. Further, the Commission believes that the existing PO 
approvals, the public input that is already part of the process of administering and 
revising the Land Development Code, and existing regulatory requirements are 
sufficient to protect the long-term interests of the community. 

The Planning Commission, in evaluating the changes to the code that are 
proposed, must balance many considerations. CEDC understands that it is only 
one party providing input to this process. We trust that in making a final 
determination, various alternatives will offer different sets of costs and benefits, 
but we continue to support our original recommendation. 

Warm regards, 

tt~~{j. 
Elizabeth French, Chair 
Economic Development Commission 

Innovate. Thr<tve. 
_it I 8 Corv'~llls I cCO'lO 11 c D~· elor- >: y _e r I H li I 311 s v vi I ..) )ll .1,ve l ~ ::-> '.talh~ 

o~ 97339 54176 .o33-J info@YesCorvallis.org www.YesCorvallis.org 



 
  In the interest of brevity I'm providing input primarily on the "rounding 
amendment" as city staff's recommendations on this issue fails to provide a clear 
and unambiguous LDC.  As an attachment to this written testimony I have also 
included a presentation that the Avery Addition Neighborhood gave to the mayor 
and community director Ken Gibb that also includes examples of the "half 
street", "unusable area" and "setback" codes being considered at this time.   
 
  I believe the rounding amendment needs to be addressed at a base level 
because there is currently no way for a prospective homeowner to determine 
how their neighborhood might be developed without the help of the planning 
department.  While the LDC unambiguously states a maximum density for each 
zone, city staff is allowing developments significantly greater than these 
maximums to occur via an undocumented equation.  Even should someone look 
beyond the stated maximums in the LDC and determine that rounding occurs, as 
the amendment is written, it would be reasonable to assume that rounding is 
applied to the lot area when calculating density (i.e. 7402.5 sq. ft is rounded to 
7403 sq ft), whereas it would not be a reasonable assumption that 12 unit / acre 
maximum can somehow be rounded to 16 unit / acre.  Further, the amendment 
speaks to the calculation of density which is defined within the LDC as units / 
acre. This is an inherent property that can not be changed by how it is 
calculated.  For example, should one include the mathematical constant of pi, or 
natural log in the equation used to calculate density as long as units/acre is 
maintained as the meaning of density the result of these different equations 
should reflect the same number, i.e. units divided by acres.  It's reasonable that 
staff intended to say "maximum allowed density calculation" rather than "density 
calculation" which would still be in conflict with the stated maximums under each 
zone chapter but at least self-consistent with the LDC definition of density.   
 
  It's unclear when the practice of rounding was first introduced or how well it is 
adhered to.  The wording of the LDC prior to the 2006 amendment is 
unambiguous and includes an equation for density (units/acre) which provided 
the planning department with a means of calculating the number of units allowed 
on each lot (i.e. the area required for a duplex in RS-9 is [2 units / (12 units/ 
acre)], yet according to Mr. Gibb at some point prior to 2006 the planning 
department began calculating the number of allowed units in an entirely different 
way that violated the LDC outright.  In the pc staff report dated 04-24-00 density 
calculations appear to follow the original intent stating "Density, therefore, is 100 
units divided by the total of 8.3 acres of medium density land which yields 12.05 
units per acre." (pg. 8). 
  Even after the amendment was passed the original method has continued to be 
used (probably reflecting the fact that it is the only sensible interpretation of the 
stated maximums within the LDC).  In CC packet 02-04-2008 Meeting it states 
"The Council notes that the correct density calculation for the residential portion 
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of the property is 91 dwelling units on 5.4 acres, which yields a density of 16.85 
dwelling units per acre." (pg 230 item 6).   
 
  In discovering the practice of allowing developments to exceed the stated 
maximums I began talking to councilors who had voted to pass it and quickly 
realized that at least a few, if not all, had no idea what the impact of this 
amendment was.  This appears, in-part, to be a result of how city staff presented 
the amendment.  Couched under the heading "housekeeping" it was presented 
as a relatively benign practice required to enable calculating development density 
(NOT a means of increasing infill which would have garnered the attention it 
warranted).  At the request of the planning commission the planning department 
provided an example of how this code would be manifested: 
 
"Example: A Low Density Residential (LDR) property is proposed for 
development. LDR properties have an allowed density range of 2 to 6 units per 
acre; however, this property is zoned RS-6, which requires a minimum density of 
4 dwelling units per acre. Minimum density is by definition net density, which 
excludes protected natural resource areas.  Maximum density is gross density, 
which includes the entire site. Assume the entire site is 3.41 acres and 1.26 
acres are natural resources that will be protected. The gross density for the site 
is 20.46 units (6 units times 3.41 acres), which would round down to 20 units. 
The minimum (net) density would be based on 2.15 acres. This would calculate 
to 8.6 units (4 units times 2.15 acres) and would round up to 9 units. Thus, the 
density range allowed for this property zoned RS-6 would be from 9 to 20 units." 
 
(CC Packet 12-01-2008 LDC Text Amendment Package 1 Public Hearing pg. 
241) 
 
It's unclear why natural features were included in this example or why the 
example doesn't at least demonstrate the maximum of the amendments effect 
(standard practice in every change management practice I've worked with in 
academia and private industry).   
 
For instance:  
 
"The maximum density allowed for duplexes will be increased by 33%."  
 
  Provides an unambiguous and easily interpreted statement of how this 
amendment would manifest itself wrt duplex density.   
 
   
Finally, since raising this issue the practice of rounding with an undocumented 
equation has been defended by the planning department with no recognition of 
how unfair it is to property owners caught unaware by neighboring 
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developments that exceed the stated maximum.  One would think simply 
updating the maximum values stated within the LDC should be a "no-brainer" act 
of clear communication that this department would champion in pursuit of an 
unambiguous LDC.  That a year and a half has gone by while numerous other 
communities have continued to be caught unaware, with no acknowledgement 
an issue even exists, does a disservice to Corvallis communities and belittles the 
true hardship experienced by affected home owners. In my own case, I 
purchased my house with the knowledge that none of the lots around me were 
big enough to support a duplex (thereby decreasing the likelihood of single 
family housing tear-downs as they become financially unviable), leaving an older, 
character-filled, single family residence neighborhood to enjoy.  This was where I 
intended to retire and have invested in and developed my property with that 
belief.  Subjected to the parking, trash and noise that typically comes with high 
density student housing developments I now find myself looking for a new home 
to start over again with fruit tree and berry plantings that will take a decade to 
reach the same point my current residence has achieved.  In all, there are many 
owner-occupants on my street who have been investing in their homes for years 
and even decades under the belief that the unambiguously stated maximums, 
which the existing neighborhood reflects, are adhered to.  Meanwhile a block 
away SW 10th St. stands to see it’s first duplexes by making use of these 
amendments (half street bonus and rounding). [Application for Minor Replat 
dated 1-14-2014 results in 4 dwelling units on 0.26 acres (15.2 units/acre 
density) in a RS-9 district (maximum of 12 units/acre)]. 

 

P
ac

ka
ge

 #
1 

LD
C

 T
ex

t A
m

en
dm

en
ts

 (L
D

T1
3-

00
00

2 
/ L

D
T1

3-
00

00
3)

 
Ju

ne
 9

, 2
01

4,
 C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
S

ta
ff 

R
ep

or
t 

E
X

H
IB

IT
 F

 (1
0 

of
 5

1)



 
Should the planning commission determine the currently allowed density is an 
appropriate means of increasing infill then changing the maximum stated limits 
in the LDC to reflect these values would at least provide the residents of this city 
with the ability to invest in their homes and communities with some greater 
measure of confidence. 
 
 
 
 
 Other properties I’m aware of that have been enabled via these codes (although 
by no means a comprehensive list). 
 
1) The property at 1010 SW 11th St. that brought these practices to light comes 
in at 15.4 units/acre (maximum of 12 units/acre in this district).  This calculation 
does not include the half street bonus afforded to this particular development. 
 
2)  Duplex at 1009 sw 13th st. comes in at 15.4 units/acre and again has a limit 
of 12units/acre. 
 
3)  Duplex at 1019 sw 13th st. comes in at 15.4 units/acre and again has a limit 
of 12units/acre. 
 
4)  Properties at 341/343 NW 17th comes in at 16.7 units/acre (properties also 
divided for half street width bonus but again not counted in this calculation). 
 
5)   Properties at 335/337 NW 17th comes in at 16.7 units/acre (properties also 
divided for half street width bonus but again not counted in this calculation). 
 
6)  Proposed Duplex “A” at 919 SW 10th St (comes in at 15.2 acres not counting 
street bonus and 13 units/acre counting it, again 12 unit/acre maximum). 
 
7)  Proposed Duplex “B” at 919 SW 10th St (comes in at 15.2 acres not counting 
street bonus and 13 units/acre counting it, again 12 unit/acre maximum). 
 
 
 
Thankyou for your consideration of this issue. 
 
Regards, 
Jeff Hess 
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From Corvallis' Comprehensive Plan -
"the document through which the citizens of Corvallis have made the basic
choices on how land development and redevelopment should occur and how
it will be managed”

-"mixed use development requires compatibility between buildings to assure privacy,
safety, and visual coherency”

-"Neighborhood development provides for compatible building transitions in terms of
scale, mass, and orientation"

Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 
June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 

EXHIBIT F (12 of 51)



Presentation on the development currently occurring
at 1010 SW 11th St.

- a test case for how Corvallis is being developed.

Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 
June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 

EXHIBIT F (13 of 51)



Map 12502BC07200

1010 SW 11th St.

A test-case of how Corvallis is being developed.  

In April 2012, with the intent of placing duplexes on three adjoining lots, a strip of land was added to the lot
at 1010 SW 11th St. under LLA12-00001.

Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 
June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 

EXHIBIT F (14 of 51)



• Adding this strip of land (3.88 feet wide and 120 feet long) onto the standard rectangular lot
increased the lot size enough that the city calculations allowed 1.57 units to be built.  As the city
rounds up at 0.5 this allowed 2 units to now be built on this property.

• For an RS-9 neighborhood the allowed density is from 6 units/acre to 12 units/acre.

• The resulting density is 15.2 units/acre.

1 2

+ =

Number of
units allowed

Original Lot   Addition New Lot

Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 
June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 

EXHIBIT F (15 of 51)



Image taken from MLP12-00001

While now large enough to meet the city's requirements for a duplex, the site at 11th St. was
too narrow to allow the desired duplex to be built.

Duplex 1

Duplex 2 Duplex 3

Not Allowed - Property is too narrow
to allow desired duplex to be built

Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 
June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 

EXHIBIT F (16 of 51)



Duplex

Zero lot line attached units

Not 
allowed

allowed

In May 2012 the developer applied for a minor land partition to divide the lot into two parcels.  This allows what are called
zero-lot-line single attached units to be built.  Under the current LDC the zero lot line single attached units are allowed a 20%
reduction in required side yard setback.  City staff was unable to state the reason for the reduced setback requirement but
conjectured it may be based on the more likely owner occupancy of a single attached unit than a duplex.

New lot partitioned
into two ‘halves’

New lot with
strip added:
too narrow

Duplex image taken from developers rental add for the adjoining lots on SW 13th St. and
Zero Lot Line Attached Units image is taken from their rental add for the SW 11th St. property.

Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 
June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 

EXHIBIT F (17 of 51)



The Result:  Unit Density -

This graph shows the density each lot along the western side of SW 11th St.
is developed at.  At 27% above the maximum density allowed in RS-9 zoning
the new development is more than double the neighboring property density.

Note - graph calculations are based on Benton County Tax maps lot areas
Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 

June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 
EXHIBIT F (18 of 51)



The Result:  Unit Intensity -

Intensity calculations of the two new units shown here are based on 4 bedroom
use.  The option of using 5 bedrooms (as developers indicate in their rental ad)
results in a use intensity of 76 rooms/acre (off the chart shown).

“(4) Bedrooms and a game room or office area that
can also be used as a 5th bedroom…”

Note - graph calculations are based on Benton County Tax maps lot areas
Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 

June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 
EXHIBIT F (19 of 51)



The Result:  Neighboring Buffer -

With the cities approval to divide lot into two parcels the developer could
make use of a smaller neighboring buffer requirement than is allowed with
the same physical piece of property left as a single lot.

Duplex

Zero lot line attached units

10 foot setback required

8 foot setback required

Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 
June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 

EXHIBIT F (20 of 51)



The Neighborhood Response:
13 pieces of written testimony were entered into record on the requested
land partition.  They were unanimously opposed to its being approved.

City Staff Response:
City staff response to the neighborhood has been consistent and is
essentially ‘The city needs to use objective measures to assess a
development.  These objective measures are the Land Use Development
Codes (LDC).  If the developers request(s) meet the LDC requirements
then they are approved’.

City Leadership Response:
Essentially: ‘In 2006 the LDC was approved by the citizens of Corvallis as
a means to implement the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan.   The existing
process for LDC changes should be used to address these issues’.

Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 
June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 

EXHIBIT F (21 of 51)



Where things currently stand:

   We believe that the intent of the LDC and Corvallis
Comprehensive Plan are being made a mockery of by
developers who are willing to re-define a piece of property in
any way that meets the cities assessment bar of LDC
requirements, regardless of the codes intended use.
    We further believe that the disparities between LDC
application and intent, apparent in this single test-case
development, are indicative of a greater issue: the willingness
of individuals or corporations to take advantage of the inherent
weakness of laws & codes for their own monetary gain.
    Finally, we believe the cities recommendation of addressing
this through the ‘normal’  (and lengthy) channels of LDC
proposal, acceptance and approval, allows additional land to
be improperly developed and does a disservice to the citizens
of Corvallis, its neighborhoods and communities.

Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 
June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 

EXHIBIT F (22 of 51)



Path Forward:

In the box approach-
LDC proposals to address the specific issues described in
this presentation (lot shape requirements to ensure land is
usable, identical setback requirements for identical buildings,
compatible building transition code) will be taken to the
Corvallis Collaboration Project to initiate the standard process
of addressing development issues.

Outside the box approach -
At the Oct 1st city council meeting the council will be asked to
formulate a more timely response to pro-actively address
development scenarios that fail to meet the Corvallis
Comprehensive Plan requirements and/or intent of the LDC.

Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 
June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 

EXHIBIT F (23 of 51)



Corvallis 
Comprehensive Plan

‘Good’ development

Corvallis Comprehensive Plan - the ‘citizens & homeowners’ document

Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 
June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 

EXHIBIT F (24 of 51)



LDC

LDC - the investment property owners document
City ‘gating’ assessment tool from 2006

Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 
June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 

EXHIBIT F (25 of 51)



LDC
Pursued development
falls outside LDC

When property constraints fail to meet LDC requirements:

Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 
June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 

EXHIBIT F (26 of 51)



LDC

Corvallis 
Comprehensive Plan

Pursued development is
assessed against more
subjective Comprehensive
Plan and if considered viable,
variance is granted

Subjective assessment done at developers request for variance

Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 
June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 

EXHIBIT F (27 of 51)



City Staff indicate that appealing bodies are bound to judge appeals using the same LDC criteria the planning
department is bound to so while appeals are allowed, they are ultimately not viable in cases where the LDC are met.

LDC

Corvallis 
Comprehensive Plan

Pursued development falls
outside Comprehensive Plan
but meets LDC criteria

No process offered community to gain subjective assessment

Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 
June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 

EXHIBIT F (28 of 51)



	
31 March; 2014 Marilyn Koenitzer; 4240 SW Fairhaven Drive, 97333 
 

Corvallis Planning Commission 
501 SW Madison Avenue 
Corvallis, OR 97333 
 

Re: Additional Testimony for LDC Code Update 
 

Dear Commissioners, 
 

I support the testimony of both the League of Women Voters and the testimony of Kirk 
Bailey and Tony Howell, which was submitted for your 19 March 2014 meeting. Today I 
will concentrate on the testimony by Bailey and Howell. 
 

I support the infill amendments in Section II, recommended by the Neighborhood 
Planning Workgroup. These amendments have been percolating through the 
community for a long time, with impressive community involvement and deserve to be 
adopted. They are a step in the right direction to making infill less onerous for city 
residents. Please adopt them. 
 

I support testimony of Kirk Bailey and Tony Howell on Section III, Proposed Code 
Amendment for Minor Plan adjustments and Determining Compliance with Planned 
Development Approvals. Their recommendation follows the knowledge that Bailey and 
Howell have gleaned from long study of the LDC. They have always tried to make the 
Code clearer, and to eliminate conflicts. You should adopt this recommendation.  
 

I support testimony of Kirk Bailey and Tony Howell on Section III, Proposed Code 
Amendment To Allow For Code‐Compliant Development Of Industrial Properties 
Containing An Approved Planned Development That Has Not Been Substantially 
Developed Under The Planned Development. Please reject this proposed amendment. 
Mr. Bailey and Mr. Howell have been immersed in the triumphs, struggles and city 
interaction with south Corvallis. They know the Code (and lack of it) inside and out. They 
are very credible witnesses to and participants in this whole process. 
 

The Economic Development Committee (EDC) understandably wants industrial land to 
be shovel‐ready without delay, and tries to eliminate all obstacles to development, 
citing certainty, predictability, flexibility and timeliness as desirable traits for developers. 
Chair French noted in her recommendation that “the Commission clearly did not want 
to circumvent the high standards that the community has in place for development. .  .” 
It is clear, however, that the high standards for development cited by Ms. French for 
industrial land have not been met in south Corvallis due to the lack of an update of the 
General and Limited Industrial chapters of the LDC since 1993. 
 

The South Corvallis Area Refinement Plan (SCARP), accomplished in 1998, is included in 
the 2000 comprehensive Plan, but has not been implemented in Code. The city and the 
Economic Development Committee should put as first priority the update and adoption 
of the code before asking to remove Planned Development Overlays as a means to 
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Corvallis	Planning	Commission	re:	Draft	LDC	Amendments	
31	March	2014	

2

expedite development. The rationale that Mr. Howell and Mr. Bailey gave for rejection 
of the proposal by the EDC for removal of the PDO’s is sound. 
 

Furthermore, an update of the Code should aid in removing obstacles for development 
of the industrial lands in south Corvallis. Suggestions to ameliorate obstacles are 
outlined in the SCARP, and include internal transportation fixes.  
 
But as you know, Corvallis has additional major obstacles to industrial development, 
especially in south Corvallis, that make the properties unattractive to businesses. Some 
are lack of a major airport, flooding, wetlands, inadequate access to transportation 
(such as easy freeway access), and isolation from other markets.  
 
These properties have remained undeveloped for these many reasons, not just because 
they have PDOs. In fact, the PDOs protect residents from piecemeal development that 
could occur with their removal. As Bailey and Howell suggested, those properties that 
meet code now can request to remove the overlays if they so choose.  
 

In order to encourage and protect the creative and industrious (but somewhat 
beleaguered) residents of south Corvallis, I ask you to reject the proposal to eliminate 
the PDOs from the Industrial lands in question, and instead recommend to Council an 
update to the Industrial Code. Doing so certainly should provide more certainty and 
predictability to the development process for both residents and businesses.  
 
Yours truly, 
 
 
 
 
Marilyn Koenitzer 
4240 SW Fairhaven Drive 
Corvallis, OR 97333 
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Campus Operations - Office of Capital Planning & Development  

3015 SW Western Blvd.  | Corvallis, Oregon 97333 

Phone 541.737.3102 

 

 

 

April 1, 2014 
 
City of Corvallis Planning Commission  
c/o Planning Division Manager’s Office 
PO Box 1083 
Corvallis, Oregon 97339-1083 
 
Subject:    Additional Written Testimony on revisions to Chapter 2.9 Required Ground-level Screening 

Exemption and Director-Level Review (Section 2.9.70.aa and LDC Section 2.9.100.03.l) 

 
Dear Members of the Corvallis Planning Commission:  

 
In response to Planning Commission members’ questions during the March 19, 2014 Public Hearing on 
the proposed revisions to Land Development Code Chapter 2.9 (LDT13-00002), Oregon State University 
(OSU) is submitting additional written testimony, which has been divided into the following sections:  

(1) Overview of ground level screening requirements in the Chapter 3.36: OSU Zone, 

(2) Background on power outages on campus,  

(3) Explanation of the request for LDC Section 2.9.70.aa exemption,  

(4) Review of the request for LDC Section 2.9.100.03.l Director-Level review of Historic Preservation 
Permit applications, and  

(5) Summary requesting the Planning Commission review and consider the heights in  proposed LDC 
Sections 2.9.70.aa and 2.9.100.03.l 

LDC CHAPTER 3.36 – GROUND LEVEL SCREENING REQUIREMENT 

The Corvallis Land Development Code (LDC) Chapter 3.36: OSU Zone requires that all mechanical 
equipment, trash enclosures, and outdoor storage areas adjacent to a neighborhood or visible from a 
street, building, or pedestrian access way be screened. The layout of campus – with buildings fronting 
streets and opening onto internal quads – makes LDC Section 3.36.60.14 applicable to a majority of 
buildings in the OSU Zone, including areas outside the OSU National Historic District.   

Since screening mechanical equipment, trash enclosures, and outdoor storage areas is required per LDC 
Section 3.36.60.14, OSU staff inventoried enclosures within and outside the OSU National Historic 
District to assess enclosure height, percentage of building footprint, method of screening, material(s), 
and location.1  The assessment revealed that existing mechanical enclosures have been sited and 
designed to minimize visibility while providing LDC required screening in a way that complies with 
building code.  It also revealed that due to equipment size, enclosures frequently range in height from 
seven (7) to over twelve (12) feet in height.2 

                                                           
1  Refer to Enclosure Exhibit, Planning Commission Staff Report, Package # 1 Land Development Code 

Amendments (LDT13-00002 and LDT13-00003), ATTACHMENT G (Page 108 - 126 of 149) 
2  Refer to “Enclosure Height” as shown on Planning Commission Staff Report, Package # 1 Land Development 

Code Amendments (LDT13-00002 and LDT13-00003), ATTACHMENT G (Page 126 of 149) 
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OSU'S ADDITIONAL WRITTEN ADDITIONAL TESTIMONY ON LDC SECTION 2.9.70.AA AND LDC SECTION 2.9.100.03.L 

Page 2 of 7 

LDC Section 2.9.70.aa - Required Ground-level Screening exempts certain enclosures from Historic 
Preservation Permit requirements if they meet a set of specified conditions; however, the current 
language only exempts a structure that “Does not exceed 6 ft. in height, does not exceed 10 ft. in length 
or width, and does not enclose an area greater than 100 sq. ft.”  Most of the enclosures on OSU’s 
campus required by LDC Section 3.36.60.14 do not meet the criteria for this exemption.  Due to the 
height necessary for fully screening mechanical equipment and the total square footage required to 
provide sufficient setbacks for accessing equipment within the enclosure, enclosures on OSU’s campus 
typically exceed the maximum dimensional thresholds to qualify as an exempt activity.   Consequently, 
every enclosure listed on Attachment A – 19 would require submittal of an HPP Application, review by 
City Staff, and Public Hearing before the HRC.3   

BACKGROUND ON POWER OUTAGES ON CAMPUS 

Since October 2010, OSU has had fifty-five (55) power outages of which only 11 percent were scheduled.  
Twenty-six (26) of the outages impacted the 4kv system – including the six (6) scheduled shutdowns – 
and were caused by, but not limited to, a faulty pole fuse, tunnel cable, transformer, insulator to a 
transformer, oil switch, and overhead cable.  Additionally, there have been twenty-nine (29) 20kv 
system outages, of which twenty-five (25) were the result of a failure off campus (e.g., overhead cable, 
weather related issues, fuse, tap, squirrel/bird, traffic related events, etc.).  The impact to campus is 
dependent on the location of the incident and which system is effected; an event can impact one 
building or the entire campus. 

 

 
Image 1:  PP&L Device Failure    Image 2:  PP&L Cable Fault in Tunnel 

At Oregon’s largest public research university, power outages are particularly concerning due to their 
potential to compromise on-going research projects and to cause health, life, and safety hazards.  There 
are laboratories in many of the older buildings on campus that do not have generators.  OSU has the 
ability to set up portable generators and equipment during an outage to provide temporary power to 
identified research equipment.  Responding to outages takes time and is labor intensive given the size, 
location, and number of critical facilities on campus.   

                                                           
3  Refer to Enclosure Exhibit, Planning Commission Staff Report, Package # 1 Land Development Code 

Amendments (LDT13-00002 and LDT13-00003), ATTACHMENT G (Page 126 of 149).  Note:  Some of the 
enclosures are located outside of the OSU National Historic District; however, if a comparable enclosure was 
proposed within the district, it would require an HPP Application and Public Hearing before the HRC prior to 
construction. 
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OSU'S ADDITIONAL WRITTEN ADDITIONAL TESTIMONY ON LDC SECTION 2.9.70.AA AND LDC SECTION 2.9.100.03.L 

Page 3 of 7 

 
Image 3: Facilities Services Portable Generators   Image 4:  Facilities Services Spider Box and Cord Locker 

 
Image 5: Weniger Hall during Power Outage 

Since 89 percent of power outages were unscheduled and nearly 50 percent occurred because of a 
failure off campus, OSU has continued to install permanent generators to provide electricity during 
power outages.  Locating generators at specific buildings provides power to emergency and identified 
stand-by systems.   Generators are selected to support the specific electrical demands of a building or 
complex, so equipment sizes and heights vary.   

 
Image 6:  Generator Installation    Image 7:  Generators  
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OSU'S ADDITIONAL WRITTEN ADDITIONAL TESTIMONY ON LDC SECTION 2.9.70.AA AND LDC SECTION 2.9.100.03.L 

Page 4 of 7 

OSU REQUEST HRC FOR HPP EXEMPTION (2.9.70.AA) – LANGUAGE SUBMITTED TO CITY STAFF ON DECEMBER 19, 
2013 PRIOR TO SECOND HRC WORK SESSION ON JANUARY 7, 2014 

Following the First HRC Work Session on December 3, 2014, OSU staff submitted proposed exemption 
language for Required Ground-level Screening (LDC Section 2.9.70.aa).  The proposed exemption was 
divided into two parts, which was consistent with other proposed exemptions that needed to be 
different for resources within the OSU National Historic District and other historic districts (e.g., LDC 
Section 2.9.70.h1 and LDC Section 2.9.70.h2).  OSU proposed language that would have allowed larger 
footprints for required mechanical equipment, trash enclosures, and outdoor storage areas in the OSU 
National Historic District, as the scale of buildings on campus is significantly larger than buildings in 
Corvallis’ other historic districts.  The proposed maximum enclosure area would have been comparable 
to many of OSU’s existing enclosures4 and would have facilitated the installation of much needed 
generators and mechanical equipment in a context sensitive manner (e.g., enclosures would be required 
to be constructed of the same material as the adjacent building and not detract from the architectural 
significance).  

As part of this request, OSU staff did not specify a height limit for ground level screening for several 
reasons.  First, a height limit was not specified in order to provide flexibility to accommodate future 
changes in technology and equipment design.  OSU staff felt the inclusion of the proposed language “if 
constructed at ground level and attached to the Designated Historic Resource in a manner that is 
Reversible and does not damage architectural features of the structure” offered sufficient protection for 
OSU’s Historic Resources by preventing mechanical enclosures from being sited in a manner that 
obscured windows or altered architectural features.   

Second, OSU staff did not specify a height limit for ground level screening to avoid potential conflicts 
with LDC Section 2.9.70.h:  Accessory Development.  The HRC reviewed LDC Section 2.9.70.h:  Accessory 
Development during the First HRC Work Session on December 3, 2013.  The Accessory Development 
section specifies a maximum allowable height of 14-feet for free-standing accessory structures.  While 
LDC Section 2.9.70.h does not apply to ground level screening and mechanical enclosures, OSU staff 
recognized the similarity in how a free-standing accessory structure and a free-standing mechanical 
enclosure relate to the primary structure and surrounding buildings.5  Since the HRC did not make any 
changes to the 14-ft allowed height for accessory structures during the First HRC Work Session, OSU 
staff did not believe the HRC or City Staff were concerned about the allowed height of free-standing 
structures.  Thus, OSU staff did not specify a height limit for ground level screening in hopes of providing 
flexibility for changes to equipment design and to avoid potential conflicts in different allowed heights 
between LDC Section 2.9.70.h:  Accessory Development and 2.9.70.aa.1: Required Ground-level 
Screening within the OSU Historic District.   

Language OSU Submitted to City Staff on December 19, 2013 

2.9.70.aa.1: Required Ground-level Screening within the OSU Historic District - Code-required ground-level 
screening, including vegetation, walls, fences, and enclosures, provided the screen: 

1. Complies with development standards of Chapter 3.36 – OSU Zone; 

2. Does not exceed 30 ft. in length or width, and does not enclose an area greater than 600 sq. ft. 

                                                           
4  Refer to Enclosure Exhibit, Planning Commission Staff Report, Package # 1 Land Development Code 

Amendments (LDT13-00002 and LDT13-00003), ATTACHMENT G (Page 108 - 126 of 149) 
5  Refer to Planning Commission Staff Report, Package # 1 Land Development Code Amendments (LDT13-00002 

and LDT13-00003), ATTACHMENT G (Page 21 of 149) 
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OSU'S ADDITIONAL WRITTEN ADDITIONAL TESTIMONY ON LDC SECTION 2.9.70.AA AND LDC SECTION 2.9.100.03.L 

Page 5 of 7 

3. Is freestanding, or constructed at ground level and attached to the Designated Historic Resource in a 
manner that is Reversible and does not damage architectural features of the structure; 

4. Is composed of either vegetation, stone, brick, masonry, wrought iron, solid wood fencing, or a combination 
of these materials.  Metal gates/doors may be used to access enclosures. 

a) If attached to a Designated Historic Resource, the screening material shall match materials used 
on the Designated Historic Resource structure, except in the case of vegetation. 

b)  If free standing, the screening material(s) shall be reflective of, and complementary to, those 
found on any existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources, except in the case 
of vegetation. 

 

City Planning Staff reviewed the proposed language and reduced the maximum dimensional thresholds 
for the proposed exemption from 30 ft. to 20 ft. in length or width, and from an area greater than 600 
sq. ft. to 400 sq. ft. City staff also added “Does not exceed 6-ft. in height” as part of the Second Iteration 
Revisions for review by the Historic Resource Commission at the January 7, 2014 work session.6  OSU 
staff expressed concern over these changes to the Corvallis Planning Staff, as the revised language 
would greatly reduce the number of mechanical screening and generator enclosures that could be 
installed without the preparation and submittal of an HPP Application, review and noticing by City Staff, 
and Public Hearing before the HRC.  This change in language increases the amount of work and time 
necessary to install LDC Section 3.36.60.14 required screening.  This seems like an unnecessary review 
since OSU has demonstrated the university is already installing screening in a context sensitive manner 
both inside and outside the OSU National Historic district.   

REQUEST FOR DIRECTOR-LEVEL REVIEW OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION PERMIT APPLICATIONS FOR CERTAIN REQUIRED 

GROUND-LEVEL SCREENING 

On February 5, 2014, OSU submitted a memo requesting Director-level review of Historic Preservation 
Permit applications for certain Required Ground-level Screening within the OSU National Register 
Historic District that would not be exempt from Historic Preservation Permit requirements per the 
proposed revisions to LDC Section 2.9.70.aa.  OSU proposed Required Ground-level Screening that 
would not exceed 8 ft. in height, would not enclose an area greater than 600 sq. ft., and would not be 
located between the street and front façade of the building be eligible for Director-level review.  In 
response to Planning staff and HRC comments regarding compatibility, OSU proposed conditions for 
each potential type of screening.  For freestanding screening, its materials would have to complement 
surrounding Designated Historic Resources.  For screening attached to a Designated Historic Resource, 
its material would have to match those of the Designated Historic Resource, and the installation would 
have to be Reversible.  OSU staff believe the conditions in the proposed language adequately address 
concerns about location and compatible construction materials.  In recognition of City Staff’s concerns, 
OSU conceded our preferred height in the proposed language (e.g., no height restriction or 14-feet), 
even though this would significantly limit the number of enclosures OSU can construct without going 
through the HPP application process.7 

  

                                                           
6  Refer to Second Iteration Revisions of 2.9.70.aa, Planning Commission Staff Report, Package # 1 Land 

Development Code Amendments (LDT13-00002 and LDT13-00003), ATTACHMENT G (Page 36 of 149) or 
ATTACHMENT G (Page 86 of 149) 

7  Refer to MEMORANDUM dated February 5, 2014 (Planning Commission Staff Report, Package #1 Land 
Development Code Amendments (LDT13-00002 and LDT13-00003), ATTACHMENT F (Page1 of 5) 
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Language OSU Submitted for Director-Level review of Historic Preservation Permit applications 
on February 5, 2014 

2.9.100.03.l Required Ground-level Screening within the OSU Historic District - Code-required ground-level 

screening, including vegetation, walls, fences, and enclosures, provided the screen: 

1. Complies with development standards of Chapter 3.36 – OSU Zone; 

2. Does not exceed 8-ft in height, and does not enclose an area greater than 600 sq. ft. 

3. Is not located between the street and the front façade of the building; 

4. Is freestanding, or constructed at ground level and attached to the Designated Historic Resource in a 

manner that is Reversible and does not damage architectural features of the structure; 

a. If attached to a Designated Historic Resource, the screening material shall match materials used 

on the Designated Historic Resource structure, except in the case of vegetation. 

b. If free standing, the screening material(s) shall be reflective of, and complementary to, those 

found on any existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources, except in the case 

of vegetation. 

5. If vegetation is used for screening, it shall be consistent with the screening provisions in Chapter 4.2 - 

Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, & Lighting. 

Summary 

In April 2013, the Corvallis City Council approved a bi-annual work program which included “Work with 
the Historic Resources Commission and Oregon State University Planning Staff to streamline certain 
types of historic reviews through amendment of the provisions in LDC Chapter 2.9 (“Historic Preservation 
Provisions”)”.8  With the exception of LDC Section 2.9.70.aa and LDC Section 2.9.100.03.l, OSU believes 
the proposed changes currently under review by the Planning Commission will help streamline the 
review process and have virtually no impact on the OSU National Historic District.  As proposed, LDC 
Section 2.9.70.aa and LDC Section 2.9.100.03.l is not applicable to most of the Required Ground-level 
Screening OSU must install on campus.  LDC Section 2.9.70.aa is too restrictive on height and enclosure 
area, and LDC Section 2.9.100.03.l is also too limiting with respect to height needed to screen 
mechanical equipment, trash enclosures, and outdoor storage areas.   

OSU respectfully requests the Planning Commission review and consider increasing the maximum 
allowable height and maximum square footage of enclosure areas proposed in LDC Sections 2.9.70.aa 
and 2.9.100.03.l.  Specifically, the Planning Commission may want to consider applying a 14 ft. height 
limit to LDC Section 2.9.70.aa and LDC Section 2.9.100.03.l.  This is the same allowable height as is 
allowed for accessory structures under LDC Section 2.9.70.h and this proposed height limit seems 
appropriate given that the first floor of many of OSU’s buildings are taller than many other buildings 
found in Corvallis.9  This would adequately address the City Staffs’ concerns about not specifying a 
height limit.  It would also provide consistency within the LDC between LDC Section 2.9.70.h:  Accessory 
Development and 2.9.70.aa.1: Required Ground-level Screening within the OSU Historic District.   

  

                                                           
8  Refer to Planning Commission Staff Report, Package # 1 Land Development Code Amendments (LDT13-00002 

and LDT13-00003), Page 3 of 74) 
9  Refer to Planning Commission Staff Report, Package # 1 Land Development Code Amendments, (LDT13-00002 

and LDT13-00003), Page 57-58 of 74) 
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Proposed LDC Section 2.9.70 Exemption Language for Planning Commission Consideration 

2.9.70.aa.1: Required Ground-level Screening within the OSU Historic District - Code-required ground-level 
screening, including vegetation, walls, fences, and enclosures, provided the screen: 

1. Complies with development standards of Chapter 3.36 – OSU Zone; 

2. Does not exceed 14-ft in height, does not exceed 20 ft. in length or width, and does not enclose an area 
greater than 400 sq. ft. 

3. Is freestanding, or constructed at ground level and attached to the Designated Historic Resource in a 
manner that is Reversible and does not damage architectural features of the structure; 

4. Is composed of either vegetation, stone, brick, masonry, wrought iron, solid wood fencing, or a combination 
of these materials.  Metal gates/doors may be used to access enclosures. 

a) If attached to a Designated Historic Resource, the screening material shall match materials used 
on the Designated Historic Resource structure, except in the case of vegetation. 

b)  If free standing, the screening material(s) shall be reflective of, and complementary to, those 
found on any existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources, except in the case 
of vegetation. 

 

Proposed LDC Section 2.9.100 Director Level Review Language for Planning Commission 
Consideration 

2.9.100.03.l Required Ground-level Screening within the OSU Historic District - Code-required ground-level 

screening, including vegetation, walls, fences, and enclosures, provided the screen: 

1. Complies with development standards of Chapter 3.36 – OSU Zone; 

2. Does not exceed 14-ft in height, and does not enclose an area greater than 600 sq. ft. 

3. Is not located between the street and the front façade of the building; 

4. Is freestanding, or constructed at ground level and attached to the Designated Historic Resource in a 

manner that is Reversible and does not damage architectural features of the structure; 

a) If attached to a Designated Historic Resource, the screening material shall match materials used 
on the Designated Historic Resource structure, except in the case of vegetation. 

b)   If free standing, the screening material(s) shall be reflective of, and complementary to, those 
found on any existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic Resources, except in the case 
of vegetation. 

5. If vegetation is used for screening, it shall be consistent with the screening provisions in Chapter 4.2 - 

Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, & Lighting. 

    

Thank you for your time and consideration of this issue. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
Rebecca Houghtaling, AICP 
OSU Senior Planner   
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Melanie Place 
638 SE Alexander Avenue 
Corvallis~ OR 9733 

City of Corvallis Planning Commission 
City Hall 
501 SW Madison Ave. 
Corvallis, OR 97330 

March 31,2014 

Dear Planning Commission, 

Current zoning should be amended back to pre-2006 rules. 

CEIVBD 
- 1 2014 

City residents were not given a fair chance to address the changes to the 'rounding up' 
feature that was implemented in 2006. The "Rounding Up" rule needs to be eliminated, 

If city councilors back in 2006 were given this example by city staff, those city staff 
should be fired. This example is beyond confusing. This example begs the question of if 
city staff were purposefully obfuscating the issue: 

Here's how city staff described the effect: 

"Example: A Low Density Residential (LDR) property is proposed for 
development. LDR properties have an allowed density range of 2 to 6 units 
per acre; however, this property is zoned RS~6, which requires a minimum 
density of 4 dwelling units per acre. Minimum density is by definition net 
density, which excludes protected natural resource areas. Maximum density 
is gross density, which includes the entire site. Assume the entire site is 3.41 
acres and 1.26 acres are natural resources that will be protected. The gross 
density for the site is 20.46 units (6 units times 3.41 acres), which would 
round down to 20 units. The minimum (net) density would be based on 2.15 
acres. This would calculate to 8.6 units (4 units times 2.15 acres) and would 
round up to 9 units. Thus, the density range allowed for this property zoned 
RS-6 would be from 9 to 20 units. ft 

I have a college education. I have had a college level vocabulary since I was at least eight 
years old. The above example makes no sense to me. People who have interviewed city 
counselors who were sitting at the time this amendment was voted in place have found it 
appears that few, if any of those city counselors, understood the ramifications of this 
amendment. 

City Staff SHOULD have summarized this example by describing the effect thus: 

"The maximum density allowed for single unit developments will double 
and for duplexes it will be increased by 33%'' 
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Corvallis does !!Q1 need such high density. 

Corvallis citizens are unfairly being asked to absorb the brunt of development costs (it 
costs the city more for development than is paid for, unlike the prevailing~ misguided 
vi-ew) ofOSU;s increasing student population. 

Corvallis citizens never had a chance to fairly weigh in against the 'Rounding Up' 
proposal in 2006. 

The development code for Corvallis needs to be changed so that individual home owners 
have the legal right to keep developers from building multi*unit buildings on their block. 

Although this is beyond the scope of your current purview, OSU needs to provide 
sufficient student parking on campus, in locations that students will and can use, to 
decrease the pressure on the surrounding neighborhoods. And, OSU needs to stop 
pressuring the City of Corvallis to create a multitude of unneeded new 'parking districts' 
and especially to avoid expensive parking passes for Corvallis residents who live near 
campus. Changing the "Rounding Up" feature back to pre-2006 levels is the first step for OSU to 
pay their fare share for the costs of student growth that have been foisted on the City of Corvallis' 
infrastructure. 

The development code needs to be tightened so that the City Council stops approving 
'exceptions' to our already existing code, like for the development off Harrison & Circle 
(900+ units) 

Corvallis does not have a housing crisis such that this •Rounding Up' feature is needed. 
The "Rounding Up" does ngt facilitate 'compatible infill development." 

Ifl read your website correctly, the proposed text amendments I want corrected are: 
.. Change density calculations for reptats and minor land partitions to 
disallow the "half - street bonus and 
... Change minimum density rounding for infiH development 

Please pay attention to all the yard signs in town that read "This is what a house looks 
like.'' Not all of us can attend city counsel meetings or planning commission meetings, or 
any of the other meetings you have to address these issues. Our city counselors have 
routinely disregarded the will of the citizens of Corvallis in these matters. It is past time 
that changes were made to protect the livability of our neighborhoods. 

I live in South Corvallis, nowhere near the OSU campus, but I kn()w many people who 
live in neighborhoods affected by the rampant, cancerous growth of condos, apartment 
houses and other high density, multi~floor dwellings. I drive through these 
neighborhoods, I walk through them. I shop near them. This growth is hurting Corvallis. 
It needs to stop. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Melanie Place 
Corvallis, Oregon 
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March 28, 2014 28 

Dear City Councilors and Mayor, 

In the March 17, 2014 City Council meeting, the League of Women Voters introduced a request 
(attached) that language amending the City Land Use code proposed by the City Attorney in a 
November 18, 2014 legal memo be adopted. 

Apparently, the Urban Services Committee considered this proposal in its March 19, 
2014 meeting and included some version in the code amendments it will be forwarding to 
Council. This week (March 24, 2014 - March 28, 2014), due to the fact the knowledgable City 
staff is on vacation, I have not been able to contact anyone with the City who could tell me 
whether the language proposed in the City Attorney's November 28, 2014 legal memo was 
adopted as-is, or if it was further amended. Also, as of this writing minutes of the meeting that 
might include relevant deliberations are not yet available to the public. 

Since the public record is only open until 5:00PM, Tuesday April 2, 2014, I am submitting 
this out of an abundance of caution to address an arguable flaw in the language that the LWV in 
turn quotes from the City Attorney's legal memo. 

In summary, the language proposed by the City Attorney and the LWV attempts to 
update the conflict-of-interest provisions in the City Land Use Code. As background here, it 
should be noted that the section of the ORS that actually sanctions "prohibited acts" (i.e. 
"conflicts") is ORS 244.040. The definitions of a "potential conflict" and "actual conflict" which 
the proposed City code would adopt are actually cited in ORS 244.120. That section only 
addresses "methods for handling conflicts" based on the definitions of a "potential conflict" and 
"actual conflict" in ORS 244.020. Indeed, ORS 244.040(7) makes the distinction between the 
subject matter of ORS 244.040 and ORS 244.120 explicit: 

(7) The provisions of this section apply regardless of whether actual conflicts of interest or 
potential conflicts of interest are announced or disclosed under ORS 244. 120. 

In an email to me (text attached), the OGEC has opined the examples of potential and 
actual conflicts in the City Attorney's proposed language, and as quoted in the LWV's request, 
are "somewhat ambiguous". 

I bring this attention so that you may consider the matter as you see fit. I would be 
happy to discuss this further with you or anyone you may designate. 

Thank You 

Best Regards, 
Rick Hangartner 
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From: "CASLER Russell J * OGEC" 
To: "'Rick Hangartner"' 
Subject: RE: LWV request for legislation by Corvallis City Council. 

Dear Mr. Hangartner, 

This email is written in response to your inquiry regarding the League of 
Women Voters recommendation to the Corvallis City Council. As you already 
know, the Oregon Government Ethics Commission has no jurisdiction over the 
actions of interest groups or public bodies, only individual public 
officials. I also mentioned in our phone conversation that public bodies may 
pass their own internal policies regarding conflicts of interest or other 
areas within the scope of Oregon Government Ethics law, but that those 
policies cannot be less restrictive than State law. It would appear from the 
letter you attached, dated March 17, 2014, that the League of Women Voters is 
recommending an amendment to the Corvallis Land Development Code (LDC) to 
comport with both State law and a recent interpretation of the City Council. 
An excerpt from City Attorney Jim Brewer's November 14, 2013 memorandum 
included in the letter contains examples of actual and potential conflicts of 
interest. These examples, though somewhat ambiguous, do not appear to be 
less restrictive than Oregon Government Ethics law contained in ORS Chapter 
244. 

If you have any additional questions, or you believe that I have 
misunderstood the circumstances you provided, please don't hesitate to 
contact me again. 

Best, 

Russ 

Russ Casler 
Trainer/Program Analyst 
Oregon Government Ethics Commission<http://www.oregon.gov/OGEC> 
3218 Pringle Rd. SE, Suite 220 
Salem, OR 97302 
503-378-8066 

*****DISCLAIMER***** 
This staff advice is provided under the authority given in ORS 244.284(1). 
This opinion offers guidance on how Oregon Government Ethics law may apply to 
the specific facts described in your request. This opinion is based on my 
understanding and analysis of the specific circumstances you described and 
should not be applied to circumstances that differ from those discussed in 
this request. 
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CORVALLIS 
ENHANCING COMMUNITY LIVABILITY 

To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

CITY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE 
MEMORANDUM 

Mayor and City Council 

CORY ALUS CITY ATTORNEY 
4.56 SW Monroe, #101 

Corvallis, OR 97333 
Telephone: (541) 766-6906 

Fax: (541) 7.52-7532 

/"7 r-

Jim Brewer, Deputy City Atto~~Y.-·/"' ~~ 

November 14,2013 

Public hearing on 9(11 and Maxine Comprehensive Plan and Zone Change 
Ambiguity of LDC 1.1.60- Conflicts oflnterest 

---·-----·----·-------------------------------

Issues: 

The current text ofLDC 1.1.60 is ambiguous. Ambiguities in local land usc regulations need to 
be resolved by the City Council. 

Is LDC 1.1.60 intended to prohibit members of hearings authorities from participating in some 
circumstances where state law would permit participation? 

Background: 

Durir.g the November 4, 2013 meeting, Councilor Brauner disclosed the distance of his home 
from the property that is the subject of the proposed Comprehensive Plan and Zone Change. I 
asked if his property was within the notice area l~w the application. When he replied that he was, 
I stated that under the terms ofthe LDC, this was a conflict of interest. Councilor Brauner, 
following that advice, accordingly recused himself from the remainder of the proceedings that 
even mg. 

A tter the November 4, 2013 meeting I reviewed LDC 1.1.60, the state Jaw dealing with 
conflicts of interest, notice provisions for land use proceedings, and have reviewed archival 
records looking for prior versions of LDC 1.1.60 and any minutes or staff reports that would 
provide relevant legislative history. Following that review, and prior to my discussing the 
matter with any Councillors or staff, I had a concern that my statement that the LDC classifies 
ownership of property within the notice area as a conflict of interest was not the most nuanced 
approach to this issue and did not serve the Council as a body, or Councilor Brauner, well. 1 
hope that a more detailed explanation will make it clear that the language in LDC l.l.60 is 

Council Interpretation of LDC 1.1.60 
City Attorney Office 
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ambiguous. 

Consistent with Oregon law and the holding of LUBA and appellate courts in Oregon, 
ambiguities in local land use regulations should be resolved by the City Council as a body 
interpreting the ambiguous language. So long as that interpretation is plausible (not necessarily 
even the "most plausible" interpretation), LUBA and Courts will defer to that interpretation. 

Although City staff have proposed including the terms of LDC 1.1.60 into each staff report and 
providing an explanation of the provision into the required disclosures in the land use procedure, 
that proposal doesn't resolve the ambiguity in the language of the code. This memorandum is 
intended to place this issue before the Council, with some detailed analysis and considerations 
that were not available during the abbreviated discussion during the public hearing. An 
interpretation by Council should then be followed by staff and lower decision making bodies as 
well as the Council in its future proceedings. 

State law and LDC 1.1.60. 

The text of LDC Section 1.1.60 deals with conflicts of interest in land use decisions. Since 
adoption by the City Council in October of 2006, the text reads: 

Section I. 1.60- Conflict of Interest 

A member of a hearing authority shall not participate in any proceedings or action in 
which the member has a conflict of interest as dejfned in State law. Any actual or 
potential conflict o.f interest shall be disclosed at the meeting of the hearing authority 
1vhere the action is being taken. Ex:amples of conflict a,( interest include: 

a. Member owns property vvithin the area entitled to receive notice of the public 
hearing; 

b. 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 impartial. 

On its face, LDC 1.1.60 generally references state law regarding conflicts. ORS 244.020 
provides definitions tor the statutes generally dealing with conflicts of interest tor public 
officials (ORS 244.010 - 244.400). There is no definition in State law tor ''conflict of interest". 
There are detinitions for "Actual Conflict of Jnterest" (ORS 244.020 (1) and for "Potential 
Conflict of Interest (ORS 244.020( 12): 

Council Interpretation of LDC 1.1.60 
City Attorney Office 

2 
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As used in this chapter, unless the context requires otherwise: 

(I) "Actual conflict of interest'' means any action or any decision or recommendation by 
a person acting in a capacity as a public official, the effect of which would be to the 
private pecuniary benefit or detriment ofthe person or the person's relative or any 
business with which the person or a relative ofthe person is associated unless the 
pecuniary bene._[tt or detriment arises out of circumstances described in subsection (12) of 
this section. 

* * * 

(12) ''Potential conflict of interest" means any action or any decision or 
recommendation by a person acting in a capacity as a public official, the effect of which 
could be to the private pecuniary benefit or detriment of the person or the person's 
relative, or a business with which the person or the person's relative is associated, unless 
the pecuniary benefit or detriment arises out of the following: 

(a) An interest or membership in a particular business, industry, occupation or other 
class required by law as a prerequisite to the holding by the person of the of{tce or 
position. 

(b) Any action in the person's official capacity which would affect to the same degree a 
class consisting of all inhabitants of the state, or a smaller class consisting of an 
industry, occupation or other group including one of which or in which the person, or the 
person's relative or business with which the person or the person's relative is associated, 
is a member or is engaged. 

(c) Membership in or membership on the board of directors of a nonprofit corporation 
that is tax-exempt under section 501 (c) of the Internal Revenue Code. 

The distinction between the two definitions is that actual conf1icts of interest "would'' be to the 
private pecuniary advantage of the public official and a potential conflict of interest "could" be 
to the private pecuniary advantage ofthe public official. 

While the Council is not entitled to deference in interpreting the state law, nothing in these 
definitions makes ownership of property in close proximity to an application site, without 
something more, an "actual conflict of interest". At most, ownership of property within a land 
use notice area might be considered a "potential conflict of interest." Another related factor is 
that LDC 2.0.50.04.c.2.a requires a 300 foot notice area, while state law only requires a 100 foot 
notice area, raising the question of whether a wider notice area would even constitute a potential 
conflict of interest under the state law. Under state law, a potential conflict of interest requires 
disclosure of the potential conflict of interest, and a statement from the public official that the 
person is capable of making a fair and impartial decision, notwithstanding the potential conflict 

Council Interpretation ofLDC 1.1.60 
City Attorney Office 
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of interest. That is precisely what Councilor Brauner did on November 4. Under state law, a 
member of a hearing authority would not be barred or even discouraged from participating 
because of a potential conflict of interest. 

The ambiguity in the text of the code language arises in the first sentence from the use of the 
term "conflict of interest" without either of the modifiers used in state law. Read in context, the 
second sentence of the provision does not clarify what the first sentence means, as it requires 
disclosure of both actual or potential conflicts, but does not speak to participation after 
disclosure. The final sentence again uses "conflicts of interest" to describe a list of three 
examples. Like the first sentence, this preamble to the three examples does not explicitly 
distinguish between ''actual" conflicts or "potential" conflicts. If the three examples were 
considered under the definitions set out in state law, the example in LDC 1.1.60.a, describes 
what might be a potential conflict of interest; LDC 1.1.60.b describes an actual contlict of 
interest; and LDC 1.1.60.c seems to describe a disqualifying bias, which might or might not be 
related to an actual or potential conflict of interest at all. Because LDC 1.1.60.b uses the same 
language in ways that might mean more than one thing, the text is ambiguous, and interpretation 
by the Council is appropriate. Under Oregon land use laws, it would not be appropriate to 
interpret text that is clear on its face, when read in context, including, if necessary the legislative 
history of the text as part of the context. 

In interpreting the code provisions, the Council may consider some tairly recent legislative 
history of the text. Below are two different versions of Section 1.160 (copied from the City 
archive website), in reverse chronological order. I have underlined relevant changes over time: 

J 0/16/2006 - Current: 

Section 1.1.60 Conflict oflnterest 

A member of a hearing authorizy shall not participate in any proceedings or action in 
which the member has a conflict of interest as defined in State law. Any actual or 
potential conflict o(interest shall be disclosed at the meeting of the hearing authority 
where the action is being taken. Examples of conflict of interest include: 

a. Member owns property within the area entitled to receive notice of the public 
hearing; 

b. 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 impartial. 

1 should note that this language was adopted by the City Council as part of a "clean copy" 
packet. In adopting this language, the City Council omitted language from the first sentence that 

Council Interpretation of LDC 1.1.60 
City Attorney Office 
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had been in prior versions for a number of decades. I have not been able to find a contemporary 
staff report or minutes describing the reason for adopting this specific language (or for the reason 
to add "conflict of' in the third line). I have not been able to find a redline and strikeout version 
of this language, which might have provided some insight or drawn attention to the change. 

To provide a point of reference for the omission, earlier in the same calendar year, in June of 
2006, the Council adopted a version of LDC 1.1.60 that reflects changes from a Historic 
Property Advisory Board to the current Historic Resources Commission. That version, adopted 
in 6/5/2006 reads: 

Section 1.1.60- CONFLICT OF INTEREST 

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 Plallning Commissioner or Historic Resources 
Commissioner. Any actual or potential interest shall be disclosed at the meeting of the 
hearing authori(Y where the action is being taken. l!,'xamples 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. 

So prior to October of 2006, the first sentence of LDC 1.1.60 included an additional explanation, 
which made it clearer that the local code was not intended to bar participation by members of a 
hearing authority unless the member was prohibited by state law. The specific reference to 
Planning Commissioner also is arguably related to a specific method of handing conflicts of 
interest for planning commissioners, set out in ORS 244.135. While this section has somewhat 
more stringent requirements than the general requirements, the prohibition on participation is 
related to direct or substantial financial interest, with a requirement to disclose actual or potential 
interest. On the other hand, this doesn't seem consistent with the reference to Historic 
Resources Commissioners, who do not have separate provisions in state law for conf1icts of 
interest. 

1n September of 2000, much earlier in the periodic review and land development code update 
process, staff presented a package of land development code amendments which included a 
strike out/redline version ofthe provisions proposing the following: 

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 Commissione1 the member. 

Prior to 2000, and for the rest of the 1990s and late 1980s, the language read: 

Council Interpretation of LDC 1.1.60 
City Attorney Office 
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A member of the hearing authority shall not participate in any proceedings or action in 
which the member has a legal conflict o.finterest defined in State law that would bar 
participation in a decision by a Planning Commissioner. Any actual or potential interest 
shall be disclosed at the meeting of the hearing authority where the action is being taken. 
Examples o.f 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 he in an impartial manner. 

Conclusion 

In reviewing the language of LDC 1.1.60, there are a number of ambiguous provisions regarding 
conflicts of interest. From sentence to sentence, the term "conflict of interest" seems to take on 
different meanings, After looking at the legislative history for this provision, I suspect that the 
Council did not intend to deviate from the prior meaning of this provision. It certainly is 
plausible that the Council read the current version of LDC 1.1.60 and understood it to mean that 
members of hearing authorities would comply with the statutory requirements set out in ORS 
244. Equally plausibly, the Council intended and understood the first sentence to mean only 
"actual conflicts of interest" and for the last sentence to mean something like examples of 
conflicts of interest that could occur, without intending to inform members of hearing 
authorities that they would be disqualified in these circumstances. Or the Council might have 
intended some other meaning, addressing a particular concern or attempting to simplify the text. 
Further, the City currently has a larger notice area for land use hearings than is required by State 
law, which seems to make the examples of "conflicts of interest" inconsistent with the paragraph 
above them. If the City were to expand that notice area, as is currently under some discussion, 
there could be an unintended consequence to following the narrow interpretation of the current 
text. Presumably, if the Council had intended to impose a more burdensome requirement on 
members of hearing authorities, there would have been some discussion, deliberation or 
explanation at the time the current language was enacted. This does not seem to be the case. 

ln order to clarify the meaning of LDC 1.1.60, the Council could plausibly interpret the current 
text to mean: 

A member of a hearing authority shall not participate in any proceedings or action in 
which the member has an actual COJ?flict o.finterest as defined in State law. Any actual 
or potential conflict of interest shall be disclosed at the meeting of the hearing authority 
·where the action is being taken. Examples ofpotenlial and actual conflicts o.f interest 
include: 

a. Member owns property within the area entitled to receive notice of the public 
hearing; 

h. Jvfernber has a direct private interest in the proposal; or, 

Council Interpretation ofLDC 1.1.60 
City Attorney Office 
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c. For any other valid reason, the member has determined that participation in the 
hearing and decision cannot be impartial. 

The Council may, of course, adopt the above or any other plausible interpretation. The 
interpretation by the Council would then be meaning of LDC 1.1.60 for all hearing authorities in 
the City. That interpretation could not be easily changed barring some discovery of original 
legislative history to the contrary. Nothing would preclude the Council from amending the text, 
so that it is less ambiguous in reflecting the Co unci I' s intent. 

I apologize to the Council for not raising these issues at the earlier meeting. If the above is the 
interpretation the Council adopts, or if the Council adopts a similar interpretation, then Councilor 
Brauner could participate in making the final decision in the hearing for the Comprehensive Plan 
Amendmenl and Zone Change for 91

" and Maxine. He would need to review the recording of the 
proceedings after he recused himself, and during the required disclosures the Council makes 
prior to adopting findings he would need to state that based on the Council interpretation of 
LDC 1.1.60, he did not have an actual conflict of interest, could make a fair and impartial 
decision, and intended to participate. 

Recommendation: 

By motion, interpret LDC 1.1.60, taking into account the legislative history of the text. 

I move to adopt the interpretation of LDC 1.1.60 set out in the Deputy City Attorney's memo of 
November 13,2013. 

Or 

I move to adopt the following interpretation of LDC 1.1.60: [provide alternate interpretation] 

~-~;:;;;_~:;r;i-, -=-~~-----
Beputy Ctty A./'ney 

Council Interpretation of LDC 1.1.60 
City Attorney Office 

7 



P
ac

ka
ge

 #
1 

LD
C

 T
ex

t A
m

en
dm

en
ts

 (L
D

T1
3-

00
00

2 
/ L

D
T1

3-
00

00
3)

 
Ju

ne
 9

, 2
01

4,
 C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
S

ta
ff 

R
ep

or
t 

E
X

H
IB

IT
 F

 (4
9 

of
 5

1)

LWV Corvallis 
PO Box 1679, Corvallis, OR 97339-1679 
541-754-1172 • http:/ /www.lwv.corvallis.or.us 

March 17, 2014 

Dear Mayor Manning and Members of the City Council: 

Corvallis Land Development Code (LDC) Section 1.1.60- CONFLICT OF 
INTEREST needs to be amended to codify the interpretation the City Council 
passed on November 18, 2013. 

Last fall, you may recall, there was some confusion about what constituted a 
conflict of interest in land use decisions as the language in the LDC Section 
1.1.60 is ambiguous. As a result, Deputy City Attorney Jim Brewer proposed 
that Council adopt the following interpretation of the current text in a 
November 14th memorandum. 

A member of a hearing authority shall not participate in any proceedings or 
action in which the member has an actual conflict of interest as defined in 
State law. Any actual or potential conflict of interest shall be disclosed at the 
meeting of the hearing authority where the action is being taken. Examples of 
potential and actual conflicts of interest include: 

a. Member owns property within the area entitled to receive notice of the 
public hearing; 

b. 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 impartial. 

This adopted interpretation provides legal guidance for the current Council, but 
according to Attorney Brewer, a citizen or maybe a future councilor or planning 
commissioner reading the code would not know this unless this new 
interpretation is put into the LDC. As the League supports measures to insure 
effective, impartial, prudent, and lawful enforcement of the implementation of 
the Comprehensive Plan, we strongly suggest that Council direct the staff to 
include this change in the package of proposed LDC amendments currently 
being prepared to come before the Planning Commission and City Council this 
spring. 

Sincerely, 

Ann Brodie, President 



From: Maggie [mailto:maggieatcvec@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, March 24, 2014 8:55 AM 
To: Young, Kevin 
Subject: Round up practice & investigation 
 
 
Maggie Underwood 
625 NW 13th St 
Corvallis, OR 
3/24/14 
 
Planning Commission 
Re:  Cease the use of  Round Up Feature & call for Investigation 
 

I agree with Jeff Hess that the planning department is allowing developments to occur 
that significantly violate the legal maximums within each zone. 
  
 The LDC clearly and unambiguously states a maximum density for each zone.  These 
values were arrived at after significant public input as well as time spent by city 
commissions, elected officials and city staff, all of which incur some cost on taxpayers. 
 At some point after these numbers were established, avoiding the significant public 
discourse that such a change warranted, the planning department began allowing 
developments to occur that surpassed the stated maximums significantly (for instance in 
RS-9 with a stated maximum of 12 units/acre they're now allowing duplexes up to 16 
units/acre and single unit developments up to 24 units/acre).   
This practice is damaging to Corvallis and should cease. 
 

Additionally,   I request an investigation to understand the following: 
1.  who first violated the stated maximums and how did that practice become accepted 
within the planning department? 
2.  why did the example provided by the planning department avoid the engineering 
standard of providing the 3 sigma impact? 
3.   why has it taken a year and a half to reach or city's experts, the planning commission? 
 

Maggie Underwood 
  
  
Input to planning commission : kevin.young@corvallisoregon.gov 
 
  

 
Sent from my iPod 
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3) Revise Property Line Adjustment criteria to disallow the creation of "unusable areas" that are not necessary to 
provide access from a public or private street to the subject property. 

The above code amendments were developed as part of the Corvallis-OSU Collaboration Project and were 
recommended by the Neighborhood Planning Work Group to facilitate more compatible infill development in the 
City. Item 1 (increase side yard setback) would apply within the listed residential zones in the City, Item 2 
(eliminate "half-street bonus") would apply in all residential zones in the City, and Item 3 (disallow creation of 
unusable areas) would apply to all lots within the City Limits. However, all of these code changes would only apply 
at the time of development or re-development on your property. 

Why am I Receiving this Notice? 

You are receiving this notice because Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) 227.186 requires an individual notice to a 
property owner if a change in local regulations "limits or prohibits land uses previously allowed in the affected 
zone." The City's Geographic Information System database indicates that you own one or more properties in the 
City that may be affected by the proposed code amendments. 

If Approved, When would these Changes be in Effect? 

All Land Development Code Text Amendments are reviewed by both the Planning Commission and the City 
Council at separate hearings. The Planning Commission makes recommendations to the City Council on all such 
amendments, and the City Council makes the decision regarding proposed Land Development Code amendments. 
It is anticipated that the City Council hearing to consider the code amendment package will be in May or June of 
2014, after which, any adopted changes would take effect. 

*ORS 227.186 requires the City to print the following sentence: 

"The City has determined that adoption of this ordinance may affect the permissible uses of your property, and 
other properties in the affected zone, and may change the value of your property." Actually, no determination has 
been or is expected to be made as to the effect of the proposal on the value of your prope'*¥.~rai~ld 

~U~mcio1iWia AP,unww:co 
For Further Information: 

The staff report to the Planning Commission will be available from the Planning Division onf~~rc~ ~ 2~~~14. For 
additional information, please call the City of Corvallis Planner on Duty at (541) 76(1§:1\end an e-mail to: 

Planning@CorvallisOre~ • IH;)tfM 
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Community Development 
Planning Division 

501 SW Madison Avenue 
Corvallis, OR 97333 

  

DRAFT 
 CITY OF CORVALLIS 

PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
March 19, 2014 

 
Present 
Frank Hann, Vice Chair 
Ronald Sessions 
Jim Ridlington 
Jasmin Woodside 
G. Tucker Selko 
Kent Daniels 
Penny York, Council Liaison 
 
Excused Absence 
Jennifer Gervais, Chair 
James Feldmann 
Roger Lizut 
 

Staff 
Ken Gibb, Community Development Director 
David Coulombe, Deputy City Attorney  
Kevin Young, Planning Division Manager 
Jason Yaich, Associate Planner 
Sarah Johnson, Associate Planner 
Bob Richardson, Associate Planner  
Mark Lindgren, Recorder 
 
Visitors 
Sherri Johnson 

 
 

 
 
SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 
 

  
Agenda Item 

Information 
Only 

Held for 
Further 
Review 

 
Recommendations 

I. Visitors’ Propositions   Sherri Johnson stated that the fairly 
minor recommendations didn’t 
address her neighbors’ larger 
concerns. 

II. Public Hearing- Package #1 Land 
Development Code Text 
Amendments (LDT13-00002 and 
LDT-13-00003) 

  The public hearing was closed. The 
public record was held open until the 
close of business at 5 p.m. on April 
2, with deliberations scheduled for 
April 16. 

III. Old Business   None. 

IV. New Business 
A. Planning Division Update 

  Update on the continuation of the 
Corvallis/OSU Collaboration 
process. 

V. Adjournment   Meeting adjourned at 9:58 p.m. 
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Attachment to the March 19, 2014 minutes: 
 

A. Sherri Johnson, Vice President of the Harding Neighborhood Association, submitted a photo 
illustrating five cars parked in a front yard. 

  
B. Testimony, submitted by Tony Howell.  

 
CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 
 
The Corvallis Planning Commission was called to order by Vice Chair Frank Hann at 7:02 p.m. in the 
Downtown Fire Station Meeting Room, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard. 
 
I. VISITOR’S PROPOSITIONS:  

 
Sherri Johnson, Vice President of the Harding Neighborhood Association, expressed concern about 
the slowness of the process of changing code. She distributed photos to board members illustrating 
five cars parked in a front yard and stated neighbors didn’t want more 5-bedroom houses such as this. 
It didn’t seem to be addressed in the current plan, and she asked how to get that changed. 
(Attachment A) The proposed recommendations appear minor compared to the larger issues.  
 
Planner Young agreed that amending the LDC was slow and tended to be incremental; it requires 
initiation by the City Council, and includes a public hearing by the Planning Commission and then a 
decision by the Council. A recent code amendment changed parking requirements for 4 and 5-
bedroom residences. He said the residence in the photo did not appear to be code compliant and 
conjectured that the house in the photo was built prior to those changes, which require more parking. 
He suggested that to effect change, concerned citizens should show up to meetings and providing 
clear information on their concerns. Commissioner Hann added that many of the proposed text 
amendments were suggested by citizens during the City/OSU Collaboration process, to the Historic 
Resources Commission, and to the Economic Development Commission.  
 
Commissioner Daniels noted the parking standards changes passed in December 2013 resulted in 
development plans being filed for about 100 properties just before those parking changes took effect, 
so none of them follow the new parking code. Tonight’s proposed changes won’t be effective until 
they are adopted by the City Council.  
 
Planner Young said that parked vehicles that block sidewalks or are not in an appropriate location 
was a potential violation of code and can be reported.  
 

II. PUBLIC HEARING – PACKAGE #1 LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE TEXT 
AMENDMENTS (LDT13-00001 AND LDT-1300003):  

 
A. Opening and Procedures:  

 
Chair Hann welcomed citizens and reviewed the public hearing procedures. Persons testifying 
either orally or in writing may request a continuance to address additional documents or 
evidence submitted in favor of the application. If this request is made, please identify the new 
document or evidence during your testimony. Persons testifying may also request that the 
record remain open seven additional days to submit additional written evidence. Requests for 
allowing the record to remain open should be included within a person’s testimony.  
The Chair opened the public hearing. 
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B. Declarations by the Commission: Conflicts of Interest. 
 

1. Conflicts of Interest. Commissioner Hann noted he served on the City/OSU Collaboration 
on some of the issues that will be addressed this evening but felt that that would not affect 
his decision.  

 
 C. Staff Overview: 

 
Planner Young told the audience that public notices were mailed out to all (approximately 
15,000) property owners in the city, since some of the proposed code changes had broad-
ranging implications. He highlighted distributed materials, including the City Attorney Office’s 
memo on Conflict of Interest, asking that it be added to the items under consideration. The 
Council requested at its Monday meeting that this be considered as part of the code package. 
He also highlighted written testimony received since the staff report was distributed but prior to 
the meeting. He noted also Attachment F from the staff report, which was submitted by OSU 
related to Chapter 2.9 changes.  
 
He related that in April 2013 the City Council approved a bi-annual work program for the 
Division. Part of that program, referred to as Package #1, includes recommended LDC 
amendments from the Corvallis/OSU Collaboration work groups; to develop a process to 
amend the LDC to facilitate code compliance alterations within approved Planned 
Developments; and to work with the Historic Resources Commission (HRC) and OSU to 
streamline certain types of historic reviews through amendments to provisions within LDC 
Chapter 2.9.  
 
The Corvallis/OSU Collaboration work groups have finished their work, and the Collaboration 
steering committee and the Council have reviewed and advanced several recommendations 
from the work groups, including a package of proposed LDC amendments from the 
Neighborhood Planning work group. The Council also advanced for consideration a 
recommendation from the Economic Development Commission to amend the LDC to facilitate 
code compliant alterations within approved Planned Developments. The HRC held a number of 
work sessions, and prepared a recommendation for LDC amendments to facilitate certain types 
of historic reviews. The package was submitted to the Council on October 7th. The Council 
reviewed it and authorized Community Development staff to begin work on the package now 
under consideration by the Planning Commission. 
 
He highlighted proposed LDC Text Amendment 1.2.11.02, regarding annual review of land use 
application fees; the review is proposed to be changed from January of each year to July 1 of 
each year, to allow calculation and fee setting to occur on a fiscal year schedule. Commissioner 
Sessions asked if a July 1 date gave staff enough time to compile data from the previous fiscal 
year; Planner Young replied that it would allow enough fiscal year data to line up projections 
for the following year. Director Gibb added that staff would do a twelve-month period in 
advance, and review it with a committee. Lining up with the fiscal year allows staff to build it 
into the budget planning process. The calculations would be done on a calendar basis, and 
would match the budget process.  
 
Associate Planner Sarah Johnson highlighted proposals brought forward from the OSU/City 
Collaboration. The first was Item 2-1, Exemption of Affordable Housing Projects from the 4/5 
Bedroom Parking Requirements. Testimony expressed concern that higher on-site parking 
requirements and the additional property associated with that could discourage certain 
affordable housing projects. The proposal would exempt certain qualified affordable housing 
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developments from the higher 4/5 bedroom unit off-street parking requirements. The proposal 
would create an exemption for affordable housing developments that meet specific metrics for 
affordable housing development; typically, that comply with federal home subsidies and 
programs. They would be subject to the previously assessed 3-bedroom parking requirements 
of 2.5 parking spaces per unit. She highlighted the associated new definition, Qualified 
Affordable Housing Developments, in Chapter 1.6, with the metrics that create qualifying 
factors. 
 
Item 2.2 changes the definition of “Family” in Chapter 1.6 to include domestic partnerships, in 
order to be more inclusive. The Planning Commission had asked staff look at updating the 
definition to be more in line with state requirements for family, as it informs what is considered 
a residential home and the types of uses. This includes persons who receive residential care, 
residential training or residential treatment, so those facilities are included in the definition.  
 
Item 2-3 looks at the definition of “Residential Home”, which in turn relates to the definition of 
family. That definition says that five or fewer unrelated persons can be considered a family. 
There were discussions of reducing the number of unrelated persons from five to three, and 
creating a new definition of Residential Home. However, after staff consideration and 
conferring with the City Attorney’s office, it was concluded that since no recommendation was 
brought forward to change the number, it was unnecessary to create a separate designation for 
Residential Home, and the existing code for family (five or fewer persons, plus residential care 
staff) was deemed effectual. Staff recommended that it was unnecessary to add another 
definition of Residential Home. Commissioner Daniels noted that there was still interest among 
some in making this change. 
 
Commissioner Sessions asked about Item 2-1, page 19, regarding the number of parking places 
per unit for qualified affordable housing. He quoted “..developers who wish to provide 2 spaces 
per unit for four and 5 bedroom units must prove the development qualifies for the reduction.” 
He said this should actually read 2.5 spaces, not 2; Planner Johnson confirmed that that was 
correct. Commissioner Sessions asked about rounding, asking if there were three units on a 
property, whether the required 7.5 spaces would be rounded up to eight spaces; Planner 
Johnson replied that that was correct.  
 
Commissioner Woodside said League of Women Voters testimony raised the question of 
whether students would qualify for housing assistance; Planner Young replied that the way the 
definition is written, in order to benefit from the reduction, the applicant must demonstrate a 
twenty-year commitment to providing affordable housing. Residents must provide financial 
information to qualify, showing that they have income at or below 60% of the Corvallis area 
median. A typical student’s financial picture is different; many are considered dependents and 
thus would not qualify. Some would qualify based solely on income, but the way the standards 
were written, it would exclude the typical student. Commissioner Daniels said that this item 
was here since Jim Moorefield of the Planning work group advocated for the change, since he 
felt that without it, it would increase the cost of affordable housing projects that Willamette 
Neighborhood Housing Services does, since it would require more parking and fewer units.  
 
Planner Yaich stated that Item 2-5 related to property line adjustment review criteria. The staff 
proposal would create an additional criterion under b.5, to provide dimensional clear and 
objective criteria based on setbacks within the applicable zone, so a configuration of any 
property lines through a property line adjustment process would not result in “unusable area”. 
The new criterion #5 seeks to define what “unusable” means by doubling the sideyard setback 
standard of a given zone to provide a dimensional criterion for the space between the two 
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opposing property lines. The language in #5 also accounts for existing, non-conforming 
situations through the new criterion, allowing an existing non-conformity to continue, and 
allowing the property line adjustment to be approved as long as you’re not worsening the 
situation.  

 
Item 2-6 is related to a specific residential building type, called “zero lot line attached units”, in 
which there is just one unit on each property, attached at the property line. The current 
definition section in the LDC highlights a scenario with two lots with a common wall at the 
property line; the proposed change would affect the setback of one sideyard and increase it 
from 8’ to 10’. The rationale from the Planning work group is that the massed look is very 
similar to a duplex, so the proposal is to match the duplex side yard standard.  
 
Items 2-8 and 2-9 on page 27 of the staff report deal with changes to the Chapter 1.6 
methodology for residential density calculations. The first proposal would remove the existing 
provision that allows applicants’ calculations of site area to include half of the abutting street 
right-of-way, which effectively increases the lot size; this would remove that provision when 
going through a Minor Land Partition or a Minor Replat process. Those definitions would also 
be changed under Residential Partition Standards in Chapter 2.14.  
 
The second change in density calculation methodology deals with rounding; the current code 
provides for rounding when you consider a density calculation that results in a half a unit or 
greater. Minimum density calculations currently requires bumping up density to the next whole 
number. Under maximum density, you are allowed to increase beyond your maximum density 
to the next whole number when you round up. The current code does not allow you to round up 
when you are at less than 0.5. This proposal would change how rounding is handled under c.1 
and c.2 in Chapter 1.6, Definitions. The Planning Work Group sought to differentiate between 
how density is calculated in the older, more established sections of the city; the thought is to 
look at the annexation map and look at how development patterns have changed strikingly 
following WW II, when there was more low density, large lot development. Staff chose a date, 
starting at January 1, 1950, under c.1, to change the rounding provisions relative to 
development in those areas; in other areas of the city, rounding would remain the same.  
 
Item 2-8 changes the notice requirements for Major Lot Development Options in Section 
2.0.50.04. The Neighborhood Work Group proposed changing the notice area for Major Lot 
Development Options from 300’ to 500’. Commissioner Hann recalled discussion on whether, 
by setting a post-WWII date for housing, the city was effectively establishing a historic district 
without the neighborhood voting on it. He noted that rounding up was not required by law; 
Planner Yaich responded that that was true.  
 
Planner Johnson highlighted proposals resulting from recommendations from the Economic 
Development Commission, to find ways to permit code-compliant development within existing 
Planned Developments through ministerial review, without going through an additional Minor 
PD Modification or new PD Process.  
 
The first proposal relates to revisions to approved site design plans, in areas with approved 
detailed development plans, with certain site design elements that a developer proposes to 
change slightly from the originally approved detailed site development plan. Examples could 
include location or size of landscaping, location of pedestrian pathways or sidewalks, and other 
site design elements, which were approved in one configuration, but then proposed by the 
developer to be slightly changed. It is proposed to be included within existing provisions for 
determining compliance within an existing detailed development plan; they already have 
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certain thresholds, such as that a change would not affect any Conditions of Approval or 
approved compensating benefits. There are certain size restrictions on adding or reducing floor 
area to approved development plans, and they otherwise comply with all LDC provisions. The 
additional language discusses those site design elements and provides a cumulative threshold of 
no more than 10% change to those elements originally approved in the detailed development 
plan. She summed up that it gives more latitude for where site elements may end up on an 
approved plan. 
 
The second part proposes determination of code-compliance with approved detailed 
development plans but with Minor Plan adjustments. The overarching criteria are that the 
proposed adjustments fall within the threshold identified in the preceding section, which gives 
thresholds for determining whether or not something qualifies as a modification. If they fall 
below the threshold of a minor modification, that is the first threshold. Per the second set of 
criteria the expansion cannot affect any Conditions of Approval, any approved compensating 
benefits, or any enhancements provided to offset flexibility or some other variation.  
 
This proposed code amendment is divided into Residential, Commercial, Civic and Industrial 
categories. Residential minor plan adjustments determined to be in compliance with detailed 
development plans are proposed to apply only to certain types of residential development, and 
not large scale single family PD approvals, but rather to group residential, cooperatives, 
fraternities and sororities, and residential care facilities; specifically, multi-dwelling building 
types. This allows flexibility and adjustments that are code-compliant, which don’t reduce any 
compensating benefits or Conditions of Approval, and which allow some flexibility in terms of 
expansions, for floor areas of 500 square feet or less, or equivalent to 10% or less of the total 
structure’s gross floor area. There are cumulative limitations on these types of expansions to 
ensure that something doesn’t continually expand by 10%; it limits such expansion to no more 
than 10% of the total gross area approved under the original PD.  
 
For commercial, civic, and industrial adjustments, expansion would remain the same in terms 
of floor area, 500 square feet or less, but expands it slightly further in reference to larger 
developments; in particular, for commercial, civic, and industrial of 5,000 square feet or less, or 
20% or less of the existing structure’s floor area, with a cumulative limitation of no more than 
20% of the total gross area approved under the original planned development.  
 
There are also proposed code amendments to allow code-compliant development of  industrial 
properties containing approved PD’s, but which don’t have a detailed development plan, an 
active detailed development plan, or a conceptual and detailed development plan; or, which 
have a detailed development plan, with 5% or less having been developed under the approved 
detailed development plan. This is intended to give some flexibility for code-compliant 
development in areas with large pieces of industrial property that are currently not developed 
and not utilized to their fullest extent. This would be limited to areas identified on zoning maps 
as PD(LI) (Limited Industrial), PD(LI-O) (Limited Industrial- Office), or PD-(GI) (General 
Industrial). Those standards would require that they not conflict with any Conditions of 
Approval or any compensating benefits; the intent is to add flexibility to those zoned properties. 
Planner Johnson highlighted a map in Attachment E of the staff report of example properties in 
north and south Corvallis.  
 
Commissioner Hann asked if the numerical figure was a total or a net total; whether it was 
cumulative or offset by discontinuing a use in another area. Planner Young replied that it 
depended which standard you were looking at; for example, you can vary a site design element 
up to a certain amount. In a Minor Plan Adjustment Process, staff contemplated a cumulative 
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standard to try to avoid incremental change that results in wholesale change. The thresholds are 
10% for residential and 20% for commercial, civic or industrial. Commissioner Sessions cited 
an example of cumulative building footprint; Director Gibb replied that staff would get back to 
him.  
 
Planner Bob Richardson highlighted Chapter 2.9 Historic Preservation proposed amendments, 
saying there haven’t been any changes from those presented last month apart from a little re-
numbering. The changes were intended to provide efficiencies for staff resources and to focus 
on changes to amendments that affect development within the OSU campus; he noted that 
much of the OSU campus was now largely within a Historic District, and it was made without 
specific rules tailored to it. Since about half of Historic Preservation Permit applications come 
from OSU, it made sense to focus on changes to Chapter 2.9 to make it easier to make common 
types of development occur on campus while still maintaining historic compatibility with those 
developments. The changes fall within four categories: alterations to Nonhistoric and 
Nonhistoric Noncontributing structures; alterations that would facilitate compliance with ADA 
rules, the building code, or to ensure safety of buildings; alterations that facilitate contemporary 
use of a building; and to simplify or clarify code language.  
 
He highlighted new proposals by OSU on pages 66 and 68 of the staff report. They would 
allow Director Level review criteria for installation of wireless communications facilities and 
antennas, and enclosures required to screen ground-level mechanical equipment. He highlighted 
draft language on page 66 of the staff report, saying it was similar to what OSU proposed, with 
a change in the section numbering, and to reference a specific antenna type identified in 
Accessory Development. It would allow administrative decisions to allow antennas to be 
installed on buildings at least 30’ in height, and attached to the building in such a way that it 
would not damage it or its historic features, and installation would be reversible. Staff 
supported the language. In most cases, the antennas would be required to be screened by other 
standards in Chapter 3.36 (OSU Zone), so in many cases antennas would be difficult to see and 
would not impact the character of the historic district.  
 
Regarding ground level screening, OSU’s proposal on page 68 is to allow administrative 
approval for installing enclosures eight feet tall, up to 600 square feet in size, and not located 
between a building’s front and the street, and if it is attached to a designated historic resource, 
would be done in such a way as to not damage its architectural features. He said staff did not 
recommend the language be recommended by the Planning Commission, saying staff were 
taking a cautious approach, based on concern about installing an enclosure of this size on a 
Historic Contributing Building. Staff believe that, without a more nuanced review of placement 
or design, such a structure could be historically incompatible. Even though the scale might be 
small proportionately, it is hard to know what all of the impacts would be. If the commission 
chose, there are recommendations for proposed language on pages 66-69. 
 
Commissioner Woodside asked what happens if OSU revises its chapters; Planner Richardson 
replied that OSU could do that, and staff would want to consider the implications in review. 
Commissioner Sessions asked if screening only applied to items on historic properties; Planner 
Richardson replied that it only applied to buildings in the OSU Historic District. Commissioner 
Sessions asked if the enclosures fell under Nonhistoric Noncontributing if they weren’t adjacent 
to a historic building; Planner Richardson replied that language on accessory structures, 
2.9.70.h, specifies that it would not apply to these enclosures; he said he could get back to him 
on the question during deliberations.  
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Commissioner Daniels asked if the first motion would accept the staff motion to not approve 
OSU’s proposal; Planner Richardson concurred, but suggested a motion to clarify that, if the 
commission concurred with staff’s recommendation.  
 
Planner Young highlighted the Conflict of Interest provisions in the distributed memorandum, 
outlining the City Council’s interpretation of the LDC. He highlighted the request in testimony 
from the League of Women Voters to codify the interpretation; and noted that the Council 
authorized staff to do so. The Council adopted the interpretation in November and on Monday 
authorized its inclusion in Package #1. The interpretation would apply to all City hearing 
authorities, including City Council, the Historic Resources Commission, the Planning 
Commission, and Land Development Hearings Board. The interpretation differentiates between 
an actual conflict of interest and a potential conflict of interest. It was unclear to the Council 
whether items a, b, and c listed in the code language were examples of an actual or a potential 
conflict of interest. Based on the Council’s interpretation, they found the examples were not 
necessarily one or the other, and would ask the decision-maker to consider their situation and 
the potential conflict of interest. For example, if you have property within an area entitled to 
notice of a public hearing on a land use matter before the Planning Commission, given that 
information, you would have to decide whether you could render a fair and impartial decision, 
and if so, you wouldn’t simply need to declare it as a potential conflict of interest, but would 
also have to state that you believe that you could make a fair and impartial decision. 
 
Commissioner Daniels said that given this interpretation, it sounded as though he could have 
participated in the Gazette-Times hearing; Planner Young replied that based on this, he could 
have, if he’d felt he could render a fair and impartial decision.  
 
Commissioner Hann said that since the topic in question was a legislative decision, all 
testimony would be heard together, rather than testimony in favor, opposition, and neutral, as is 
usually done in quasi-judicial testimony. Therefore, there will be no opportunity for rebuttal or 
sur-rebuttal. He asked the public to keep testimony under four minutes. 
 

D. Public Testimony. 
 
Elizabeth French, chair of the Economic Development Commission, (EDC) related that that 
the commission brought its request forward since it had a goal in its strategy to facilitate 
predictable and clear planning efforts on the part of Development. The commission heard 
consistently from a wide variety of both small and large businesses that it was very difficult to 
make minor modifications, and that the process was unpredictable and costly in terms of time 
for both City staff and applicants. The commission looked specifically at things that were code-
compliant. She stressed that the commission felt strongly the city had very high standards for 
development, and that it supported that. However, where there were minor modifications to be 
made, the process was cumbersome and resulted in unintended consequences, including 
hindering economic development. The commission was pleased with the draft language.  
 
Pat Lampton concurred with Ms. French’s comments, saying his experience as a homeowner 
and business owner prompted his encouragement to the commission to support proposed LDC 
Text Amendments LDT13-00002 and LDT13-00003, and agreed with the logic of staff’s 
conclusions regarding their adoption. He highlighted the staff reference to “Statewide Planning 
Goal 9 – Economic development requires that comprehensive plans and land development 
codes “take into account methods and devices for overcoming certain conditions and 
deficiencies for implementing this goal, including but not limited to land use controls and 
ordinances”. This applies, since Planned Development Overlays, in particular, have become a 
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weapon for those who wish to stop a particular development, not through the logic of accepted 
community standards expressed in the Comprehensive Plan and the LDC, but by using the 
additional public process as a means to delay. The added time and uncertainty is often a burden 
not acceptable to those who would add value to or maintain what we have, and adds to costs 
that we all must share. Obligations for public input must to be balanced with communitywide 
needs for a system that also allows for renewal and innovation, which support our businesses, 
schools, and institutions and individuals, by ensuring that the possibilities and costs of 
development and rehabilitation are kept within reach.  
 
K.J. Phillips stated that she’s been developing parcels in Corvallis for about fifteen years. She 
said infill projects were the most expensive for developers, and provided a lot of benefit for the 
city tax rolls. She highlighted the proposal to bump up sideyards to 10’ to match duplex units. 
She said she had gotten positive public feedback on duplex units she developed in the 
Timberhill area; some of the units only had a 4’ setback on one side, but 15’ on the other side, 
so it wasn’t obvious. A duplex can have two units on one lot, while a single attached dwelling 
(frequently owner-occupied) sits on its own lot, so it’s not a good comparison. She agreed with 
the proposal for setbacks for RS-5, but suggested leaving existing setbacks for RS-6 and above. 
She explained that with the Comp Plan change around 1999, the City changed her RS-5 parcels 
to RS-6.  
 
She noted the City took thirteen feet along a couple hundred feet of street frontage in front of 
her 49th Street property to make improvements such as park strips and sewers. Therefore, it is 
only fair for developers to be able to use their “half-street bonus” when they’ve given up that 
land in the first place. She supported the proposal for property line adjustments for unusable 
areas; this would ameliorate so-called “spite strips” which prevent neighbors from accessing a 
street.  
 
Commissioner Hann asked about the side yard setback; Planner Young said the rounding up 
provisions would only apply to a specific area in the city; in all other areas, the setback change 
would apply; it is based on the housing type (the attached unit). Commissioner Sessions asked 
if that was an owner-occupied unit; Planner Young replied it is not specified, and it could be a 
rental. Commissioner Sessions asked if it could be a duplex; Planner Young replied a duplex is 
two units on one lot; an attached unit features a shared wall along a common property line. 
Commissioner Sessions said a duplex could also share a common property line.  
 
Bill Cohnstadt concurred with Ms. Phillips, and opposed changing setbacks in RS-6 and 
above. He added that Vision 20/20 priorities opposed urban sprawl and promoted neighborhood 
livability. However, now we’re seeing the conflict between those two goals of infill versus 
livability. He advocated that RS-9U and RS-12U should not be included in these changed 
setbacks; we do want infill and higher densities around the university, and at some point these 
expanded setbacks requirements will interfere with that. You want higher densities in those 
areas so students can walk and support businesses downtown.  
 
Dave Derlacki expressed concern regarding the proposed setback change, noting that you’re 
narrowing the house you can build on those lots, which will force building two-story houses on 
them. As our aging population has more problems with stairs, that’s not a good thing. He said 
the proposed change allowing minor site changes limited to 10% needed language clarification 
(10% of what).  
 
Shelley Murphy, representing the League of Women Voters (LWV), highlighted the League’s 
written comments and questions submitted today. The League has been working on 
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comprehensive planning since 1970. The League had no problem with changing the annual 
review of land use fees to match the fiscal year, and it strongly discouraged any increase in fees 
for appeals. Regarding exemptions from the 4/5 bedroom parking requirements for affordable 
housing projects, she noted that changing the parking requirements was the first adopted 
recommendation of the Corvallis/OSU Collaboration Neighborhood Planning Work Group, 
since parking was one of the main issues that generated the need for the collaboration process. 
However, some of the people that meet eligibility requirements are students, and students these 
days have cars, and a 4/5 bedroom affordable housing home may well have four to five students 
defined as a family and as many cars. She asked if the proposed “qualified affordable housing” 
would preclude this group of renters, since otherwise the problem of parking will remain.  
 
Regarding Items 2.2 and 2.3, the League agreed that the definition of families to include 
domestic partnerships needed updating. The League agreed that Residential Homes should have 
their own definition; they seem to be increasing in neighborhoods and aren’t either independent 
individuals living together or non-related individuals living together; they are a separate entity. 
 
Regarding amendments 2.5, 2.6, 2.7, and 2.9, there was lots of public input and discussion and 
the League was in general agreement. She noted that when the testimony was drafted, the 
League hadn’t understood that 2.9 would apply to all the city. The League was concerned about 
the 1950 cutoff date; the League asked that staff look at the annexation map, since many 
neighborhoods annexed between 1950 and 1960 are beginning to change due to the incursion of 
larger rental units, and they may also benefit from the change in the rounding formula. 
 
The League concurred with the increase of the 500’ public notice area; it would be good for the 
entire list; the League supports public participation. Also, in section 2.0.50.04.4, 100’ notice is 
given too many items; however, that’s barely a block; that distance should be increased to at 
least 200’, especially with items e, j, and k. 
 
Regarding the proposed limits for amount of change under Planned Development to industrial 
properties, the League felt there should be a limit to the number of minor changes, since that 
could result in development significantly different to what was originally proposed in the public 
process. Commissioner Hann suggested that Ms. Murphy discuss the question of students and 
affordable housing with staff.  
 
Louise Marquering spoke on behalf of the League of Women Voters, saying that a reason to 
adopt the proposal on conflict of interest is to provide guidance for future Councils. According 
to City Attorney Brewer, “.. a citizen or a future Councilor or Planning Commissioner reading 
the code would not know this unless the new interpretation was in the LDC”. Since the League 
supports measures to ensure effective, impartial, prudent, and lawful enforcement of the 
implementation of the Comprehensive Plan, the League strongly suggest that Council direct 
staff to include the change in the package of proposed LDC amendments to be considered by 
the Planning Commission.  
 
Regarding the issue of the number of parking spaces, she noted that the League first brought the 
proposal forth in 2009. Speaking as a teacher, she added that the LDC would be much more 
reader-friendly if it was in a serif font (the current sans serif font used for the LDC is difficult 
to read). 
 
Diane Cummings stated that she’d lived near the high school for many years, but she and 
neighbors were very concerned about development around town. She asked for consideration of 
the finding of a family as three or fewer unrelated people, much less five. There are already 
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exceptions for domestic partners and residential group homes; it’s hard to imagine any other 
scenario that would involve five or more unrelated people, other than student housing. Most of 
the huge buildings being constructed are five bedroom, five bathroom student housing, but 
qualified as single-family housing; however, they are definitely not single family homes, and 
that’s a problem. She said developers were very aware of the loophole. She related living in a 
student town in Vermont that enacted a three unrelated persons ordinance, and it worked well, 
and didn’t keep students out of neighborhoods, but preserved houses in neighborhoods that 
most people would consider living in long-term. She said she didn’t want huge developments 
coming in next door that would make her neighborhood less livable.  
 
She asked about the proposed parking requirement changes; Planner Young explained that the 
proposed provisions would reduce the requirements for four and five bedroom units developed 
as part of a qualified affordable housing development, with residents of limited income (60% of 
median income); residents must meet those standards to live in those developments. A qualified 
affordable housing development must show a demonstrable and ongoing commitment to 
provide affordable housing for no less than twenty years. Staff did not believe it would apply to 
many developments.  
 
Ms. Cummings asked if that would require residents of these developments to have fewer cars; 
she said that everyone had a car these days, so the proposal was not a good idea, though she 
was sympathetic to affordable housing. Commissioner Session noted that Alexander Court 
affordable housing apartments were mostly two or three-bedroom units, which would not be 
affected by requiring only 2.5 spaces per unit. He said Seavy Meadows and other affordable 
units were mostly smaller units. Planner Young related that Jim Moorefield stated that 
Willamette Neighborhood Housing Services builds few 4/5 bedroom units. 
 
Rebecca Houghtaling, OSU Senior Planner, asked the commission to reconsider staff’s 
recommendation on proposal 2.9.100.03.i, Required Ground Level Screening. The reason for 
the request was part of the effort to streamline the historic review process. She related that the 
university has had over 30 power outages over the last several years; maintaining scientific 
research and campus operations requires the campus to install generators on campus. She 
highlighted background information on pages 227-245. OSU asked for a Director Level review 
that would site a generator or mechanical equipment already required under Chapter 3.36, both 
inside and outside the OSU Historic District. The sizes proposed are less than 3% of the 
buildings’ footprints. They can be either freestanding or  constructed in a reversible manner. 
OSU was concerned that they blend in, and not damage any features of a building.  
OSU was concerned about the recommendation on page 70 of staff report, in which staff stated 
that one consideration was that the Planning Commission may want to implement this only 
with Nonhistoric or Noncontributing buildings, or twenty feet separation. She noted that many 
of these structures were located behind the building or on a non-public street, and having a 
small structure tuck up next to a building makes them less visible; they would be more likely to 
be eyesores if they were twenty feet away from a large building. If they are free-standing, 
providing services to both Contributing and NonContributing buildings, it’s hard to assign 
which is being served.  
 
Sara Robertson, OSU Associate Planner, stated that OSU supported proposed staff language 
for 2.9.70.k, collocated wireless communications facilities. She said there was a question about 
what would happen if Chapter 3.36, OSU Zone, was changed to not require screening of 
antennas, as it currently does. While that is a possibility in the future, it would not be possible 
without going through a similar public process, so there would be opportunities to discuss 
whether it was appropriate to remove screening from antennas. She said a hypothetical concern 
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should not block approving this proposal. Commissioner Woodside asked if OSU would have 
to come before the Planning Commission to make such a change; Ms. Robertson confirmed that 
that was the case, since it was a chapter in the LDC that regulates the OSU Zone. 
Commissioner Woodside asked about the location of the background information; Planner 
Young replied that it was in Attachment F, pages 1-5.  
 
Commissioner Daniels asked Ms. Houghtaling the HRC’s opinion on the proposal. Ms. 
Houghtaling replied that the original request to the HRC different; it was for an exemption, but 
the HRC and staff weren’t comfortable with it. OSU is seeking to balance campus’ need to 
continue to do its work but also in keeping with campus’ character.  
 
Commissioner Hann asked how often requests for screening occurred; Ms. Houghtaling replied 
that it comes up frequently, generally on campus, for many reasons, both within and outside of 
the Historic District, including for trash, generators, mechanical equipment, nitrogen tanks, etc. 
Ms. Robertson added that they also can include coolers and chillers, and to support the work 
done on campus. Commissioner Hann asked if there was a standardized design; Ms. 
Houghtaling replied that OSU sought to match the material of the building an enclosure will be 
attached to; OSU also seeks to use vegetation. 
 
Commissioner Hann asked where design came from within OSU; Ms. Houghtaling said it 
varied; if it is a new construction, it comes from that project. Ms. Robertson added that the 
language requires the materials match the existing building; the palette will be limited by that 
language.  
 
Jeff Hess highlighted the rounding amendment. In 2012, a developer had a plan to build three 
duplexes in his neighborhood and built two duplexes for student rentals. However, the third lot 
was too narrow to allow a duplex, so they applied for a minor re-plat, allowing them to build 
two single attached units. They used the same design, and the firewall down the middle was the 
only difference. As a result of the application, they reduced setback requirements by 20%; from 
the neighborhood’s perspective, the buildings and their scale were identical, and had the same 
impact on the neighborhood. A 20% reduction doesn’t make sense, given that a duplex is not 
allowed, but two single attached units are allowed. He said setbacks should make sense. 
Likewise, regarding street width, the same property wasn’t large enough to allow two units to 
be built, and a minor re-plat gave them enough property under the lot calculations to build a 
duplex; the actual buildable land didn’t change until it counted the half-street width, and this is 
where the term “bonus” is coming from. 
 
Regarding the rounding amendment, the LDC should be clear and unambiguous. Within the 
LDC, each zoning district is defined explicitly in terms of the maximum allowed density. The 
word maximum is so unambiguous it has its own mathematical symbol, “equal to or not greater 
than”. Mathematically, an RS-9 district, with a stated maximum of twelve units per acre, would 
mean the lot size required for a duplex would be two divided by twelve: 0.167 acres. However, 
City staff’s calculations for his RS-9 neighborhood allowed duplexes of 16 units per acre to be 
built. For single unit developments, those staff calculations allow 24 units to be built, 
significantly violating what the LDC states is the maximum allowed density. He said this is 
unfair and may be illegal. Community members invest in their property as homes based on the 
belief that the City will uphold the stated maximums within the LDC. Rather than round, using 
an equation not stated anywhere in the LDC, a clearly stated maximum value should be adhered 
to. Increased infill can then be achieved by increasing the maximum value allowed in each 
zone. This would also allow for public input and discussion appropriate for such a change, and 
that didn’t occur in 2006, when this amendment was put in place.  
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He said there is a notion that rounding occasionally results in a reduction in density. He said 
that units exist as whole numbers only; a quarter unit is imaginary. The only realized effect of 
this code is when City staff allow a developer to go from one real unit to two real units; two 
units would never go to one unit. The only realized effect of this code is an increase in density.  
 
Commissioner Daniels asked about the 16 and 24 unit figures. Mr. Hess replied that the way 
City staff calculate it (and the calculation is not included in the LDC, so there is no way for a 
homeowner to determine what a neighbor can build), the maximum density allowed depends on 
the number of units they are applying for. For a single unit, density of 0.5 is rounded up to one; 
he asked what a single unit density of 0.4 would be rounded up to. Planner Young replied that 
for a legal lot of record, if it is a platted residential lot, with an established development right, 
staff will allow a house to be built on it regardless of size, otherwise the city is engaged in a 
taking, and subject to legal action. Mr. Hess said for a single unit, if it is less than 0.5, it is still 
allowed a single unit, so it is greater than 24 units per acre, and the LDC stated maximums are 
violated.  
 
Commissioner Hann asked Mr. Hess if the proposed code was going where he preferred. Mr. 
Hess said the City staff’s proposed rounding is a change that makes the minimum density 
optional for a developer. The maximum value consistently violates what the LDC says is the 
maximum allowed. There are a number of ways to fix it, including stopping rounding. Another 
is to increase the value; there is some concern we’re losing infill potential by doing that. 
Another is to increase the maximum stated value and stopping rounding; that promotes infill 
and also generates public discussion. Commissioner Daniels commented that that would 
involve changing the zone designation. 
 
Commissioner Sessions asked staff about rounding on one parcel; Planner Young added that 
the City also rounds density per subdivisions too. Commissioner Sessions asked if the 
maximum increase could be one unit per parcel; Planner Young said there’s only a change of 
one unit in any scenario. Commissioner Sessions asked about various scenarios; Planner Young 
replied that he’d rather not comment based on speculation and suggested staff bring in real-
world examples of how the density calculations are done on an individual lot basis and a 
subdivision basis. Commissioner Sessions asked if it were true that a calculation only applied to 
one parcel at a time, and it could only increase by one unit per parcel; Planner Young replied 
that staff evaluate density at the time of subdivision, and in the creation of multiple lots, we 
also evaluate to make sure the subdivision as a whole is within the minimum and maximum 
realm.  
 
Tony Howell highlighted his distributed print testimony. (Attachment B) He stated that he 
was a member of the OSU/City Neighborhood Planning committee, and supported all the 
proposals that staff brought forward from that committee. He said his understanding was that 
the reduction in parking requirements for four to five bedroom affordable housing projects was 
for the very limited occasions that large families need four or five bedrooms. The thinking was 
that for a related family, there would not be a need for that many parking spaces. The 
affordable housing projects are more typically two or three bedrooms. Federal guidelines would 
probably not allow five unrelated students in such developments; if needed, the wording could 
be clarified to address concerns.  
 
He highlighted Planned Development proposed adjustments, saying that he’d suggested 
clarifying wording on the second. He said it wasn’t clear how the first proposal related to the 
second. His main concern was regarding the third proposal, allowing development of industrial 
properties within a Planned Development that either have not had a conceptual or detailed 
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development plan come forward, or that only 5% has been developed. With the 5% figure, he 
advocated that there is adequate flexibility in the first two proposals that cover needs for minor 
changes or different phasing.  
 
For those without a detailed or conceptual development plan, typically, an applicant comes 
forward when the development they have in mind doesn’t meet standard code requirements, 
and they ask for a Planned Development and go through that process in order to have 
variations. In the case of a Planned Development overlay under Chapter 3.32 (not Chapter 2.5, 
the typical PD process), the voters could consider the possible impacts of a property.  
 
In an example in South Corvallis, a Planned Development was overlaid in the 1980’s at the 
time of annexation. Later, the 1998 South Corvallis Refinement Process was a year-long 
process with a lot of public input and multiple stakeholders, and looked at the PD overlay of 
industrial properties. He said the intent was to maintain industrial inventory while maintaining 
compatibility with the adjacent neighborhood. It reduced the development size to make it more 
flexible, and recommended a number of code changes to make it compatible with traffic and 
other issues; he said that the PD was a way to get compatibility issues resolved. Much of the 
concern was about how development related to transportation issues. Over time, only some of 
the recommendations occurred; some are still waiting to be implemented, partly due to a 
lengthy appeal.  
 
He noted the 2000 Comp Plan explicitly adopted many recommendations of the South Corvallis 
Plan. The industrial section states that it will develop code standards to address traffic impacts, 
compatibility, and recommends removal of PD overlay on industrial properties be considered 
when there are alternatives in place. It gives direction on how to proceed to relieve those 
properties, if the PD is a barrier. That relief can come via property-specific guidelines; or 
updating the General Industrial and Light Industrial code chapters; this could be area-specific. 
Also, there could be a process to consider changing zoning back to General Industrial. Property 
owners have a right to go through the process of removing a PD overlay at any time and make a 
case that the PD is not necessary, and that the code as written, is good enough.  
 
This draft provision seems to be an end-run around that process, and doesn’t limit the amount 
of piecemeal code compliant development, and ignores that the code it is compliant with is the 
1993 code, which hasn’t been changed, and doesn’t include Comp Plan recommendations. It is 
not an appropriate approach and will potentially lead to a lot of incompatible development in 
south Corvallis that is not compatible with neighboring industrial property owners, let alone 
residential property owners.  
 
Council Liaison York said it was unfortunate that those who represented that recommendation 
weren’t here; she asked if he’d talked to the EDC. Mr. Howell replied that he hadn’t been 
aware of the proposals until a few days ago. He said it has been discussed repeatedly over the 
years, brought forward by new people. The Industrial chapter updates have long been on the 
Planning Division’s Unresolved Planning Issues list, and this proposal could raise interest in 
that.  
 
Commissioner Woodside asked if his concern was that there was an improper threshold, and 
that applicants would come forward with numerous changes that would be tracked. Mr. Howell 
replied that where there is no detailed or conceptual development plan in place, and someone 
proposes a use in these districts, there is no requirement in the current code to orient buildings 
on the property so it is easy for people to walk to a bus stop, and no clear guidance on how road 
systems will work with neighboring properties.  
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He highlighted the Kikkoman PD proposal for a large industrial development on Kiger Island 
Drive; in review, many of the issues were how it related to other industrial property owners to 
the north and south, and whether the roads were positioned in a way that gave them good access 
later. Those considerations happen in a PD hearing, not necessarily during an administrative 
review (and some considerations cannot be done during administrative review). He said he 
would like the third provision for PD overlays removed, and wanted the other industrial 
chapters updated, so that there could be consideration of removing the PD unless the property 
owner wanted it for flexibility. 
 
Commissioner Sessions said it sounded like Mr. Howell was addressing issues that needed to 
be resolved or considered in the future. Mr. Howell replied that this proposal was not the best 
way to resolve them, and actually conflicts with one policy in the Comp Plan, that directs that 
South Corvallis industrial property must go through a PD. There is a way to resolve it via the 
routes he described.  
 
Commissioner Sessions said he didn’t see how the proposed changes would affect the 
requirement to get a Planned Development. Mr. Howell responded that the third proposal 
would allow someone that doesn’t have a conceptual or detailed development plan, to build 
under the existing code (heading “Code Compliant Development,” on page 40). He read “..so 
that development of industrial property consistent with Land Development Code standards shall 
not require additional Planned Development review, when the following thresholds are met..”. 
One of these is that “..there is no active conceptual or detailed development plan on the subject 
property”. In that case, #2, the second #3, and #4 wouldn’t apply (there are two #3 items; it is 
mis-numbered). Existing code gives little guidance in regards to General Industrial.  
 
Commissioner Hann asked if Mr. Howell’s primary concern was in terms of scale and size; the 
EDC is saying Corvallis needs to be more flexible in order to attract businesses and make it less 
onerous. Mr. Howell said there is no scale limitation in these; it could be a very large 
development, and if so, you’d have to look at how it accomplishes preservation of 3rd Street 
capacity by its access to transit, pedestrian, or other modes of transportation, and how it relates 
to other nearby industrial properties that need access (there is limited east-west access across 
the railroad tracks), so property owners must share.  
 
Commissioner Sessions said he was hearing very valid concerns, but the proposed code 
amendment under consideration pertains specifically to those properties that have detailed 
development plans; Director Gibb replied that the third proposal didn’t.  
 
Commissioner Daniels asked if he’d be more comfortable with modifying the third request, as 
opposed to taking no action on it; there is language in 2.5.50.30 that contains these elements. 
Mr. Howell replied that in cases where there is no conceptual or detailed development plan; 
conditions #2 or #3 wouldn’t apply, since there have been no Conditions of Approval or 
compensating benefits. You could look at a formula that addresses square footage or other 
conditions. The LI-O Chapter has newer standards, while General Industrial has very limited 
standards. If a property is in the LI or GI district, but they met the standards in the LI-O district, 
that would be a lot closer to addressing the issues (such as Pedestrian Oriented Guidelines) that 
South Corvallis or other properties faced. 
 
Commissioner Woodside noted Mr. Howell stated that South Corvallis was specifically listed 
in several places in the code, and asked whether that could be referenced; Mr. Howell clarified 
that South Corvallis is listed in the Comp Plan. He said that 8.9.10 has a map that shows the 
South Corvallis industrial property and states that if a 50-acre minimum lot size applies, it may 
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be reduced only after it has been through a Planned Development process. This indicates the 
intent that those properties go through a Planned Development process, if you’re going to 
develop something less than 50 acres. It’s hard to implement the proposed policy in the code; it 
would have to be consistent with that. The risk is if it allows properties larger than 50 acres to 
go straight through, since it would have a much bigger impact.  
 
The proposal has not been adequately worked through and could result in a dysfunctional 
industrial development process; it is not desirable to bypass the PD process; there are ways to 
avoid needing a PD overlay. You would actually end up with less industrial development 
because of piecemeal development without consideration of locations, access, transit, routes, 
and compatibility.  
 
Commissioner Sessions highlighted page 39, titled “Proposed Code Amendment to allow co-
compliant development of industrial properties containing an approved planned development 
that has not been substantially developed”. Planner Young agreed that the title was misleading.  
 

 E. Close the public hearing: 
 
Chair Hann stated that there was no request for a continuance or to hold the record open. 
Commissioner Selko moved and Commissioner Daniels seconded to close the hearing; motion 
passed. 
 
Director Gibb said that given the questions raised, staff need to address issues. He suggested 
scheduling deliberations for April 16, and said the commission could allow additional written 
comment, if it chose.  
 
Commissioner Sessions said he could not attend and was concerned about having a quorum. 
Commissioner Hann said commissioners not attending could listen to the audio of the 
proceedings. Director Gibb noted that this is a legislative, not judicial hearing, and had different 
standards. Commissioner Daniels said Mr. Howell had provided compelling testimony, and 
suggested providing those who proposed the request to give written testimony, and to give 
commissioners a chance to ask questions. 
 
Commissioner Hann asked if there was any opposition to holding the record open for two more 
weeks. He stated that he saw no opposition; he stated that the public record would be held open 
until the close of business at 5 p.m. on April 2.  
 
Commissioner Daniels said there was testimony about the number of unrelated persons per 
dwelling; Director Gibb said the issue was not advanced, so it was not part of the package. 
Commissioner Daniels asked if there was anything to stop the commission from making a 
recommendation to change it; Director Gibb replied that there wasn’t. Planner Young added 
that he would like an opportunity for staff to provide feedback on it. 
 
Commissioner Daniels asked staff for examples of how density rounding would apply in a 
neighborhood with small lots, versus elsewhere, since he was having trouble visualizing it. He 
said he was leaning against rounding at all, and would like more information. He also wanted 
staff to respond to Mr. Howell’s testimony. 
 
Commissioner Sessions said staff may wish to address using right-of-way for calculating 
density. If the City requires a right-of-way for public utilities, that is part of the development 
process, and so he assumed the calculation would be made prior to the City asking for the right-
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of-way. He reminded Planner Young that he said he would investigate  what would happen to a 
change to the PUD that was partially built out and the size of the existing building reduced, and 
whether that was cumulative.  
 
He asked whether the section on public notices that were increased to 500’ was for those issues 
that would come before the public in some form; and whether other notices were for changes or 
development that wouldn’t necessarily trigger public comment. Planner Young replied that the 
current 300’ notice area applies to public hearing items; while the 100’ notice area applies to 
administrative decisions (there is the ability to comment but no public hearing). Planner Yaich 
noted that the HRC was one exemption, with a 100’ notice area. Commissioner Daniels asked 
for staff feedback on the League’s proposal to extend the 100’ notice area. 
 
Commissioner Hann asked if there was any opportunity for the public to appeal Director Level 
decisions; Planner Yaich replied that there was. Depending on the land use action, typically it 
would go to the LDHB, but some go straight to the Council. Planner Yaich said appeals of 
Major LDO’s would go to the Council.  
 
Commissioner Daniels asked if the HRC could provide background on OSU’s request. Planner 
Richardson explained that the HRC didn’t see the OSU proposal from tonight; rather, it saw a 
similar proposal for enclosures as an exempt activity, in which no permit would be required. He 
felt the proposed OSU language was good, but staff’s concern was that you could meet the 
criterion potentially, but it might end up being not historically compatible, and you wouldn’t 
have the more nuanced evaluation that you get in subjective decision-making. Staff was taking 
a cautious approach in trying to balance it. He said getting HRC review could be difficult on 
this timeline; Commissioner Daniels asked that staff inform the HRC that they’ll have an 
opportunity to testify. 
 
Commissioner Hann said about the option to not necessarily meet the minimum in infill 
development; his understanding was that the reason was in case someone wants an accessory 
dwelling unit; otherwise, we’d be forcing them to build two to build up to the minimum. 
Planner Young replied that that was the scenario he recalled being discussed; the proposal 
would allow an applicant to round down if they chose. 
 
Commissioner Woodside asked why a zero lot line would have less sideyard setback; Planner 
Yaich said the proposal was to increase the current standard. The Neighborhood Planning work 
group compared the massing of a two-unit attached development scenario as being similar to a 
duplex. Commissioner Woodside asked about the existing code; Director Gibb guessed there 
was some speculation that a smaller lot could be more affordable for home ownership.  
 
Commissioner Hann said that he’d recalled that there was a discussion that you couldn’t take 
post-1950 homes and establish that as a benchmark, because you’re actually establishing some 
level of a district without the neighborhood decided that that’s what they wanted; Planner 
Young recalled that, too. Commissioner Hann recalled that the City Attorney had weighed in on 
the issue; Planner Young said he’d check. Chair Hann said commissioners could submit 
additional questions over the next two weeks.  
 

III. OLD BUSINESS.  None. 
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IV. NEW BUSINESS 
 

Commissioner Daniels highlighted the requirement in the packet for a new advisory board for the 
Corvallis/OSU Collaboration as a continuation after the project has ended, and asked the status. The 
steering committee is still working; staff is researching what other communities do, and will craft a 
concept for consideration over the next few months. There’s still discussions about how long the 
Collaboration steering committee wants to be active; it was initially proposed to be a three-year 
effort, and that could be extended.  
 
A. Planning Division Update: 

 
Planning Division Manager Kevin Young highlighted distributed update to the LDC, 
incorporating OSU Zone changes recently adopted.  
 

V. ADJOURNMENT: The meeting was adjourned at 9:58 p.m. 
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March 19, 2014 

Corvallis Planning Commission 
501 SW Madison Avenue 
Corvallis, OR 97333 

Re: Proposed Draft Land Development Code Amendments 

Dear Commissioners: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed modifications to the Land 
Development Code (LDC). 

We support the proposed LDC amendments in Section II, recommended by the 
Neighborhood Planning Workgroup. With considerable community input, these 
recommendations are a good balance between maintaining a compact city but keeping 
existing neighborhoods livable. They are small but important tools in avoiding 
unnecessary conflicts due to out-of-character redevelopment, especially in our older 
neighBorhoods surrounding OSU. 

However, we have co11cerns with two of the three proposed amendments to Planned 
Developments or the Planned Development Overlay, in Section Ill. 

2. Proposed Code Amendment for Minor Plan Adjustments and Determining 
Compliance with Planned Development Approvals (Staff Report pp. 37 -39) 

Although the stated intent is to allow "code-compliant" adjustments to approved Detailed 
Development Plans, the criteria do not explicitly state that the changes must be 
compliant with LDC standards. This could be corrected by adding that language in the 
first section, as a global criterion "D." 

The floor area expansion criteria (2b and 3b) allow expansions up to 20% or less of the 
existing structure's gross area. The Minor Modification thresholds cited (2.5.60.02.a) 
allow changes on an entire site to be up to 1 0% of approved square footage to be 
considered a Minor Modification. Although the 10% Minor Mod threshold and the 
proposed 20% limit may not conflict on sites with multiple structures, the conflicts would 
be routine enough that a better approach would be to either: 1) set the new limit at 1 0% 
over approved square footage, or 2) add language to 2b and 3b "and within thresholds 
in LDC 2.5.60.02.a" for clarity. 

3. Proposed Code Amendment to Allow for Code-Compliant Development of 
Industrial Properties Containing an Approved Planned Development Than Has 
Not Been Substantially Developed Under the Planned Development (Staff Report 
pp. 39-41) 
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Corvallis Planning Commission re: Draft LDC Amendments 
March 19, 2014 

This proposed amendment should be rejected for the following reasons: 

• Unlike the first two proposals in Section Ill, this am~ndment allows a complete by
pass of the Planned Development rsview process, on a piece-meal basis. As a 
result, it is inconsistent with the intent of the Planned Development. . / 

• It is unnecessary for properties with an existing Detailed Development Plan 
(including those that are under 5% developed). These properties can make use of 
the flexibility in the other two amendments in this package, as well as the Minor 
Modification and Major Modification process. This proposal eliminates all 
constraints. -

• Properties without a Conceptual or Detailed Development Plan (including most of 
the South Corvallis industrial properties) are all likely to be properties with a Planned 
Development Overlay placed on the property under LDC Chapter 3.32 (attached) 
through Annexation, in conjunction with a Comprehensive Plan Amendment, or in 
conjunction with a Zone Change. Although development of these properties follow 
Chapter 2.5 (the Planned Development process), they differ from properties with a 
PD initiated by the developer under Chapter 2.5 in order to vary from standards. 
The PO Overlay on these properties has typically been initiated by the owner during 
the Annexation application process, often to reassure voters that a hearing process 
would occur at the time of development; or initiated by the City in order to address 
compatibility issue~, ensure coordination in transportation design, or ensure 
protection of natural features. 

• Placing a PD Overlay on a property under Chapter 3.32 would have involved a 
judgment (by decision-makers in a quasi-judicial process) that application of 
standard code requirements over a series of separate building applications would 
not adequately address the potential issues with the property or properties. If the 
existing LDC standards are now considered adequate to address the issues 
with the site, then the property owner should apply for Removal of the PD 
Overlay under LDC 3.32.50 (attached). 

• This amendment is inconsistent with CP 8.9.10 (attached) that identifies the South 
Corvallis industrial properties subject to a 50-acre minimum and those that are not, 
with both requiring ap~roval "through the Planned Development process." 

• In the case of the South Corvallis industrial properties-these had a PO Overlay 
placed on them at the time of Annexation. The PO Overlay was debated during the 
extensive public process in developing the South Corvallis Area Refinement Plan 
(SCARP), due to the close proximity of 1,000 acres of industrial land to residential 
development-the final balancing included a rejection of proposals to reduce 
industrial-zoned land, reducing "the number of acres subject to the 50-acre minimum 
in CP 8.9.10, changing some industrial designations to increase compatibility, and 
maintaining the PO Overlay. This proposal would undermine that strategic 
balancing. 

• This proposal is inconsistent with directives in the South Corvallis Plan (sections 
attached), which is an adopted amendment to the Comprehensive Plan. The PD 
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Corvallis Planning Commission re: Draft LDC Amendments 
March 19, 2014 

Overlay allows implementation of SCARP policies related to improving the 
compatibility of industrial development, ensuring a road system that emphasizes 
travel off of S. 3rd Street, coordinates road access .among various properties, and 
ensures transit-oriented and pedestrian-oriented development that will maximize use 
of non-auto modes. Current LDC Generarlndustrial standards will not accomplish 
this. 

• Without implementation of these land use strategies, the SCARP predicted the 
development of the 1 ,000 acres of industrial land (as well as the expected residential 
development) would quickly put S. 3rd Street over-capacity, requiring reconstruction 
of a 7 -lane highway at the north end (with removal of multiple businesses). Or it 
would impose a limit on the intensity of industrial development, which would be a 
more drastic barrier to the local economy than any land use process. 

• During review of ,applications for the Kikkoman (Kiger Island Blvd extension) and the 
South Corvallis Home Improvement Center Planned Developments, it was apparent 
that the PO review process was a critical tool to ensure that these developments 
allowed efficient access and use of adjacent industrial lands. 

• The LDC General Industrial and Limited Industrial chapters have not been updated 
since 1993 (over 20 years). As a result, they do not implement the 2000 update of 
the Comprehensive Plan (which also incorporated the 1998 SCARP). As a result of 
SCARP recommendations, Limited-Industrial Office and Mixed Use Employment 
zones were created, with standards that address the compatibility and transportation 
issues noted above. A modification was also made to the Intensive Industrial zone . ' 
to require a compatibility review for intensive industrial uses. However, the other 
industrial chapters were to be part of a Phase 3 LDC Update process that never 
occurred. 

• This amendment by-passes the direction in the Comprehensive Plan, specifically in 
CP 8.9.4, 8.9.5, and 8.9.6, to revise the General and Intensive Industrial standards 
to minimize the impacts of industrial development, set minimum standards in specific 
areas to reduce conflicts, and set pedestrian and transit-oriented standards to 
reduce traffic impacts. 

• This amendment also by-passes the specific direction in CP 8.9.12 to evaluate 
providing alternatives.to the Planned Development Overlay for industrial properties 
through such strategies as "creation of different overlays or design guidelines with 
specific standards that do not require discretionary review." This is similar to our 
approach with residential districts, where a PO is now initiated only by a developer 
wanting to vary from standards. 

• For years, updating the LDC industrial chapters has been on the Planning Division 
Unresolved Planning Issues list. It has also been noted annually that updating those 
chapters could be a pathway toward eventual removal of the PO Overlay on the 
South Corvallis industrial properties (through the LDC Removal process). Until 
those chapters are updated, it is disingenuous to claim that "code-compliant" 
industrial development will meet the critical land use strategies in the SCARP or be 
compliant with the Comprehensive Plan. 

3 
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Corvallis Planning Commission re: Draft LDC Amendments 
March 19, 2014 

I 

Thank you for your time and effort in considering these amendments. 

Sincerely, 

Tony H II 
2030 S~ DeBord Street 
Corvallis, OR 97333 
541-753-9318 
howellt@peak.org 

C)i)LA.~ 
Kirk Bailey 
619 SW 5th Street 
Corvallis, OR 97333 
541-753-9051 
bailey@peak.org 

" 
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. t;J-i~PTER ~·~a2. . .. . . . .. . .· .. . . . 
NONRESIDENTI4L PLANNED DEVELOPMENT (PO) OVERLAY 

The Nonresidential Planned Development (PO) Overlay can be applied to a site in 
conjunction with any other ~nonresidential·.zone. Once a property is desJ~nated with a 
Nonresidential· PO· Ov~rlay designation, it shall, be developed in accordance with the 
provisions of.Chapter2.5 .,Planned Development;. unless the Nonresidential-PO Overlay 
Zone designation has been removed in ac.cordahce withjhe provisions oH3ection 3.32;50. 

Section 3~32.1 0 - PURPOSES ' 

This Overlay is intended to: 

a. Promote ~exibility in. design and permit diversification in location of structures; 

b. Promote efficient us.e of land and energy and facilitate· a more economical 
arrangement. of buildings, circulation systems; land uses, and utilities; 

c. Preserve to the greatest extent possible existing landscape features and amenities, 
and utilize such features in a harmonious fashion; 

d. Provide for more usable and suitably located recreation facilities and other public 
and common facilities than would otherwise be provided under conventional land 
development procedure~; 

e. Combine and coordinate architectural styles, building forms and building relationship 
within the site with the Nonresidential PD Overlay designation; 

f. Provide the applicant with reasonable assurance of ultimate approval before 
expenditure of complete design monies, while providing the City with assurances 
that the project will retain the:character envisioned at the time of approval; 

g. Promote and encourage energy conservation; and 

h~ Provide greater compatibility with surrounding land uses than what may occur with 
a convehtional project. 

Section 3.32.20 - PERMITTED USES 

Permitted Uses consist of any Uses listed in the underlying zone. 

Section 3.32<;·30 -IMPLEMENTATION-·· 
.· "' . ' .. 

Property may be designated with a Nonresidential PD Overlay in any ofthe following. ways: 

a. Upon Annexation in accordance with Chapter 2.6 - Annexation; 

3.32 -1 LDC December 31, 2006 
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b. In conjunction with a Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment in accordance with 
Chapter 2.1 - Comprehensive Plan Arne"iidment; or 

y 

c. In conjunction with a Zone Change in accordance with Chapter 2.2- Zone Changes. 

A Nonresidential PO Overlay can also be applied through the use of the ·provisions in 
Chapter 2.5 - Planned Development,· which allow such an Overlay in conjunction with 
approval of a Conceptual'and/or Detailed Development Plan. However, Nonresidential PO 
Overlay established in. accordance with Chapter 2.5 only remain as long as"there is an 
active Conceptual Development Plan on the site (active defined in Section 2.5.40.09) or an 
active Detailed Development Plan on the site (active defined in Section 2.5.50.09). 

Section 3.32.40 - INITIATION 

A Nonresidential PO Overlay may be ,initiated ih any of the following ways: 

a. An application filed by a property owner on property(ies) with a nonresidential land 
use designation, in conjunction yV'ith an Annexation, Comprehensive Plan Map 
Amendment, or Zone Map Chang.e; and under circumstances when the property 
owner states and the he!aring ·authority ~11ds the applicable underlying zone 
standards are not adequate to do address the following concerns: 

1. Circulation or other common facilities issues; 

2. 
' 

Resolution of issues related to an unusual site configuration, steep 
topography, or Significant Natural Feature; 

3. Assuance of comprehensive planning·. and coordinated development where 
the property is large and/or has mixed uses; or 

4. Compatibility issues where it is desirable to locate more intensive land uses 
next to less intensive residential land uses. 

b. By the hearing authority, on property(ies) with a nonresidential land use 
designations(s), in conjunction with an Annexation, Comprehensive Plan Map 
Amendment, or Zone Map Change when the hearing authority finds the applicable 
underlying zone standards are not adequate to address any of the concerns in 
Section 3.32.40 .a.1-4, above. 

Section 3.32.50 - REMOVAL 

All Nonresidential PD Overlay designations that exist on sites without an active Conceptual 
Development Plan or active Detailed Development Plan on any portion of the site, may be 
requested to be removed by use of the provisions for a Quasi-judicial Zone Map Change 
involving a public.hearing and outlined in Section 2.2.40 of Chapter 2.2 -Zone Changes. 

• 

3.32-2 LDC December 31, 2006 

v 
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8.9.o Large parcels of general industrial land are key elements of the industrial land market that 
serve as magnets for development. Many firms require areas of at least 3 0 to 50 acres to 
accommodate large' integrated manufacturing operations, to provide an aesthetically 
pleasing setting with protection from incompatible uses, and to provide room for rapid 
expansion if market conditions warrant. Single ownership of large contiguous industrial 
sites avoids the expensive, time consuming process of assembling a site from smaller 
parcels. Planned industrial parks are a comp{ltible and desirable neighbor for large 
research firms and industrial firms. 

8.9.p The. community desires to maintain the green open space characteristics of Research
Technology Center and Limited Industrial developments. _ 

8.9.q The community desires that new industrial development be characterized by a lack of 
significant environmental pollution. 

8.9.r There is a demand to have an inventory of industrial sites that meet the current standards, 
but are not subject to time delays associated with discretionary review. 

8.9.s Planned Development overlay designations were placed on many industrial sites at the 
time of their original City zoning in an effort to address concerns about such things as 
drainage problems, City gateway appearance, and compatibility with neighboring 
residential properties. An alternative to using the Planned Development process that deals 
with thffse concerns is to use non-discretionary standards to address the specific site 
development concerns. · 

8.9.t A Mixed Use Employment District, adopted in 1998, incorporates standards for building 
orientation, block size, and design, that implement community desires for pedestrian and 
transit access, and integration with neighborhood character. The district allow,s flexibility 
of uses to meet neighborhood needs, some local employment, and expands options for 
office, commercial, and residential uses. 

Policies 

8.9 .1 The City shall designate appropriate and sufficient land in a variety of different parcel sizes 
and locations to fulfill the community's industrial needs. 

8.9.2 In designating new industrial properties, and in redesignating properties to industrial 
zoning from other designations, the City shall work to diversify the locations of industrial 
properties within the community. 

8.9.3 · Lands designated for industrial use shall be preserved for industrial and other compatible 
uses and protected from incompatible uses. 

City Council approved Corvallis Comprehensive Plan 
December 21, 1998 103 Article 10 Amended 04/07/05 
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8.9.4 The .Land Development Code shall maintain standards for the purpose of minimizing the 
negative impacts of industrial development on surrourtding properties. 

8.9.5 

:;Y 

The City shall develop standards to improve the compatibility of General and Intensive 
Industrial uses, including minimum standards for building materials and appearance, 
prohibition of pole-mounted signs, and outside storage and screening requirements. 

8.9.6 The City shall develop standards for General and Intensive Industrial Districts intended to 
reduce traffic impacts. These stahdards -shall include direct pedestrian connections from 
building entrances to sidewalks arid transit stops, location ofbuilding entrances within 114 
mile of potential transit routes for uses with more than 50 employees, and consideration 
of ;requiring transportation demand management strategies by new uses with more than 50 
employees. 

8.9. 7 The City shall designate Research-Technology Center (RTC) as a distinct industrial district 
that helps continue the practice of providing adequate green open space to maintain 
community livability. The RTC district shall contain the following features: 

A. Campus-like development plan; 

B. Use of naturar site characteristics and other significant design elements as a means of 
buffering adjacent land uses; 

C. Ord~rly, economic proyision of an adequate level of key facilities; and 

D. The RTC district shall be used to help assure the availability and adequacy of sites for 
"high-tech," "biotech," and renewable resource-based businesses and industries, and 
to foster the transf~r of academic and private research results into practical 
applications. 

8.9.8 The City shall encourage the development or expansion of industries in the vicinity of the 
Corvallis Municipal Airpoq, provided that such industries meet the requirements of the 
Airport Industrial Park Master Plan. · 

8.9.9 The City shall coordinate planning activities with Benton County in order that lands 
suitable for industrial use, but not needed within the planning period, are zoned in a 
manner which retains these lands for future industrial use. 

8~9.10 For the subject property shown on the map below there shall be no land division and no 
industrial or commercial development until annexation to the City of Corvallis. Upon 
annexation, the minimum lot size is 50 acres for all lots within the subject property. This 
50 acre minimum lot size for each lot may be reduced only after an industrial park has been 
approved through the Planned Development process. Lots of less than 50 acres in size, 
which existed at the .date of the original adoption of this-.policy, may be developed or 
reduced in size through the Planned Development process. 

City Council approved Corvallis Comprehensive Plan 
December 2 I, 1998 104 Article 10 Amended 04/07105 
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The subject property contains land located inside and outside of the City Limits. A 
maximum of 50% of the land in Area A (the area inside the City Limits on December 31, 
1998) and 50% of the land in Area B (the area outside the City Limits on December 31, 
1998) described on the following exhibit can be ~eveloped as industrial parks. 

To evaluate the supply and demand of industrial land, this policy shall be periodically 
reviewed: 

A. When triggered by 25% and/or again by 50% of the combined land in Area A and Area 
B is approved as industrial park through the Planned Development process; and 

B. At the time of Periodic Review of the Comprehensive Plan. 

South Corvallis Industrial Land 

8.9.11 Any proposed development within Area A orB must be compatible with airport 
operations at the Corvallis airport. 

8.9.12 The City shall evaluate whether to amend the Land Development Code to provide 
alt~rnatives to the use of Planned Development overlays for industrial districts. An 
example would be the creation of different overlays or design guidelines with specific 
standards that do not require discretionary reviews. \J 

City Council approved Corvallis Comprehensive Plan 
December 21, 1998 105 Article 10 Amended 04/07/05 
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8.9.13 The City shall implement the following relative to a Research-Technology district: 

A. Ensure that buildings are located near the street _with direct pedestrian connections that 
maximize access to transit stops; 

. B. Discourage parking lots located between streets and main entrances to buildings; 

C. Promote small c_ommercial uses to encourage pedestrian activity; and 

D. Encourage design features that complement adjacent neighborhoods and natural 
features. 

8.9.14 The City shall encourage the location of on-site parking behind or beside buildings rather 
than in the front. 

8.9.15 Industrial and commercial development adjacent to rail lines shall be designed and 
constructed in a way that does not preclude the future use of the rail facility. 

8.9.16 The City shall amend Land Development Code provisions related to the Intensive 
Industrial Districts. This amendment shall establish that Conditional Development 
approval shall be required for previously established intensive industrial uses when either 
of the following conditions apply: -

A. A change in operation or increase in production creates the need to secure approval 
from an environmental permitting agency to increase air, water, or noise emissions 
unless such emission levels were approved by the City through a previous land use 
process. 

B. Specific limits or conditions J;elatedto operations, physical expansion, etc., established 
by a previous land use approval are exceeded. 

8.9.17 The City. shall develop standards for a Limited Industrial - Office district on a Citywide 
basis. 

8.9.18 _The Mixed Use Employment district shall be encouraged in industrial districts that are 
easily accessible by transit and pedestrians. 

8.10 Commercial and Office Land Development and Land Use 

Findings 

B.JO.a The Corvallis 2020 Vision Statement describes neighborhood and community-oriented 
shopping and service areas that are safe, convenient, and pedestrian-scale, with buildings 

City Council approved Corvallis Comprehensive Plan 
December21, 1998 106 Article 10 Amended 04J07105 
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Land··use 

111 Reduce adverse impacts from General .. 
Industrial use. · 

111 Create a more _desirable visual. impact 
along South Third Street. 

111 Provide additiqnal opportunities for 
office uses in South Corvallis. 

111 Provide a buffer between general 
industrial use to' the west and 
residential uses on the east side of . 
South Third Street. 

The western edge of this district is intended to 
be a new north-south road that would parallel 
South Third Street approximately 500 feet west 
of it. The Wake Robin Road area has also been 
designated LI-0 to provide a transition be
tween General Industrial areas to the south 
and residential areas to the north. 

The district would be a modified version of the 
LI district. Offices would be added as a permit
ted use. Indus~rial uses requiring air quality 
permits would not be allowed. ' 

Limited. industrial-office 
area 

Design guidelines are recommended to ass.ure a quality visual appearance to 
South Third Street. Recommended new standards include a 25-foot depth of 
"dedicated" landscape area, prohibition of pole-mounted signs, screening of 
outside storage, and building orientation to bus stops. It is also recommended 
that additional research should be conducted on design standards for industrial 
and office buildings. 

General and Intensive Industrial Uses 

The Land Use Plan proposes a redesignation of much of the Intensive Industriai 
land to General Industrial in the vicinity ofthe Corvallis airpo~t. Intensive 
Industrial has been retained for the existing industries in the Airport Industrial 
Park and undeveloped areas in the Park north of Airport Avenue. The intent' of 
the redesignation is to reduce the potential for heavy industry while providing 
for the continued use and expansion of the companies that selected the airport 
area for its Intensl.ve Industrial zoning. · 

Some companies expressed concern that conflicts lllight arise between the 
general industrial arid intensive industrial uses near the airport. The City's 
ownership of the airport and airport industrial area provide sa unique . 
opportunity to manage conflicts through master-planning and deed restrictions. 
The recommended pattern of Intensive and General Industrial zoning near the 

South Corvallis Area Refinement Plan - 12/31/97 Fittt:zl Report 
23 
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Land Use 

airport is based, in part, on the premise that master planning, deed restrictions, 
~nd general management of the airport industrial park will minimize conflicts 
between all users. 

The CAC received testimony expressing concern about the impacts 'of the even
tual development, of approximately 1000 acres of General and Intensive Indus-

. trial land south of Goodnight and west of 3rd Street, and about the location in 
South Corvallis of a substantial percentage of the City's remaining industrial 
land. The CAC also received testimony regarding the need for large, flat parcels 
with rail access for future industrial use, and the appropriateness of an indus
trial designation on land near the airport. In response to these concerns the 
CAC adopted the map changes described above, include LI-0, MUE, and II-to-GI 
redesignation in the southwest portion of the study area. In addition, the CAC 
also adopted a recommendation stating that if further study revealed an imbal
ance in the inventory of industrial, commercial and residential lands· at build 
out, that reductions in the industrial acreage should be considered in South 
Corvallis. Specifically, any industrial reductions should target the tnost north
ern undeveloped GI and II industrial parcels (i.e. the Caldwell and Nelson 
properties) for redistricting. Further, if any parcels are redesignated as residen
tial, they should continue to be buffered from the GI district by the LI-0 district. 

In response to concerns raised by industrial property owners, the CAC developed 
a refinement to the City's policy regarding minimum lot sizes for the General 
Industrial west of South Third Street. The refined policy maintains the City's 
long-held strategy of 50-acre minimum lot sizes, but distinguishesbetween 
annexed and unannexed industrial land and allows 50-acre land divisions on 
unannexed property prior to annexation. The specific text of the policy recom
mendations is included in the Technical Appendix to this report. 

Park and Open Space Uses 

Parks, Open Space and Agriculture 

The land use plan. shows areas of existing and planned parks. These have been 
discussed above under Residential Uses and in the Park and Open Space chap
ter of this report. As outlined in those sections, a series of neighborhood parks 
are recommended as neighborhood focal points in the southeastern portion of 
the planning area. The new parks are conceptually located. 

The City's plan for the generallocation and number of parks is contained with 
the Corvallis Park and Recreation Master Plan. The parks proposed on the 
Refinement Plan will need to be coordinated with the parks master plan. 

The Agricultural designation adjacent to Willamette' Park is land e:ast of the 
100-year flood plain that follows the drainage from Crystal Lake. As with the 
current comprehensive plan, this land is not intended for future urban use. 

24 _________ s_ou_t_h_C_o_ro_a_llz_·s_A_r_ea~R-·~efi_n_e_m_en_t_P_l_an __ -1_2_~_31_/:~97_. ~A-·n_az_R_e~.P_o_rt __________ ~~~~-------
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Transportation 

Circulation Elements 

Key Road Connections and Local Circulation 

Improved street connectivity .is a fundrunental need for South Corvallis. The 
Circulation Plan (Figure 6) identifies the recommended locations for new streets 
and connections, with an emphasis on smaller, local streets. The Circulation Plan 
establishes the basic grid network of street facilities that will be necessary to 
support the land use plan. (See Figure 6.) 

In the northern half of the-Planning area,. the. plan includes local circulation 
"arrows" which indicate opportunities for connectivity. The actual connections .. will 
be implemented on a more detailed level during development reViews. Improved 
connections in the northern end of South Third Street (particularly on the west 
side) are very important. This is the most "constrained" part of the. overall system 
that needs additional capacity, options for circulation, and alternatives to the use 
of South Third Street. 

The Circulation Pl~n includes a conceptual plan for local streets in the southeast
ern part of the planning area. (See Figures 6 and 7.) This conceptual plan is 
intended as a guide to how the neighborhood planning principles and transporta
tion objectives o~the plan can be integrated; A connected, hierarchical pattern of 
streets is hri.portant in cre~ting livable, walkable neighborhoods in this area. The ·· 
plan includes a looping alignment for the extension of Crystal Lake ·Drive, with 
local connectors and local streets completing the hierarchy. 

The southwest industrial area will be served-by two north-south collector streets 
along with local sreets. The western-most street is a "truck route" currently iden
tifiedoh'the Corvallis Transportation Plan. The otherstreet,locatedabout 500 
feet west or:south Third Street is a new road intended to provide an alternative to 
South Third Street for north-south travel, as well as access to parcels fronting on 
South Third Street. The east-west connections to South Third Street should be 
managed such that the frequency be no greater than one every quarter .mile, 
wherever practical. , 

A major east-west connection is depicted as an extension of Kiger Island Drive. 
This facility could provide some potential off-loading effect to the C()nstrained 
section of South Third Street by capturing trips from 53rd Street and :PW.lomath 
Boulevard. Rather than using Philomath Boulevard and South Third Street, 
drivers cotild continue on. 5317d Street and connect to South Third Street via the 
Kiger Island extension. 

Such an extension would have significant drawbacks to overcome before being 
constructed. The facility would traverse an area outside the City's Urban Growth 
Boundary and would likely require goal exceptions from the Department of Land 
Conservation and Development. The corridor traverses a floodplain and crosses 
the Marys River. Environmental impacts must be mitigated and a bridge and/or 
box culverts would likely be required. Potential improvements may also. be re:.. 
quired for county roads and/or 53rd Street to complete the connection and provide 
a roadway to City standards. 

South Corvallis Area Refinement Plan~ 12/31/97 Final Report 29 
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Implementation 

c. Update outside storage requirements to include 
screening of the view from South Third Street. · 

d. Require building orientation to b~s stops. 

Guidelines "b" and "c" should be considered for all districts in South Corvallis. 
Additional research should be conducted on design standards for buildings. 

General and Intensive Industrial Uses 

Background and Findings 

The approximately 1000 acres of industrial land in South Corvallis represents 
an important community resource that requires special attention to mitigate 
potential conflicts due to its size and concentration of industrial uses. With the 
planned extension of Kiger Island Drive west to 53i'd Street; this will also be
come a gateway to South Corvallis. Since the area constitutes a substantial 
percentage of the undeveloped industrial land in the City, it can be anticipated 
that this employment center will draw most of its employees from outside of 
South Corvallis, with primary access viaS: 3rd Street. It was found, however, 
that changes to other use types would not tend to decrease vehicle trips per day. 
In addition, industrial uses benefit from rail access and have fewer conflicts 
with Airport flight paths. The northern portion of the undeveloped industrial 
land was found to hav~ potentially fewer conflicts with Airport operations, and 
could be considered for other uses if indicated by city-wide land use inventories. 

' Implementation 

The Plan incorporates changes in the mapping of current industrial designations 
to improve compatibility by:. ' · · 

a. Reducing the acreage of land designated Intensive Indus
trial, and including it within the Airport Industrial Park. 
This will provide the City with additional controls on 
potential conflicts, through lease conditions. 

b. Buffering the Genera1Industrialland with a new Limited 
Industrial Office district, both along S. 3rd Street and from 
the residential uses to the north. 

c. Providing Mixed Use Employment nodes to provide 
employee access to commercial services in order to dec_rease· 
vehicle trips on S. 3rd. 

The Plan recommends adopting policies and code language that would improve 
compatibility within the GI and II districts by: 

a. Developing minimum standards for building materials and 
appearance (e.g. metal siding or roofing will be colored, 
concrete or concrete block walls will be colored or textured, 
large expanses ofblank wall will be broken by offsets or by 
variation in color or texture) .. 

\____f b. Prohibition of p·ole-mounted signs. 
c. Updating outside storage requirements to include screening 

from view a~ong arterials and collectors. 

South Corvallis Area Refinement Plan - 12/31/97 Final Report 55 



Attachment B - 16

P
ac

ka
ge

 #
1 

LD
C

 T
ex

t A
m

en
dm

en
ts

 (L
D

T1
3-

00
00

2 
/ L

D
T1

3-
00

00
3)

 
Ju

ne
 9

, 2
01

4,
 C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
S

ta
ff 

R
ep

or
t 

E
X

H
IB

IT
 G

 (3
5 

of
 4

6)

Implementation 

S6 

The Plan recommends adopting policies and code language that would reduce 
traffic impacts by encouraging non-auto travel by: . 

a. Implementing existing po4cies that reqUire safe, direct, and 
convenient pedestrian facilities from building entrances to 
sidewalks and transit stops. 

b. · Requiring that uses with more than 50 employees facilitate 
transit usage, such as locating entrances within a 114 mile 
of arterials and collectors that are potential transit routes. 

c. Recommending that the Planning Commission evaluate 
whether the Transportation Alternatives Analysis Plan 
should incorporate a requirement that new uses of more 
than 50 employees implement Transportation Demand 
Management strategies. 

The Plan recommends that' if further study reveals an excess inventory of 
industrial land at build-out, that reductions in industrial acreage be considered 
for this area, and that any reductions target the most northern undeveloped 
industrial parcels for redistricting. If any parcels are redesignated as 
residential, they should continue to be buffered from the GI district by the LI-0 
district. 

Transportation 

Background and Findings 

One of the key characteristics of the transportation system in South Corvallis is 
lack of street connectivity. In order to assist in reducing overall reliance on auto 
travel generally, and redl,Jce reliance on South Third Street specifically, addi-
tional street connectivity 

1

is needed in South Corvallis. · 

Improving the pedestrian environment along South Third Street is a goal ofthe · 
South Corvallis community. One tool to accomplish this is to establish 
"pedestrian nodes" along South Third Street at key intersections. 

The five 'main east-west streets south of Goodnight Avenue (Rivergreen Avenue, 
Kiger Island,Drive, Herbert Avenue, Weltziri Avenue, and Airport Avenue) are 
·planned to serve as neighborhood edges and key connections to the ~ast and 
west sides of South Third Street. 

Parkway treatments, with landscaped medians at key intersections, are 
recommended for Rivergreen Avenue, Kiger Island Drive, and Airport Avenue to 
reinforce the importance of these streets. The parkways would be on both the 
east and west sides·ofSouth Third Street for these streets. 

A unique opportunity for an off-street,·multi~use path is presented by the loop 
formed by the Willamette River, Booneville Channel, and the railroad tracks. 
The specific location of the path needs to be flexible and established during 
development reviews. 

South Conuillis Area Refinement Plan - 12/31/97 Firial Report . 
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     Corvallis Planning Division 

Staff Report to the Planning Commission:   March 7, 2014 
Public Hearing:      March 19, 2014 
Staff Contacts:   Jason Yaich, (541) 766-6577, 
    Jason.Yaich@CorvallisOregon.gov 
  Sarah Johnson, (541) 766-6574 
  Sarah.Johnson@CorvallisOregon.gov 
  Bob Richardson, (541) 766-6575 
  Robert.Richardson@CorvallisOregon.gov 
  Kevin Young, (541) 766-6572 
  Kevin.Young@CorvallisOregon.gov 

 

Package #1 Land Development Code Text 
Amendments  (LDT13-00002 and LDT13-00003) 

Case Summary 
 
Case: Package #1 Land Development Code Text Amendments, 

consisting of: 
 LDT13-00002 OSU Collaboration – Chapter 2.9 

Revisions 
 LDT13-00003 OSU Collaboration – Neighborhood 

Planning Items (and other items) 

Request: 
 

The proposed Land Development Code (LDC) Text 
Amendments are designed to:  

1. facilitate compatible infill development and discourage 
incompatible infill development,  

2. facilitate code-compliant development under certain 
circumstances within approved Planned Developments 
(without need for a Planned Development Modification 
process),  

3. facilitate certain types of Historic Preservation Permit 
reviews,  

4. update LDC provisions, and  
5. allow for land use application fee reviews consistent 

with fiscal year timeline.   

Applicant: 
 

Consideration of this package of Land Development Code 
Amendments was initiated by the City Council, and is based 
on recommendations from the City/OSU Collaboration’s 
Neighborhood Planning Work Group, from the City’s Historic 
Resources Commission, from the City’s Economic 
Development Commission, and from City staff.  
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Location: 
 

Some of the proposals apply Citywide and would affect 
development throughout the City, while others would have an 
affect only in certain zones or areas, or for certain types of 
development. 

Public Notice: Notice of this proposed Post Acknowledgement Plan 
Amendment was provided to the Oregon Department of Land 
Conservation and Development (DLCD) on February 10, 2014. 
Since that time, no concerns have been communicated from 
DLCD staff. 
 
In compliance with ORS 227.186 (“Measure 56”), notice was 
mailed to all property owners within the City who may find the 
proposed code amendments would limit or prohibit a land use 
previously allowed in an affected zone.  
 
A public notice of the Planning Commission hearing was 
published in the Corvallis Gazette-Times on March 6, 2014, in 
accordance with the provisions of Land Development Code 
Section 2.0.40. No written testimony has been received as of 
March 9, 2014. 

Attachments 
A. Approved 2013 – 2014 Planning Division Work Program  
B. September 30, 2013, Memorandum from the Community Development Director 

to the Mayor and City Council Regarding Collaboration Project Action 
Requests 

C. Map Showing Areas of Corvallis Annexed Prior to January 1, 1950 
D. Estimate of Typical Cost Difference Between a 300-foot Notice Area and a 500-

foot Notice Area 
E. Map Showing Locations of Vacant or Underdeveloped PD(LI), PD(LI-O), and 

PD(GI) Areas within the Current City Limits 
F. Memorandum from OSU, dated February 2, 2014, regarding proposed Director-

level provisions in LDC Chapter 2.9 – Historic Preservation Provisions 
G. Minutes from the December 3, 2013; January 7, 2014, and January 14, 2014, 

meetings of the Historic Resources Commission; and, Staff Reports to the 
HRC dated November 26, 2013, and December 30, 2013. 

Background 
In April of 2013, the City Council approved a bi-annual work program for the Planning 
Division after receiving public input and a recommendation from the Planning 
Commission (Attachment A). The first item on the list is a “Near-term” package of Land 
Development Code Amendments, to include: 
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a. Recommended LDC Amendments from the Corvallis/OSU Collaboration Work 

Groups, which are supported by the Steering Committee and City Council, 
 
b. Develop process and amend LDC to facilitate code-compliant alterations within 

approved Planned Developments, and  
 
c. Work with the Historic Resources Commission and Oregon State University 

Planning Staff to streamline certain types of historic reviews through amendment 
of the provisions in LDC Chapter 2.9 (“Historic Preservation Provisions”) 

 
The Corvallis/OSU Collaboration Work Groups have now completed their work and the 
Collaboration Steering Committee and City Council have reviewed and advanced 
several recommendations from the Work Groups, including a package of proposed LDC 
Amendments from the Neighborhood Planning Work Group. The City Council has also 
advanced for consideration the recommendation from the Economic Development 
Commission to amend the LDC to facilitate code-compliant alterations within approved 
Planned Developments. Lastly, the Historic Resources Commission has held a number 
of work sessions and prepared a recommendation to approve LDC Amendments to 
facilitate certain types of historic reviews.   
 
At the October 7, 2013, City Council meeting, the City Council was presented with a 
memorandum from the Community Development Director regarding the City-OSU 
Collaboration Project and associated action requests (Attachment B). The 
memorandum proposed a schedule and course of action for the consideration of two 
packages of Land Development Code (LDC) Amendments, largely, but not entirely, 
associated with recommendations stemming from the City-OSU Collaboration Project. 
The first proposed package, Package #1, includes a number of recommended Land 
Development Code Amendments from the Neighborhood Planning Work Group, along 
with the development of text amendments to facilitate code-compliant changes within 
approved Planned Developments and the development of text amendments to facilitate 
certain types of historic reviews in the OSU Historic District. At the October 7, 2013, City 
Council meeting, the Council authorized Community Development staff to begin work on 
the development of Package #1. 
 
Additionally, as part of the City Council’s review of Land Use Application Fees for 2014 
it was determined that there is a need for better data regarding the amount of time that 
Planning Division staff spend on various types of land use applications. Due to the 
recent change in the structure of the Planning Division to eliminate a specific position or 
number of “full time equivalent” (FTE) staff dedicated to long range planning, and due to 
the complexity of the prior methodology for the establishment of land use application 
fees, Planning Division staff have recently begun logging their time spent on various 
projects and activities to provide more accurate data for the development of a 
streamlined methodology for determining land use application fees. As part of the City 
Council’s review of fees, it was determined that it would be most appropriate to 
calculate land use application fees based on the fiscal year calendar, from July 1st to 
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June 30th of the following year, so that Planning Division costs and revenues could be 
reported and projected consistent with the City’s budget schedule. However, this is 
inconsistent with the current code language in LDC Section 1.2.100.02, which states 
that the annual adjustment of fees will be effective January 1st of each year. To rectify 
this problem, an LDC Amendment is also proposed to allow adoption of the land use fee 
schedule on a fiscal year basis.  
 
Initially, it wasn’t clear if the proposed amendments to Chapter 2.9 (Historic 
Preservation Provisions) would proceed on a different schedule than the rest of the 
proposed code amendments, and so Package #1 was split into two land use 
applications: LDT13-00002, regarding the changes to Chapter 2.9, and LDT13-00003, 
regarding Neighborhood Planning Work Group recommendations and other changes. 
Since that time, staff have determined that the two applications may be considered 
concurrently, which is why this staff report addresses all proposed code amendments 
together. However, two motions will be needed, one for each set of code amendments.   

Requested Action 
 
The Planning Commission is requested to review the proposed Text Amendments and 
recommend that the City Council: 
 
I. Approve the Text Amendments as proposed;  
II. Approve the Text Amendments as revised by the Planning Commission; or 
III. Deny the proposed Text Amendments. 
 
The process and decision criteria for Land Development Code Amendments are 
explained in Section 1.2.80 of the Land Development Code: 
 

Section 1.2.80 - TEXT AMENDMENTS 
 

1.2.80.01 - Background 
 

This Code may be amended whenever the public necessity, convenience, and 
general welfare require such amendment and where it conforms with the Corvallis 
Comprehensive Plan and any other applicable policies. 

 
1.2.80.02 - Initiation 

 
An amendment may be initiated through one of the following methods: 

 
a. Majority vote of the City Council; or 

 
b. Majority vote of the Planning Commission. 

 
1.2.80.03 - Review of Text Amendments 

 
The Planning Commission and City Council shall review proposed amendments in 
accordance with the legislative provisions of Chapter 2.0 - Public Hearings. 
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The balance of this report presents staff analysis regarding the consistency of the Text 
Amendments with applicable review criteria and policies. The report is divided into four 
sections, one for each discrete set of code amendments. Within each section the 
specific proposed language for the Land Development Code amendments is included.  
New proposed language is double underlined and proposed deletion of existing 
language is struck out.  Additionally, all proposed text revisions, whether adding or 
removing language, is highlighted. All Land Development Code text is italicized to 
differentiate the text from the staff analysis. The remainder of the report is organized as 
follows: 
 
I. Schedule for Land Use Application Fee Reviews 
 A. Background 
 B. General Consistency with LDC Criteria and Policy Analysis 
  1. Applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies  
  2. Applicable Statewide Planning Goals 
 C. Proposed LDC Text Amendments 
 D. Conclusions and Recommendation 
 
II. Recommendations from the Neighborhood Planning Work Group 
 A. Background 
 B. General Consistency with LDC Criteria and Policy Analysis 
  1. Applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies  
  2. Applicable Statewide Planning Goals 
 C. Proposed LDC Text Amendments 
 D. Conclusions and Recommendation 
 
III. Facilitate Code-Compliant Changes within Approved Planned Developments 
 A. Background 
 B. General Consistency with LDC Criteria and Policy Analysis 
  1. Applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies  
  2. Applicable Statewide Planning Goals 
 C. Proposed LDC Text Amendments 
 D. Conclusions, Recommendation, and Proposed Motion for LDT13-00003 
 
IV. Code Amendments to LDC Chapter 2.9 to Facilitate Certain Types of Historic 

Reviews 
 A. Background 
 B. General Consistency with LDC Criteria and Policy Analysis 
  1. Applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies  
  2. Applicable Statewide Planning Goals 
 C. Proposed LDC Text Amendments 
 D. Conclusions, Recommendation, and Proposed Motion for LDT13-00002    
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I. SCHEDULE FOR LAND USE APPLICATION FEE REVIEWS 
 

A. BACKGROUND 
 
The proposed LDC Amendment is necessary to allow land use application fees to be 
determined and established on a fiscal year basis, from July 1 through June 30 of each 
year, rather than on a calendar year basis, from January 1 through December 31 of 
each year.  
 

B. GENERAL CONSISTENCY WITH LDC CRITERIA AND POLICY ANALYSIS 
 
 1. Applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies 
 
There are no Comprehensive Plan Policies that speak directly to the subject of land use 
application fees and the schedule for the review of such fees. However, Comprehensive 
Plan Policy 2.2.5 states as follows: 
 

The City shall strive to ensure that all public information on land use planning issues is 
available in an understandable form, is accurate and complete, and is made available to all 
citizens as soon as possible after receipt of an application. The City shall continue to take 
advantage of the best available technology for dissemination of this information.  

 
Additionally, land use application fees are governed, in part, by State law, and by the 
provisions in LDC Section 1.2.100.01, which states as follows: 
 

Section 1.2.100.01 – Required Fees 
 
The Director is authorized to charge and collect fees for the provision of municipal 
services outlined in this Code. The City Council shall set fees in accordance with the 
Council’s financial policies and shall charge no more than the actual or average cost of 
providing planning and development review services in accordance with ORS 227.175(1), 
as amended. The Director shall maintain a current schedule of fees for public review.  

 
The proposal is to amend the LDC to allow calculation and fee setting for land use 
application fees to occur on a fiscal year schedule, from July 1st through June 30th of the 
following year. This will allow for a more “transparent” process in which the evaluation of 
costs and work performed will be done over the same time period. Because of the 
requirement in the current LDC to set new land use application fees beginning January 
1st of each year, past reviews have evaluated Planning Division work performed in the 
prior calendar year in relation to prior fiscal year data in order to determine appropriate 
fees. Changing the timeframe of reviews, as proposed, will allow for an “apples to 
apples” comparison that will be more consistent with Comprehensive Plan Policy 2.2.5 
and with the above LDC provisions and State law. Consequently, staff find the proposed 
amendment is consistent with the applicable Comprehensive Plan Policy.  
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 2. Applicable Statewide Planning Goals 
 
City and County comprehensive plans in Oregon must be consistent with Statewide 
Planning Goals, and land use regulations must be enacted to implement the 
comprehensive plans that support those Statewide Planning Goals. When jurisdictions 
amend their comprehensive plans, or implementing measures (such as the Land 
Development Code) notice of the proposed changes must be provided to the Oregon 
Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD), and jurisdictions must 
demonstrate that the proposed code amendments are consistent with the 19 Statewide 
Planning Goals.  On February 10, 2014, notice of this proposed package of LDC 
Amendments was mailed to DLCD. Although most of the Statewide Planning Goals do 
not relate to the establishment of land use application fees, the following analysis 
addresses the consistency of the proposed recommended measures with Goal 1: 
Citizen Involvement. 
 
Goal 1: Citizen Involvement 
 
Goal 1 calls for a number of important elements to effectively involving citizens in the 
planning process, including, but not limited to, assuring effective two-way 
communication, providing the opportunity for citizens to be involved in all phases of the 
planning process, and assuring that technical information is available in an 
understandable form. The proposed amendment is consistent with Goal 1 because it 
will support the public process for consideration of land use application fees, which 
provides an opportunity for review and public comment on proposed fees prior to City 
Council adoption. By allowing for an “apples to apple” comparison of work performed 
and fiscal year costs, the proposed change will provide a clearer connection between 
the work of the Planning Division and the fees that are established to support the 
portion of that work which is spent on land use applications.  
 

C. PROPOSED LDC TEXT AMENDMENT 
 
In order to change the schedule for the review of land use application fees, the following 
LDC language is proposed: 
 

1.2.100.02 – Annual Review 
 
Development review fees shall be reviewed annually and revised to reflect the change in 
costs to the City, including, but not limited to, the for wages and benefits of appropriate 
represented employees in the current fiscal year.  The annual adjustment of fees shall be 
effective January July 1 of each year. 

 
 
Staff Analysis: 
 
As noted previously, the proposal is to amend the LDC to allow calculation and fee 
setting for land use application fees to occur on a fiscal year schedule, from July 1st 
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through June 30th of the following year. This will allow for a clearer process, in which the 
evaluation of costs and work performed will be done over the same time period. 
Because of the requirement in the current LDC to set new land use application fees 
beginning January 1st of each year, past reviews have evaluated Planning Division work 
performed in the prior calendar year in relation to prior fiscal year data in order to 
determine appropriate fees. Changing the timeframe of reviews, as proposed, will allow 
for an “apples to apples” comparison of work performed and budget costs within each 
fiscal year. 
 
Advantages: 
 
The proposed amendment will facilitate staff analysis of work performed, revenues 
collected, and total costs of land use applications within each fiscal year. It is expected 
that this will save staff time and allow for a clearer and more direct relationship between 
proposed land use application fees and data collected from the prior fiscal year. This is 
also anticipated to facilitate public review and input regarding land use application fees, 
and should allow for a more easily understandable methodology for updating land use 
application fees.  
 
Disadvantages: 
 
As a result of this change, land use application fees would change July 1st of each year, 
rather than January 1st. For those used to the current system, this will take some 
adjustment, and could complicate budgeting for land use application fees within a 
calendar year period. However, it is anticipated that applicants would be able to adjust 
to a different timeline for updating land use application fees.   
 
Staff Recommendation: 
 
Based on the above analysis, and the advantages of streamlining staff review and 
providing a more comprehensible methodology for establishing land use fees, staff 
recommend approval of the proposed code amendment.   
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II. OSU / CITY COLLABORATION: NEIGHBORHOOD PLANNING 
WORKGROUP LDC TEXT AMENDMENT RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

A. BACKGROUND 
 
As noted above, the Land Development Code text may be amended “whenever the 
public necessity, convenience, and general welfare require such amendment and where 
it conforms with the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan and any other applicable policies.” 
This report section presents staff analysis regarding each text amendment 
recommended by the Neighborhood Planning Workgroup, with a discussion about 
applicable Comprehensive Plan policies and Statewide Planning Goals. It then presents 
the text amendment language recommended by Staff, followed by Staff analysis of each 
recommended amendment, including advantages and disadvantages of the proposed 
changes.   

 
As acknowledged by the Planning Commission at its February 5, 2014, meeting 
concerning the general scope and concept of each proposed text amendment, the 
recommended LDC code changes include the following measures. The number 
preceding each item refers to the numbering scheme from the City-OSU Collaboration 
Project, as reflected in the Community Development Director’s September 30, 2013, 
memorandum to the Mayor and City Council (Attachment B): 
 

Table 1: Proposed Text Amendments - General Description 
Item Description Applicable LDC Chapter 
2-1 Exemption of affordable housing projects 

from 4/5 Bedroom Parking Requirements 
1.6 and 4.1 

2-2 Change the definition of family to include 
domestic partnership 

1.6 

2-3 Add a definition of “residential home” to 
the Land Development Code 

1.6 
 

2-5 Revise Property Line Adjustment criteria 
to not allow “unusable areas.” 

2.14 

2-6 Increase setback standards for zero lot 
line, single attached units 

1.6 (for Infill definition), 3.2, 3.3, 
3.4, 3.5, 3.6, and 3.7 

2-7 Change density calculations for replats 
and minor land partitions to disallow the 
“half-street bonus” 

1.6 and 2.14 

2-8 Increase the public notice area for Major 
Lot Development Option applications   

2.0 

2-9 Change minimum density rounding for 
infill development 

1.6 (for Infill and Density 
definitions) 
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B. GENERAL CONSISTENCY WITH LDC CRITERIA AND POLICY ANALYSIS 
 

The proposed text amendments, forwarded by the Neighborhood Planning Workgroup, 
have been reviewed for consistency with applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies and 
Statewide Planning Goals. 

 
  1. Applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies 
 
In general, the proposed code amendments are supported by the following 
Comprehensive Plan Policies: 

 
1.2.1  The City of Corvallis shall develop and adopt appropriate implementation 
mechanisms to carry out the policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
1.2.6  The applicable criteria in all land use decisions shall be derived from the 
Comprehensive Plan and other regulatory tools that implement the Plan. 
 

The code amendments are intended to carry out policies of the Comprehensive Plan, or 
clarify issues with the existing code language. The Land Development Code serves as 
the primary mechanism for implementing adopted Comprehensive Plan policies, and 
with the exception of the proposed changes in density calculation (Items 2-7 and 2-9), 
the proposed code amendments are found to be consistent with those policies in 
general, because the proposed code amendments do not change standards that would 
represent a shift in policy. Adoption of the proposed code amendments would be 
consistent with CCP policies 1.2.1 and 1.2.6. 

 
Further discussion regarding the density calculation methodology changes is contained 
below, along with Comprehensive Plan Policies that lend support to that proposal. 

 
 

1.2.8  Procedures for public notification, including timing, shall be contained in the Land 
Development Code. 

 
The amendment related to increasing the public notice area for Major Lot Development 
Option applications (Item 2-8) is consistent with CCP policy 1.2.8. 

 
2.2.8  The City shall continue to work with neighborhood organizations and other 

neighborhood and community groups to facilitate dissemination of land use 
information and review of neighborhood issues. 

 
2.2.9  The City shall seek participation from citizens within the entire Urban Growth 

Boundary in all land use planning. 
 
As noted above, the proposed code amendments have been forwarded to the Planning 
Commission and City Council for consideration, based on discussions that have 
occurred in the community as part of the OSU-City Collaboration Project, and 
particularly the work of the Neighborhood Planning Workgroup. This workgroup has 
solicited testimony from citizens and other interested parties, which has highlighted 
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concerns about the impacts of redevelopment in existing neighborhoods associated with 
the market demands for new student housing. 
 
The process of soliciting input from neighborhood organizations and citizens relative to 
land use issues is supported by Comprehensive Plan Policies 2.2.8 and 2.2.9. These 
policies reflect the community’s desire to stay abreast of import land use issues in 
Corvallis, and to adapt to change by continuously evaluating the City’s land use policies 
and to implement code revisions from time to time that address issues important to the 
community. 
 

3.2.3  The City shall address compatibility conflicts through design and other transitional 
elements, as well as landscaping, building separation, and buffering. 

 
5.2.3  The City shall develop standards which ensure adequate open space and 

landscaping on residential, commercial, and industrial developments, and shall 
maintain these standards in the Land Development Code. 

 
Article 50 – Definition of Infill 
Infill –  Developing vacant and partially vacant land within a built environment. To 

be considered infill, such land shall be less than 0.5 acres in size for 
residentially designated lands or less than 1.0 acre in size for lands 
designated otherwise. 

 
The proposed amendments to side yard setback standards for zero-lot line, attached 
dwelling units (Item 2-6) is supported by Comprehensive Plan Policy 3.2.3, by 
addressing compatibility conflicts through increased building separation requirements. 
The proposed change to the side yard setback standards also ensures additional open 
space in these limited development scenarios, consistent with Comprehensive Plan 
Policy 5.2.3.  

 
As noted above and below, the Neighborhood Planning Workgroup indicated that the 
proposed side yard setback standard for zero-lot line, attached dwellings should only 
apply in the specific cases of infill development. It is important then to consider the 
existing definitions of “Infill”, which are located both in the Comprehensive Plan and in 
Chapter 1.6 of the Land Development Code. Additional discussion is contained below, 
regarding the definition of Infill. 
 

3.2.1  The desired land use pattern within the Corvallis Urban Growth Boundary will 
emphasize: 
A.  Preservation of significant open space and natural features; 
B.  Efficient use of land; 
C.  Efficient use of energy and other resources; 
D.  Compact urban form; 
E.  Efficient provision of transportation and other public services; and 
F.  Neighborhoods with a mix of uses, diversity of housing types, pedestrian 

scale, a defined center, and shared public areas. 
 

The proposed new criterion for Property Line Adjustments (Item 2-5) is supported by 
Comprehensive Plan Policy 3.2.1, by encouraging efficient use of land. Allowing 
Property Line Adjustments to occur in a way that introduces unusable or undevelopable 
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portions of a property leads to inefficient use of land and creates spaces that are 
otherwise opportunities for unsecure or unsanitary conditions. 
 

9.2.1  City land use decisions shall protect and maintain neighborhood characteristics 
(as defined in 9.2.5) in existing residential areas. 

 
9.2.2  In new development, City land use actions shall promote neighborhood 

characteristics (as defined in 9.2.5) that are appropriate to the site and area. 
 
9.2.5  Development shall reflect neighborhood characteristics appropriate to the site and 

area. New and existing residential, commercial, and employment areas may not 
have all of these neighborhood characteristics, but these characteristics shall be 
used to plan the development, redevelopment, or infill that may occur in these 
areas. These neighborhood characteristics are as follows: 

 
A.  Comprehensive neighborhoods have a neighborhood center to 

provide services within walking distance of homes. Locations of 
comprehensive neighborhood centers are determined by proximity 
to major streets, transit corridors, and higher density housing. 
Comprehensive neighborhoods use topography, open space, or 
major streets to form their edges. 

B.  Comprehensive neighborhoods support effective transit and 
neighborhood services and have a wide range of densities. Higher 
densities generally are located close to the focus of essential 
services and transit. 

C.  Comprehensive neighborhoods have a variety of types and sizes of 
public parks and open spaces to give structure and form to the 
neighborhood and compensate for smaller lot sizes and increased 
densities. 

D.  Neighborhood development provides for compatible building 
transitions in terms of scale, mass, and orientation. 

E.  Neighborhoods have a mix of densities, lot sizes, and housing 
types. 

F.  Neighborhoods have an interconnecting street network with small 
blocks to help disperse traffic and provide convenient and direct 
routes for pedestrians and cyclists. In neighborhoods where full 
street connections cannot be made, access and connectivity are 
provided with pedestrian and bicycle ways. These pedestrian and 
bicycle ways have the same considerations as public streets, 
including building orientation, security-enhancing design, 
enclosure, and street trees. 

G.  Neighborhoods have a layout that makes it easy for people to 
understand where they are and how to get to where they want to go. 
Public, civic, and cultural buildings are prominently sited. The 
street pattern is roughly rectilinear. The use and enhancement of 
views and natural features reinforces the neighborhood connection 
to the immediate and larger landscape. 

H.  Neighborhoods have buildings (residential, commercial, and 
institutional) that are close to the street, with their main entrances 
oriented to the public areas. 

I.  Neighborhoods have public areas that are designed to encourage 
the attention and presence of people at all hours of the day and 
night. Security is enhanced with a mix of uses and building 
openings and windows that overlook public areas. 
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J.  Neighborhoods have automobile parking and storage that does not 
adversely affect the pedestrian environment. Domestic garages are 
behind houses or otherwise minimized (e.g., by setting them back 
from the front facade of the residential structure.) Parking lots and 
structures are located at the rear or side of buildings. On-street 
parking may be an appropriate location for a portion of commercial, 
institutional, and domestic capacity. Curb cuts for driveways are 
limited, and alleys are encouraged. 

K.  Neighborhoods incorporate a narrow street standard for internal 
streets which slows and diffuses traffic. 

L.  Neighborhood building and street proportions relate to one another 
in a way that provides a sense of enclosure. 

M.  Neighborhoods have street trees in planting strips in the public 
right-of-way. 

 
In evaluating proposed changes to the Density Calculation methodology for Minor Land 
Partitions and Minor Replats, it is important not to lose sight of the City’s overarching 
land use goals of supporting compact, urban development that includes a mix of 
densities and housing types within neighborhoods, as described in Policy 3.2.1.  

 
9.3.5  Residential developments shall conform to the density ranges specified by the 

Comprehensive Plan and be of housing types permitted by the applicable zoning 
district. 

 
9.3.6  The development review process shall not result in the exclusion of needed 

housing at densities permitted by underlying district designations or result in 
unreasonable cost or delay. 

 
9.5.15 The City shall evaluate increasing the minimum density in low density residential 

districts.  
 

14.3.1 Infill and redevelopment within urban areas shall be preferable to annexations. 
 

However, there is an equal importance placed on preserving the character and quality 
of life inherent in Corvallis’ established neighborhoods, and ensuring that development 
complies with the density ranges specified by the Comprehensive Plan, per Policy 9.3.5. 
There is a need to balance development and redevelopment that is compact in form, 
and makes efficient use of land and energy, and that provides needed housing per 
Policy 9.3.6, while being sensitive to existing development patterns by encouraging 
compatible building forms and massing. This balancing is consistent with the 
“Comprehensive Neighborhood” concept outlined in Policy 9.2.5, and the City’s desired 
land use pattern described in Policy 3.2.1.  
 
The proposed changes in Density Calculation, while reducing potential densities in 
certain development scenarios, will not lead to an overall reduction in density that is 
provided for in the minimum and maximum densities prescribed by the Comprehensive 
Plan and underlying Zones. Therefore, the proposed amendments associated with 
Items 2-7 and 2-9 are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan Policies 3.2.1, 9.2.5, 
9.3.5, and 9.3.6. 
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9.4.1  To meet Statewide and Local Planning goals, the City shall continue to identify 
housing needs and encourage the community, university, and housing industry to 
meet those needs. 

 
9.4.2  The City 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. 

 
9.5.1  The City shall plan for affordable housing options for various income groups, and 

assure that such options are dispersed throughout the City.  
 

9.5.2  The City shall address housing needs in the Urban Growth Boundary by 
encouraging the development of affordable dwelling units which produce diverse 
residential environments and increase housing choice. 

 
9.5.4 It shall be the goal of the City that 15% of residential owner-occupied units be 

affordable to buyers with incomes at or below 80% of Benton County median for a 
household of three persons. 

 
9.5.6 It shall be the goal of the City that 15% of residential rental units be affordable to 

renters with incomes at or below 50% of Benton County median for a household of 
two persons. 

 
The proposal to exempt affordable housing projects that meet certain standards from 
the 4/5 bedroom parking requirements is relevant to the policies above.  That proposal 
is consistent with the policies above, because it supports the development of affordable 
housing options in Corvallis, allowing for lesser parking requirements for development 
that meets certain affordable housing metrics, reducing the cost of development for 
affordable housing projects, and promoting efficient use of land.  The proposed 
amendments are consistent with the applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies above. 
 
  2. Applicable Statewide Planning Goals 
 
City and County comprehensive plans in Oregon must be consistent with Statewide 
Planning Goals, and land use regulations must be enacted to implement the 
comprehensive plans that support those Statewide Planning Goals. When jurisdictions 
amend their comprehensive plans, or implementing measures (such as the Land 
Development Code) notice of the proposed changes must be provided to the Oregon 
Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD), and jurisdictions must 
demonstrate that the proposed code amendments are consistent with the 19 Statewide 
Planning Goals.  On February 10, 2014, notice of this proposed package of LDC 
Amendments was provided to DLCD.  The following analysis addresses the consistency 
of the proposed recommended measures with applicable Statewide Planning Goals.   
 
Goal 1: Citizen Involvement 

 
Consistent with Goal 1, the process of developing the proposed code amendments has 
benefitted from extensive public involvement, largely due to the efforts of the OSU-City 
Collaboration Project’s Neighborhood Planning Workgroup. The Neighborhood Planning 
Workgroup’s efforts have then been shared with the general public through extensive 
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discussion at Planning Commission and City Council meetings, and in the local 
newspaper. Public comment has been encouraged throughout this process, and these 
proposed code amendments have largely been brought into being from the efforts of 
engaged Corvallis citizens.   

 
Additionally, increasing the notice area for Major Lot Development Option applications 
will increase opportunities for citizen involvement, consistent with Goal 1. The process 
for consideration of all proposed LDC amendments is consistent with Goal 1 because it 
allows for ample public input regarding the potential changes. In addition to the required 
Measure 56 Notice that was mailed to all property owners in Corvallis, notice of the 
proposed amendments has been published in the Corvallis Gazette-Times. The 
Planning Commission will hold a public hearing to consider the proposed amendments, 
and will include an opportunity for public testimony, both written and delivered in person. 
Following the public hearing, the Planning Commission will make a recommendation to 
the City Council, who will then hold another public hearing to consider the code 
amendments and the Planning Commission’s recommendation prior to making a 
decision on the package of Land Development Code Amendments.  
 
Goal 2: Land Use Planning 
 
The process followed for review of the proposed amendments is consistent with the 
process laid out in Section 1.2.80 of the Land Development Code for text amendments 
to the code.  The proposed amendments in all cases provide either clear and objective 
standards for development consistent with Land Development Code provisions, or 
establish a clear process for land use decisions supported by adequate findings of fact.    

 
Goal 10: Housing  

 
This Statewide Planning Goal specifies that each City must plan for and accommodate 
needed housing types (typically, multi-family and manufactured housing). It requires 
each City to inventory its buildable residential lands, project future needs for such lands, 
and plan and zone enough buildable land to meet those needs. It also prohibits local 
plans from discriminating against needed housing types. 

 
In evaluating the proposed text amendments, it is important to ensure that any changes 
to development standards in the Land Development Code do not discourage 
development of the community’s needed housing. While the proposed amendments 
related to density calculation will, in effect, reduce potential densities in some 
circumstances, there is no negative impact on the ability of each development to comply 
with the density ranges specified in the Comprehensive Plan. The net result is that the 
City’s adopted density ranges are maintained.  

 
Requiring an increase in side yard setback distances for zero-lot line attached dwelling 
units will create additional open space in the side yards for those development types, 
and will provide additional restrictions on the building envelope for this particular 
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residential building type. However, it will not limit the ability of this housing type to be 
provided in general. 
 
Conclusion 
 
As discussed above, the Comprehensive Plan contains several policies which support 
the proposed text amendments. Additionally, the proposed amendments are consistent 
with Statewide Planning Goals 1, 2, and 10. Staff find the proposed amendments are 
generally consistent with the cited Comprehensive Plan Policies and Statewide 
Planning Goals, and are not inconsistent with any other Comprehensive Plan Policies or 
Statewide Planning Goals.  
 

C. PROPOSED LDC TEXT AMENDMENTS 
 
The proposed code amendments are included in items 1 - 7 below.  Proposed revisions 
to the LDC are shown using a double-underline font for new text, and a strike-out font 
for deleted text. All revised text is emphasized by highlight.  Land Development Code 
Text is italicized to differentiate the text from the staff analysis.  For example: 
  
• This formatting indicates new text. 
 
• This formatting indicates text that has been deleted. 
 
To facilitate reading this document, subheadings that describe the subject of the revised 
text have been included in underlined bold (e.g. Revise Property Line Adjustment 
criteria to not allow “unusable areas”).These subheadings will not necessarily be 
included in the LDC.  Explanations for each revision are provided under the heading 
staff analysis (e.g. Staff Analysis), which is generally provided after each revision, but 
occasionally is provided before the revision if background information is necessary to 
understand the revised text.   
 

1. Exemption of Affordable Housing Projects from 4/5 Bedroom Parking 
Requirements (Item 2-1) 
 

This item relates to a current LDC standard (recently adopted) that applies a higher off-
street parking requirement for four- and five-bedroom dwelling units.  That standard was 
recommended by the Neighborhood Planning Work Group in response to development 
of four and five-bedroom unit developments and lack of adequate parking.  However, 
the Work Group identified concerns that the higher off-street parking standards would 
have negative impacts on the development of affordable housing for low-income 
residents.  The main concern raised was that higher off-street parking requirements 
would necessitate more land for each dwelling unit, increasing the price and potentially 
discouraging the development of affordable housing. This recommendation establishes 
metrics for affordable housing developments that would be exempt from higher parking 
requirements, establishing the exemption in Chapter 4.1 – Parking, Loading, and 
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Access Requirements, and defining projects that qualify for the reduced parking 
standard as Qualified Affordable Housing Development, in Chapter 1.6 – Definitions. 
 
The proposed text amendments are as follows: 
 

Chapter 1.6 – Definitions 
 
Affordable Housing - Housing for which ownership costs (mortgage loan principal, interest 
property taxes, and insurance), or rental costs (unit rent and utilities) require no more than 
30 percent of the gross monthly income of a household that has income at or below 80 
percent of the Corvallis area median.  The Corvallis area median is calculated annually by 
the U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and applied based on 
household size.  These numbers are updated annually by HUD and are on file in the City’s 
Housing Division.  See also; Qualified Affordable Housing Development.  
 
Qualified Affordable Housing Development - Housing development that is designed to 
serve residents through ownership or rental costs that comprise no more than 30 percent 
of the gross monthly income of a household that has income at or below 60% of the 
Corvallis area median.  Qualified Affordable Housing Development shall demonstrate 
commitment to providing affordable housing through deed restrictions, restrictive 
covenants, or other acceptable form of assurance, for a period of not less than 20 years. 

 
 Section 4.1.30 - OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIREMENTS 

Minimum parking requirements for Use Types in all areas of the City, with the exception of 
the Central Business (CB) Zone and the Riverfront (RF) Zone, are described in Sections 
4.1.30.a through 4.1.30.f.  Minimum parking requirements for the Central Business (CB) 
Zone are described in Section 4.1.30.g.   
 
a. Residential Uses Per Building Type – 
 
1. Single Detached and Manufactured Homes -   

a) Vehicles - Two spaces per dwelling unit. 
b) Bicycles - None required. 

 
2. Single Attached - Zero Lot Line 

a) Vehicles -  
1) One, Two, or Three-bedroom Unit  - Two spaces per unit. 
2) Four-bedroom Unit  - 3.5 spaces per unit.1 
3) Five-bedroom Unit  - 4.5 spaces per unit.1 

b) Bicycles -  
1) Studio or Efficiency Unit - One space per unit. 
2) One-bedroom Unit  - One space per unit. 
3) Two-bedroom Unit  - 1.5 spaces per unit. 
4) Three-bedroom Unit -  Two spaces per unit. 
5) Four-bedroom Unit  - Three spaces per unit. 
6) Five-bedroom Unit  - Four spaces per unit. 

 
3. Single Detached with more than one dwelling unit on a single lot, Duplex, 

Attached, and Multi-dwelling - 
a) Vehicles - 

                                            
1 Minimum parking requirements for four- and five-bedroom units in Sections 4.1.30.a.2., and 3., above shall be 2.5 
spaces per unit for development that meets the requirements of Qualified Affordable Housing Development, as 
defined in Chapter 1.6 – Definitions. 
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1) Studio or Efficiency Unit - One space per unit. 
2) One-bedroom Unit  - One space per unit. 
3) Two-bedroom Unit  - 1.5 spaces per unit. 
4) Three-bedroom Unit - - 2.5 spaces per unit. 
5) Four-bedroom Unit  - 3.5 spaces per unit.1 
6) Five-bedroom Unit -   4.5 spaces per unit.1 

b) Bicycles - 
1) Studio or Efficiency Unit - One space per unit. 
2) One-bedroom Unit  - One space per unit. 
3) Two-bedroom Unit  - 1.5 spaces per unit. 
4) Three-bedroom Unit  - Two spaces per unit. 
5) Four-bedroom Unit  - Three spaces per unit. 
6) Five-bedroom Unit  - Four spaces per unit. 

 
The required bicycle parking may be located within a structure, in accordance with the 
provisions of Section 4.1.70. 

 
Staff Analysis: 
 
The proposed code amendment responds to concerns that increased parking 
requirements for four-and five-bedroom housing units will present barriers to the 
development of affordable housing options in Corvallis.  The higher parking 
requirements result in a need for more land for each unit, creating a higher cost for 
development of housing.  The proposed amendment provides an opportunity for 
development that meets the metrics under the definition for Qualified Affordable 
Housing Development to provide parking spaces consistent with the requirement for 
three-bedroom units (two spaces per unit), thereby allowing for potentially lower 
development costs and encouraging the development of affordable housing. 
Additionally, it is anticipated, given the circumstances of residents in Qualified 
Affordable Housing Developments, that residents would likely possess fewer vehicles 
than residents of a typical development. The definition for Qualified Affordable Housing 
Development also includes requirements for assurances that the project will remain 
dedicated to affordable housing options for a period of not less than 20 years. 
 
Advantages: 
 
The proposal provides an option for Qualified Affordable Housing Development to 
reduce the number of on-site required parking spaces for four-and five-bedroom units, 
reducing potential development costs for affordable housing development.  The 
proposal is consistent with Comprehensive Plan policies to provide affordable housing 
options in Corvallis. 
 
Disadvantages: 
 
The higher parking requirements for four- and five-bedroom units were established 
based on an observation that higher bedroom unit developments were not providing 
adequate parking on site to meet the needs of residents, and that on-street parking was 
being negatively impacted by overflow parking needs.  This proposal exempts certain 
developments from the requirement to provide greater on-site parking; however, 
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developers who wish to provide two spaces per unit for four- and five-bedroom units 
must prove that the development qualifies for the reduction, per the definition of 
Qualified Affordable Housing Development. 
 
Staff Recommendation: 
 
Staff find that the proposed code amendment will result in lesser development costs for 
certain development designed to provide affordable housing options in Corvallis, and 
that this is consistent with Comprehensive Plan policies that call for efficient use of land 
and the provision of affordable housing in Corvallis.  While the higher parking 
requirements were established based on observations that on-site parking was not 
adequate for four- and five-bedroom housing development, staff find that the limited 
scope of the reduction, based on metrics for qualification, and the City’s stated policies 
that encourage development of affordable housing options, justify the provision.  Staff 
recommend approval of the proposed code amendment. 

 
2. Change the Definition of Family to Include Domestic Partnership (Item 2-2) 

 
The proposed code amendment would change the definition of Family in Chapter 1.6 – 
Definitions, to include domestic partnership. 
 
 Chapter 1.6 – Definitions 
 

Family - Individual or two or more persons related by blood, adoption, or marriage, or 
domestic partnership, or a group of not more than five adults unrelated by blood or 
marriage, living together in a dwelling unit. As used in this Code, Family also refers to not 
more than five unrelated physically or mentally handicapped, elderly, or drug- or alcohol-
dependent persons receiving treatment, persons receiving residential care, residential 
training or residential treatment, as those terms are defined in ORS 443.400. Staff persons 
required to meet licensing requirements shall not be counted in the number of facility 
residents, and need not be related to each other or to any resident of the residential 
facility. The relevant Oregon Revised Statutes that pertain to this definition include ORS 
197.660(2) and ORS 197.665, as amended. 

 
Staff Analysis: 
 
The proposed amendment changes the definition of Family in Chapter 1.6 – Definitions, 
to include domestic partnership.  This inclusion clarifies and expands the City’s 
definition of Family per the LDC, which is used in determining and enforcing application 
of residential use types. 
 
The Planning Commission-directed amendment changes the definition of Family in 
Chapter 1.6 – Definitions, to remove outdated language and replace that language with 
text that aligns with the State’s definition for purposes of determining use types that may 
be considered a “residential home.” 
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Advantages: 
 
The inclusion of domestic partnership in the definition of Family clarifies the LDC 
definition, allowing for the application of the definition of Family to residential uses that 
is consistent with the general goals of the community. The Planning Commission-
directed proposed change clarifies the LDC definition of Family, and better informs the 
types of facilities that are protected as residential home uses, consistent with State law. 
 
Disadvantages:  
 
Staff find no disadvantages to the proposed code amendment. 
 
Staff Recommendation: 
 
Staff find the proposed code amendment is consistent with the goals and policies of the 
State and the City of Corvallis, and recommend approval of the amendment. 
 
 

3. Add a Definition of “Residential Home” to the Land Development Code 
(Item 2-3) 

 
This recommendation came out of a collection of discussions of the Neighborhood 
Planning Work Group with regard to a potential change that would limit the number of 
unrelated persons in a dwelling unit to three instead of five, and the consequential need 
to differentiate between typical single family homes, where the three person maximum 
would apply, and residential treatment facilities with five or fewer persons receiving 
treatment, which are defined and protected by State statute.  
 
Staff Analysis: 
 
Had there been a proposed code amendment to limit the number of unrelated persons 
living in a residential unit to three, the addition of a definition of “residential home” would 
have been helpful in delineating between a general residence and a group care facility, 
which is limited to five or fewer persons plus caregivers, and is protected by State 
statute.   Below is the current LDC definition of Family (Note that Item 2-2, above, 
proposes to amend this definition to include domestic partnership.) 
 
 
 Chapter 1.6 – Definitions 
 

Family - Individual or two or more persons related by blood, adoption, or marriage, or a 
group of not more than five adults unrelated by blood or marriage, living together in a 
dwelling unit. As used in this Code, Family also refers to not more than five unrelated 
physically or mentally handicapped, elderly, or drug- or alcohol-dependent persons 
receiving treatment, and any number of resident staff persons engaged in their care. The 
relevant Oregon Revised Statutes that pertain to this definition include ORS 197.660(2) and 
ORS 197.665, as amended.  
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However, since there is no recommendation for the reduction in the number of unrelated 
persons residing in a residential home, this code amendment is not necessary.  The 
current LDC definition of Family is used to inform a residential Use Type, and includes 
the allowance of five or few unrelated persons, as well as language that protects 
residential group care facilities. 
 
Staff Recommendation: 
 
Staff find that the proposal is not necessary to inform or enforce residential Use Types. 
Additionally, staff find that creating a definition for a “residential home” that provides 
treatment to five or fewer persons, as a use type that would be a distinct subset or use 
type within the broader use type of a “family” would run counter to the intent of State 
law, which requires such facilities to be considered within the category of a “family.” 
Consequently, staff recommend no action be taken to add a definition of “residential 
home” to the Land Development Code. 
 

4. Revise Property Line Adjustment criteria to not allow “unusable areas” 
(Item 2-5) 

 
The proposed code amendment is as follows: 
 
 Section 2.14.60 – PROPERTY LINE ADJUSTMENT PROCEDURES 

b.  A Property Line Adjustment shall be approved if the following criteria have been 
met: 

1. The Property Line Adjustment shall not result in creation of an additional 
unit of land; 

2. Any unit of land reduced in size by the Property Line Adjustment shall 
comply with all applicable zoning regulations; 

3. The Property Line Adjustment shall not increase the degree of 
nonconformity that may exist on the subject lots; and 

4. The availability of both public and private utilities and required access shall 
not be adversely affected by a Property Line Adjustment; and 

5. The Property Line Adjustment shall not result in the creation of unusable 
area on resultant properties. For the purposes of these provisions, 
“unusable area” is defined as a section of property with a dimension 
between opposing property lines of less than twice the applicable side-yard 
setback in the Zone. However, if an existing lot, subject to a Property Line 
Adjustment, contains an area with such an existing non-compliant 
configuration, and the proposed Property Line Adjustment does not alter or 
worsen the non-compliant configuration, then the non-compliant 
configuration will be allowed to continue.   

 
Staff Analysis: 
The process for changing property ownership boundaries, without affecting underlying 
platted lot or parcel lines, is termed a Property Line Adjustment. The term Property Line 
Adjustment is consistent with Benton County Development Code and State of Oregon 
(ORS Chapter 92) laws that address this type of land use process. The LDC currently 
provides additional criteria in Chapter 4.4, for the size, width, shape, and orientation of 
lots and parcels that are created through a land division process such as a subdivision 
or partition plat. However, these provisions are not extended to Property Line 
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Adjustments, and the review criteria for a Property Line Adjustment do not include 
required compliance with the standards in Chapter 4.4. 
 
The proposed text amendment is intended to disallow configuration of property lines 
such that areas are created within the resultant lot or parcel boundary that are 
“unusable”. Staff find the term “unusable” to be ambiguous, and have provided an 
additional definition in the criterion that provides a clear and measurable standard. The 
proposal defines “unusable” as “a section of property with a dimension between 
opposing property lines of less than twice the Zone’s setback that is applicable to the 
affected property lines”. In most cases, this will create a usable area of somewhere 
between 10 and 16 feet, depending on which Zone the subject property is located in. 
 
Previous applications for Property Line Adjustments have configured resultant property 
lines in ways that allow one of the resultant properties to gain enough lot area to 
increase the density, because the increase in lot area allowed a more intensive building 
type (eg. contained enough area to allow a duplex instead of a single-family dwelling), 
or provided just enough additional area in order to allow a lot to be further subdivided. 
The configuration of the resultant property lines created a section of that property that 
was essentially unusable, because its dimension was approximately 70 feet long by 7 
feet wide (see Figure 1). 
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Figure 1 - Unusable Area from Property Line Adjustment 
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Advantages: 
Provisions in the additional Property Line Adjustment review criterion will minimize 
creation of areas within resultant properties that are unusable. This additional criterion 
will provide for efficient use of land, consistent with Comprehensive Plan Policy 3.2.1, 
by ensuring that property boundaries are configured appropriately for the uses intended 
in the Zone. 
 
Disadvantages: 
The proposed additional review criterion imposes additional restrictions on the 
configuration of property boundaries that occurs through a Property Line Adjustment 
that are not currently in the Land Development Code. However, this additional 
restriction is balanced by the benefits provided by the new criterion, by providing more 
usable space on the lot or parcel for the residents of the affected property. 
 
Staff Recommendation: 
Staff find the proposed changes would improve the general welfare of the community 
consistent with LDC Section 1.2.80.01 by providing additional assurances that 
properties are configured with usable space through the Property Line Adjustment 
process. 
 
 
5. Increase setback standards for zero lot line, single attached units AND 
modify current definition of “Infill” (Item 2-6) 
 
The proposed code amendments would affect row “e” (setbacks) in the development 
standards tables in each of the following Zones / Chapters: 
 

 Low Density (RS-5) Zone – Chapter 3.2 
 Low Density (RS-6) Zone – Chapter 3.3 
 Medium Density (RS-9) Zone – Chapter 3.4 
 Medium Density – University (RS-9(U)) Zone – Chapter 3.5 
 Medium-High Density (RS-12) Zone – Chapter 3.6 
 Medium-High Density – University (RS-12(U)) Zone – Chapter 3.7 

  
An example of the proposed amendments for row “e” is as follows: 
 
e.  
 

Setbacks 
1.  
 
 
 
 
2.  
 
 
 
 
 

 
Front yard 
 
 
 
 
Rear yard and Side yards 
 
 
 
 
 

 
10 ft. minimum; 25 ft. maximum 
Also, unenclosed porches may encroach into 
front yards, provided that a minimum front yard 
of 5 ft. is maintained. 
 
5 ft. minimum. Additionally, the setbacks listed 
below apply for side yards not being used as the 
usable yard described above. 
 
 
 

P
ac

ka
ge

 #
1 

LD
C

 T
ex

t A
m

en
dm

en
ts

 (L
D

T1
3-

00
00

2 
/ L

D
T1

3-
00

00
3)

 
Ju

ne
 9

, 2
01

4,
 C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
S

ta
ff 

R
ep

or
t 

E
X

H
IB

IT
 H

 (2
4 

of
 2

66
)



Planning Commission Staff Report  
Package # 1 Land Development Code Amendments (LDT13-00002 and LDT13-00003)           Page 25 of 74 

 

3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4 3.  
 

Side yards 
 
Interior attached townhouses 
exempt from interior side yard 
setbacks. 
 
a) Single Detached 
 
b) Single Attached and  
 
 
c) Zero Lot Line Detached 
 
d c) Duplex, Triplex and 
Fourplex 
 
e d) Abutting a more 
restrictive 
zone 
 
Exterior Side Yard and Rear 
Yard abutting a Street 
 
See also “k,” and “l,” below. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
5 ft. minimum each side yard 
 
0 ft. one side; 8 ft. minimum on opposite side1 
0 ft. one side; 10 ft. minimum on opposite side  
 
0 ft. one side; 8 ft. minimum on opposite side1 
 
10 ft. minimum each side 
 
 
10 ft. minimum 
 
 
 
10 ft. minimum vision clearance areas in 
accordance with Section 4.1.40.c of Chapter 4.1 - 
Parking, Loading, and Access Requirements. 

 
 
The Neighborhood Planning Workgroup proposed to limit this proposed change in the 
setback standard to those developments that constitute “Infill” or “Redevelopment” in 
established neighborhoods. Chapter 1.6 of the LDC defines the two terms as follows: 
 

Infill -  Developing vacant and partially vacant land within a built environment. To be 
considered infill, such land shall be less than 0.5 acres in size for residentially designated 
lands or less than 1.0 acre in size for lands designated otherwise. 
 
Redevelopment – Restoring or replacing existing buildings. See also Infill. 

 
Staff began developing a special side-yard setback for single attached dwelling units 
based on these definitions, but realized that the definition for “Infill” is very broad, 
because most residential lots that are developed in the City are 0.5 acres in size, or 
less. Consequently, the “special” standards would apply to most such redevelopment. 
Also, because the proposed change is a two-foot difference from the current standard, 
staff feel that it would be much simpler, and easier to administer, if the proposed side 
yard setback change were to apply to all such development of Attached Dwelling Units 
in the specified residential zones. The proposed language advances that proposal.  
 
Alternatively, if the Planning Commission feels that it is important to differentiate the 
side yard setback for Attached Dwelling Units in the context of infill development from 
the standard that would be applied in other situations, staff recommend an alternative 
approach to using the LDC definitions of “Infill” or “Redevelopment” to inform those 
standards. Given that much of the concern expressed by the Neighborhood Planning 
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Work Group regarding redevelopment in existing neighborhoods was focused on 
impacts within neighborhoods with historic character located in close proximity to the 
University, staff would propose applying this modified setback standard, and other 
potential standards addressing infill development in established neighborhoods, to a 
specified area of the City. Specifically, a threshold that roughly differentiates between 
more compact, pre-World War II, styles of development and more suburban, post-World 
War II, styles of development, is to divide areas of the City into those annexed prior to 
January 1, 1950, and those annexed after that date. Attachment C is a map which 
shows the area of the City that was annexed prior to January 1, 1950. In general, these 
are areas that are distinguished by a more compact and traditional neighborhood 
character. The area extends to the Willamette River to the east, to Highway 20/34 and 
Oak Creek to the south, to 35th Street and beyond to the west, and to Grant Avenue and 
Buchanan Avenue to the North. The Planning Commission may direct staff to revise this 
proposed setback standard, and potentially other infill-related standards, to be applied 
within this area. 
 
Staff Analysis: 
The proposed amendment will increase a side yard setback standard for one specific 
residential building type, the zero-lot line, single attached type. Rather than applying this 
altered standard only in infill situations, staff propose applying this revised setback 
uniformly. The change would be consistently applied to each of the affected Zones 
outlined above.  
 
In evaluating the proposed code amendments, it is important, particularly in the context 
of infill development within existing neighborhoods, to consider Policy 9.2.5, noted 
above, and Finding 9.2.e, in Comprehensive Plan Article 9, which states: 
 

Finding 9.2.e: 
 
The Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development and Oregon Department 
of Transportation’s Smart Development Code Handbook states that modifying existing 
standards for setback and minimum lot size requirements reduces barriers to infill 
development without adversely affecting existing neighborhoods. Among the benefits of 
modifying such standards are: 

i. New buildings on smaller lots can add to the diversity of housing types in a 
neighborhood, enriching its character and improving its affordability. 
ii. The ability to vary lot dimensions allows the necessary flexibility to vary housing 
type, providing greater market choice. 
iii. Promoting diverse housing types in a new development by relying on the 
average overall sizes of the lots encourages building according to site conditions, 
and the mixing together of single and multi-family units. 
iv. A mix of housing types and costs allows for a diversity of household types, 
varied ages and incomes. 

 
In review of these applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies and findings, the general 
direction given is that infill should be encouraged, but that it should be developed in a 
way that is compatible with existing, established neighborhoods. 
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Advantages: 
Increasing the setback standard for the zero-lot line, single attached units where a side 
yard is provided, from eight feet to ten feet will provide benefits to both the residents of 
the development site, as well as the neighbors that abut the affected side yard. These 
benefits come in the form of increased separation between buildings, contributing to 
increased privacy for both parties. An added benefit to the residents of the development 
site is a larger side yard setback for enjoyment of the outdoor space.  
 
The change would also provide consistency in terms of visual impacts related to the 
massing of residential structures, by applying the same side yard setback that currently 
exists for duplexes, to the zero-lot line attached units, which have the same outward 
appearance as a duplex, but with the exception that a property line divides the two 
units. To neighbors on either side of a two unit, zero-lot line attached development 
project, the visual elements are typically the same as if a duplex existed between the 
two neighbors. The proposed change will lead to a consistent side yard setback 
standard for the two visually-related development scenarios. 
 
Disadvantages: 
Increasing the setback standards for this residential building type may render some 
existing developments as non-conforming. A specific number of existing properties 
affected by this change is not known as this time, and the Community Development 
Department does not currently have the data to be able to quickly identify the properties 
with existing zero-lot line, single-attached units. 
 
Another disadvantage is that the enlarged setback will reduce flexibility in design and 
the potential building footprint that may be achieved by these zero-lot line attached 
dwellings. 
 
Staff Recommendation: 
Staff find that the proposed amendment to the side yard setback standards for zero-lot 
line attached dwelling units would improve the general welfare of the community, by 
providing building setback standards that are consistent with duplexes, because both 
building types have a similar massing and have similar compatibility impacts on 
neighboring properties. Given the scope of the change (a 2-ft. difference), staff do not 
recommend applying this revised standard only to “infill development,” but recommend 
that the revised standard be applied uniformly. 
  

6. Change density calculations for replats and minor land partitions to 
disallow the “half-street bonus” AND Change minimum density rounding 
for infill development (ITEMS 2-7 and 2-9) 

 
The proposed code amendments are as follows: 
 

Section 1.6.30: 
Density Calculation - Density is calculated as either gross density or net density. The 
minimum density for a site is net density and the maximum density is gross density. 
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a.  Density, Gross - Number of dwelling units per gross area, in acres. See definition 
for Area, Gross. Additionally, in calculating gross density for a Minor Land 
Partition site, applicants may include in their calculation 50 percent of the area of 
any street rights-of-way that front the subject site, for the distance the streets front 
the subject site. 

 
b.  Density, Net - Number of dwelling units per net area, in acres. See definition for 

Area, Net. 
 
c.  Fractions – When the sum of the dwelling units is a fraction of a dwelling unit, the 

following adjustments to the Density Calculation apply:  
 

1. Development occurring in areas Annexed prior to January 1, 1950 (see 
Figure 1.6-11(b): When the fraction is equal to or greater than 0.5, an 
additional dwelling unit is allowed, but not required. If the fraction is less 
than 0.5, an additional dwelling unit shall not be allowed. 

 
2. In All Other Areas: When the sum of the dwelling units is a fraction of a 

dwelling unit, and the fraction is equal to or greater than 0.5, an additional 
dwelling unit shall be required (minimum density) or allowed (maximum 
density). If the fraction is less than 0.5, an additional dwelling unit shall not 
be required (minimum density) or allowed (maximum density). 

 
Section 2.14.30.01.a(4) (Non-residential Partitions) 
(Remove references to density in this section altogether and re-number) 
 
4. Consistency with the density requirements of the Zone. When 
calculating the applicable density range for a subject property, 
applicants may include in their acreage calculation 50 percent of the 
area of any streets that front the subject site, for the distance the 
streets front the subject site.; and 
 
Section 2.14.30.05.b(2)(b) 
b. Residential Partitions - Requests for the approval of a Tentative Partition 
Plat shall be reviewed to ensure: 
 

2.  The following criteria are met for Residential Partitions and the 
application demonstrates adherence to them: 

 
b)  Consistency with the density requirements of the zone. When 

calculating the applicable density range for a subject property, 
applicants may include in their acreage calculation 50 percent of 
the area of any streets that front the subject site, for the distance 
the streets front the subject site; 

 
Staff Analysis: 
The Minor Land Partition and Minor Replat processes currently provide for an 
alternative method for calculating allowable density. This alternative is provided for in 
Chapter 1.6 (definition for “Density Calculation”) and in Chapter 2.14 (Partitions, Minor 
Replats and Property Line Adjustments). Prior to December 31, 2006, the LDC did not 
provide for this alternative to the Density Calculation methodology. With implementation 
of Phase I of the LDC on December 31, 2006, this alternative methodology, first 
adopted by City Council in 1998, was incorporated into the LDC. 
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When calculating density, the definitions of “Area, Net” and “Area, Gross” are applied. 
The definition for “Area, Gross” does not explicitly allow for inclusion of abutting street 
rights-of-way, when calculating the Gross (Maximum) Density for a subject development 
site. Therefore, without the alternative methodology provided for in the definition of 
“Density Calculation” and the criterion in LDC Section 2.14.30.05.b.(2)(b), a 
development site’s Maximum Density calculation is limited to the size of the parcel 
multiplied by the Maximum Density allowed in each particular Zone. 
 
Maintaining the existing alternative method for Density Calculation applied to Minor 
Land Partition and Minor Replat applications potentially increases the density beyond 
what the underlying Zone and Comprehensive Plan designations would otherwise allow 
based on a property’s land area. In recent years, this provision has been utilized with 
Minor Replat projects that occur in existing, established neighborhoods. The increases 
in density, as a result, have led to developments that have, in some cases, been 
incompatible with the existing development patterns in these established 
neighborhoods. 
 
In regard to inclusion of new language related to adjusting for how fractions are handled 
in calculating density specifically for infill development, the amendments would 
essentially temper density increases for infill situations, by not requiring an increase in 
minimum density if the density calculation yields a fraction of a unit that is more than 
0.5. Currently, the Density Calculation methodology requires the developer to increase 
the number of dwellings on a development site, by one dwelling unit, if the minimum 
density calculation results in a fraction of a unit that is 0.5 or greater. 
 
Advantages: 
Eliminating the Density Calculation provisions that provide for increased potential 
density on Minor Land Partition and Minor Replat development projects would make 
consistent the Density Calculation methodology for all development within the City. By 
not requiring an additional dwelling unit for projects within the portion of the City 
annexed prior to 1950 (see Attachment C), where the minimum density calculation 
yields a fraction of a unit 0.5 or greater, new development projects will be potentially 
more compatible with the surrounding neighborhood, by limiting the minimum required 
density. 
 
The proposed code amendments would maintain the ability to increase by one dwelling 
unit, development projects in all situations including the older neighborhoods in the City, 
where the density calculation yields a fraction of a dwelling unit 0.5 or greater. 
 
Disadvantages: 
Allowing for the reduction in achievable densities may reduce the density that occurs 
with redevelopment in the older neighborhoods in the City, which are generally closer to 
activity centers such as the University, the Downtown area, and Corvallis High School. 
Because this would be expected to cause additional density outside of these areas, 
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there may be higher vehicle traffic impacts traveling to and from activity centers in this 
area.  
 
The proposed “rounding rule” is not consistent with standard practice for rounding 
fractions, which may create some confusion.  
 
Staff Recommendation: 
Staff find that public necessity requires amending the current alternate Density 
Calculation methodology for Minor Land Partition and Minor Replat applications, to 
eliminate potential incompatible development patterns in established neighborhoods. 
Additionally, staff find that allowing applicants to round down required minimum density 
for development or redevelopment in the older portion of town will allow for more 
compatible development in this area.  
 

7. Increase the public notice area for Major Lot Development Option 
applications (Item 2-8) 

 
The proposed code amendment is as follows: 
 

2.0.50.04 - Public Notice 
c.  Notice List - 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 property of the subject 

application if different from the applicant. For the purposes of this mailing, the 
property owner shall be determined using the most recent Benton County 
Assessor’s database supplied to the City; 

 
2. Any person who resides on or owns property within 500 ft., including street right-

of-way, of a parcel of land proposed for: 
 

a)  Major Lot Development Option. 
 
3 2.  Any person who resides on or owns property within 300 ft., including street right-

of-way, of a parcel of land proposed for: 
a)  Zone Changes or Comprehensive Plan Amendments - excluding 

establishing or removing Historic Preservation Overlay Zones and 
Research Technology Center time extensions; 

b)  Subdivisions and Major Replats (Non-Residential); 
c)  Conditional Development - including Willamette River Greenway Permits; 
d)  Annexation proposals; 
e)  Planned Developments, including: 

1) Conceptual and/or Detailed Development Plans; 
2) Major Planned Development Modifications; and 
3) Planned Development Nullifications per Section 2.5.80.b: 

f)  Refinement Plans and Refinement Plan Nullifications; 
g)  HRC-level Historic Preservation Permits related to Demolitions; 
h)  Major Neighborhood Center Master Site Plans, including: 

1) Master Site Plans; and 
2) Major Master Site Plan Modifications; and 

i)  Major Lot Development Options; and 
i j)  Floodplain Development Permit Variances. 
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4 3.  Any person who resides on or owns property within 100 ft., including street right-

of-way, of a parcel of land proposed for: 
a)  Appeals of a General Development decision of the Director; 
b)  Establishing or removing a Historic Preservation Overlay zoning 

designation, in accordance with Chapter 2.2 – Zone Changes, including 
appeals of Administrative Zone Changes; 

c)  HRC-level Historic Preservation Permits, except those covered by “2.g,” 
above; 

d)  Minor Planned Development Modifications; 
e)  Expedited Land Divisions; 
f)  Major Neighborhood Center Minor Site Plan Modifications; 
g)  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; 

h)  Sign Variance; 
i)  Minor Lot Development Options; 
j)  Subdivisions and Major Replats (Residential); and 
k)  Conditional Development Permit Modifications 

 
Staff Analysis: 
The proposed code amendment increases the distance used in calculating which 
properties (owners and occupants) are included on the notice list, from 300 feet to 500 
feet, specifically for Major Lot Development Option applications. The net effect of this 
change is more property owners and occupants of property will receive the public notice 
for Major Lot Development Option applications. This would make the Major Lot 
Development Option the only Quasi-Judicial land use decision that requires a 500-ft.  
notice area. The Neighborhood Planning Work Group determined that, because the 
Major Lot Development Option process could result in significant variations from Land 
Development Code requirements, a larger notice area is warranted.  
 
Advantages: 
Increasing the notice area for Major Lot Development Options will increase 
opportunities for citizen engagement in land use decisions at the neighborhood scale. 
This change will notify more citizens within the vicinity of a proposed development for 
which a request to vary from code standards is necessary, thereby providing better 
opportunities for public input.  
 
Disadvantages: 
The proposed change to the notice area for Major Lot Development Options would be 
greater than the required notice area for all other land use applications, including 
Annexations, Comprehensive Plan Amendments, and Planned Developments.   
 
Staff anticipate increased monetary costs associated with processing and mailing public 
notices, because the overall number of notices to be mailed will increase. It is 
somewhat difficult to quantify what the average cost increase would be, because there 
are many variables that affect the overall count of public notices, such as parcel size, 
geographic constraints such as highway right-of-way, and the variability in adjacent 
development types between low density residential and large apartment complexes that 
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require many more notices for the occupants. However, Attachment D shows one 
hypothetical scenario and the resultant cost differences between a 300 foot notice area 
and a 500 foot notice area.  It has not been determined at this time how the increased 
cost of mailing additional notices will be recovered. However, Staff note that the majority 
of Lot Development Option applications filed and processed over the past decade have 
been of the Minor type. Therefore, Staff believe the increased costs as a percentage of 
all public notification events will be minimal.  
 
Staff Recommendation: 
Staff find that public necessity requires amending the notice area requirements for a 
Major Lot Development Option application, and encourages additional public 
involvement in land use decisions that may impact neighborhoods. 
 

D. OVERALL CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION 
 
Based on the analysis provided of the proposed code amendments from the 
Neighborhood Planning Work Group, staff find that the proposed code amendments are 
consistent with Statewide Planning Goals and applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies. 
Furthermore, staff find that the package of proposed amendments will improve the 
general welfare of the community consistent with LDC Section 1.2.80.01. Consequently, 
staff recommend that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation to the City 
Council to adopt these proposed Land Development Code Amendments. 
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III. FACILITATE CODE-COMPLIANT CHANGES WITHIN APPROVED 
PLANNED DEVELOPMENTS OR WITHIN PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
OVERLAY AREAS WITH NO PLANNED DEVELOPMENT APPROVALS 
 

A. BACKGROUND 
 

This report section presents staff analysis regarding the consistency of the text 
amendments recommended by the Economic Development Commission and authorized 
for consideration by the City Council with applicable review criteria and policies.  It then 
presents the text amendment language recommended by staff, followed by staff 
analysis of each recommended amendment.  

 

B. GENERAL CONSISTENCY WITH LDC CRITERIA AND POLICY ANALYSIS 
 

 1. Applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies 
 
Following is a list of staff-identified Comprehensive Plan Policies that support the 
proposed code amendments: 

 
1.2.1  The City of Corvallis shall develop and adopt appropriate implementation 

mechanisms to carry out the policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

The Land Development Code serves as the primary mechanism for implementing 
adopted Comprehensive Plan policies, and the proposed code amendments are found 
to be consistent with those policies in general, because the proposed code 
amendments do not change standards that would represent a shift in policy, or propose 
changes that support existing Comprehensive Plan policies, as delineated below.  
Adoption of the proposed code amendments would be consistent with CCP policy 1.2.1. 

 
3.2.1  The desired land use pattern within the Corvallis Urban Growth Boundary will 

emphasize: 
A. Preservation of significant open space and natural features; 
B. Efficient use of land; 
C. Efficient use of energy and other resources; 
D. Compact urban form; 
E. Efficient provision of transportation and other public services; and 
F. Neighborhoods with a mix of uses, diversity of housing types, pedestrian scale, 

a defined center, and shared public areas. 
 

8.9.12 The City shall evaluate whether to amend the Land Development Code to provide 
alternatives to the use of Planned Development overlays for industrial districts.  An 
example would be the creation of different overlays or design guidelines with 
specific standards that do not require discretionary reviews.  

8.10.2  Given the community's intention to prevent decline in existing commercial areas, 
the City shall explore opportunities to facilitate and assist in the redevelopment of 
existing commercial areas, in a manner that meets current standards.  
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9.4.2  The City 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. 

 
The proposed code amendments allow for flexibility in development of projects that 
have been approved under the Planned Development process.  They permit flexibility in 
development where all other LDC standards have been met, the proposal does not 
conflict with any previously approved Conditions of Approval, and does not erode any 
previously approved compensating benefits for variations approved with the original 
Planned Development. The proposed amendments comply with the applicable 
Comprehensive Plan policies above, because they promote a clear path to code-
compliant development of residential, commercial, civic, and industrial properties.  The 
proposed code amendments provide an alternative path to development for industrial 
properties that do not require discretionary reviews, specifically consistent with Policy 
8.9.12, above. They assist in the facilitation of development and redevelopment of 
commercial properties, and take into account the immediate and long-term effects of 
regulations and standards (PD approvals, modifications, and associated discretionary 
reviews) on certain types of development subject to Planned Developments throughout 
the City. Consequently, staff find that the proposed code amendments are consistent 
with the applicable Comprehensive Plan policies cited above. 
 
 2. Applicable Statewide Planning Goals 
 
Goal 1: Citizen Involvement 
 
Consistent with Goal 1, the process of developing the proposed code amendments has 
benefitted from public involvement, through the work of the Economic Development 
Commission. The Economic Development Commission developed this recommendation 
with citizen input and staff assistance. The City Council has authorized the development 
and consideration of the proposed amendments through the public hearing process 
required for consideration of Land Development Code Amendments, which includes 
public hearings with the Planning Commission and City Council. Public input will be 
encouraged throughout this process, consistent with Goal 1. 
 
Goal 2: Land Use Planning 
 
The proposed amendments in all cases provide clear and objective standards for 
development consistent with Land Development Code provisions. 
 
Goal 9: Economic Development 
 
Included in the Implementation Section of Goal 9 is the following statement: 
 

“(Comprehensive) Plans should take into account methods and devices for 
overcoming certain regional conditions and deficiencies for implementing this 
goal, including, but not limited to…(2) land use controls and ordinances….”  
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The proposed code amendments were recommended by the Economic Development 
Commission because of concerns that some Planned Development requirements, 
specifically as they impacted commercial and industrial development, were having the 
effect of discouraging expansion and economic growth in Corvallis. Consequently, the 
proposed amendments are consistent with Goal 9.     
 
Goal 10: Housing 
 
The proposed code amendments would allow for certain changes to Planned 
Development approvals, providing for a measure of flexibility where code compliant 
development is proposed, and relating to development of Group Residential, 
Cooperatives and Fraternity and Sorority Houses, Residential Care Facilities, and Multi-
dwelling Building Types.  The proposed measures would not restrict the development of 
housing in the community.  Therefore, this package of code amendments is consistent 
with Goal 10. 

 

C. PROPOSED LDC TEXT AMENDMENTS 
 
Proposed revisions to the LDC are shown using a double-underline font for new text, 
and a strike-out font for deleted text. All revised text is emphasized by highlight.  Land 
Development Code Text is italicized to differentiate the text from the staff analysis.  For 
example: 
  
• This formatting indicates new text. 
 
• This formatting indicates text that has been deleted. 
 
To facilitate reading this document, subheadings that describe the subject of the revised 
text have been included in bold (e.g. Proposed Amendment to Compliance with 
Detailed Development Plan – All Use Types).These subheadings will not necessarily 
be included in the LDC.  Explanations for each revision are provided under the heading 
staff analysis (e.g. Staff Analysis), which is generally provided after each revision, but 
occasionally is provided before the revision if background information is necessary to 
understand the revised text.   
 
1. Proposed Amendment to Compliance with Detailed Development Plan – All 

Use Types 
 
The proposed code amendment relates to all residential, commercial, civic, and 
industrial properties that contain approved Planned Developments, and is intended to 
provide a measure of flexibility in the application of the Planned Development, in order 
to provide for changes in code-compliant site design elements where certain thresholds 
are met, without the need for a Planned Development modification and its associated 
land use process. 
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2.5.50.10 -  Review Criteria for Determining Compliance with a Detailed Development 
Plan 

 
A Building Permit or other site development permit request shall be reviewed to determine 
whether the request is in compliance with the approved Detailed Development Plan.  It 
shall be deemed to be in compliance if it is consistent with the review criteria in Section 
2.5.40.04, does not involve any new modifications to this Code's development standards, 
and does not involve changes to any specific requirements established at the time of 
Detailed Development Plan approval. Specific requirements include Conditions of 
Approval, this Code's requirements, and all aspects of the applicant's proposal that were 
approved as part of the Detailed Development Plan.  Minor revisions shall be allowed if all 
of the following are met: 
 

1. Falls below the thresholds identified in Section 2.5.60.02.a; 
 
2. Does not affect any conditions of approval; 
 
3. Does not affect any approved compensating benefits; 
 
4. Adds, or reduces, less than 1,000 sq. ft. of floor area to the approved 
development plan, but does not result in the cumulative transfer of approved 
building square footage between approved buildings beyond 1,000 square feet;  
 
5. Complies with all applicable Land Development Code provisions; and 
  
6. Revisions to approved site design elements, such as landscaping, green 
areas, sidewalks and pedestrian routes, do not result in a change greater than 10% 
to those elements approved in the Detailed Development Plan. 
 
7.6. When evaluated in relation to all prior approved minor revisions to the 
approved Planned Development, does not result in changes that would 
cumulatively exceed the thresholds listed above. 

 
 
Staff Analysis: 
 
This proposed amendment allows for flexibility in elements of site design without the 
need for a land use process, where the proposed changes relate to site design 
elements, are code compliant, do not affect any Conditions of Approval or 
compensating benefits approved under the Planned Development, and fall below a 
threshold of change.   
 
Advantages: 
 
The proposed code amendment permits a measure of flexibility in site design to 
respond to changing circumstances, without the time, cost, and uncertainty that results 
from a land use process.  It promotes development that is consistent with current LDC 
standards, allows for non-discretionary review in certain circumstances, and promotes 
code-compliant development of residential, commercial, civic, and industrial projects, 
while reducing the expenditure of resources in review of such changes. 
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Disadvantages: 
 
The proposal does potentially reduce the amount of public involvement in the approval 
of certain changes to previously-approved Planned Developments, but also permits a 
limited amount of flexibility to plans for projects that have been approved under a 
Planned Development, providing a clearer path to development without the time, 
expense, and uncertainty of a land use process and approval for minor changes to site 
design.  On balance, staff find that the proposal contains little disadvantage compared 
to the advantages afforded by the change. 
 
Staff Recommendation: 
 
Staff find that the proposal is consistent with the City’s goals to provide a clear path to 
code-compliant development of residential, commercial, civic, and industrial properties 
that will assist in furthering the City’s goals for development, as referenced in the 
applicable Comprehensive Plan policies above. 
 
2. Proposed Code Amendment for Minor Plan Adjustments and Determining 

Compliance with Planned Development Approvals 
 
The proposed code amendments provide a small allowance for additional development 
or redevelopment on a site with an approved Detailed Development Plan, without the 
need for a land use process. This proposed standard allows for some consideration of 
scale for larger developments, but in all cases allows for at least 500 sq. ft. of expansion 
without a land use process. The proposed amendment contains language that applies 
to all types of Planned Developments (Residential, Commercial, Civic, and Industrial), 
with some minor differences in criteria for certain Planned Development Types. The 
proposed Land Development Code language is as follows: 
 

2.5.50.20 Minor Plan Adjustments Considered to be in Compliance with an Approved 
Detailed Development Plan – Minor plan adjustments to Planned 
Developments are permitted and considered to be in compliance with an 
approved Detailed Development Plan, subject to the following criteria, and 
the additional criteria in A, B, and C, below: 

 
A. The expansion falls below the thresholds identified in Section 

2.5.60.02.a; 
B. The expansion does not affect any Conditions of Approval; and, 
C. The expansion does not affect any approved compensating benefits 

and would not allow for a reduction in enhancements provided to 
offset allowed flexibility from LDC standards  

  
1. Residential Minor Plan Adjustments Considered to be in Compliance with 

an Approved Detailed Development Plan - Minor plan adjustments to a 
Residential Planned Development are permitted for the following 
Residential Use Types and Residential Building Type: 
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a) Group Residential 
b) Cooperatives and Fraternity and Sorority Houses 
c) Residential Care Facility 
d) Multi-dwelling Building Type 

 
Minor Plan Adjustments to the above Residential Use Types and 
Residential Building Type are considered to be in compliance with an 
approved Detailed Development Plan, provided the adjustments fall below 
the thresholds below: 

  
a. The expansion adds floor area of 500 sq. ft. or less; or 
b. The expansion adds floor area of 3,000 sq. ft. or less and is 

equivalent to 20 percent or less of the existing structure’s gross 
floor area; and, 

c. The proposed expansion, in conjunction with all prior development 
authorized under these provisions, constitutes no more than 10% of 
the total gross area approved under the Planned Development. 

 
2. Commercial, Civic, and Industrial Minor Plan Adjustments Considered to be 

in Compliance with an Approved Detailed Development Plan - Minor plan 
adjustments to a Commercial, Civic, or Industrial Planned Development are 
considered to be in compliance with an approved Detailed Development 
Plan, provided the adjustments fall below the thresholds below: 

 
a. The expansion adds floor area of 500 sq. ft. or less; or 
b. The expansion adds floor area of 5,000 sq. ft. or less and is 

equivalent to 20 percent or less of the existing structure’s gross 
floor area; and, 

c. The proposed expansion, in conjunction with all prior development 
authorized under these provisions, constitutes no more than 20% of 
the total gross area approved under the Planned Development. 

 
Staff Analysis: 
 
The proposed code amendments allow for a measure of flexibility in development under 
approved Planned Developments, where the above standards are met.  Development 
that meets the above criteria would be permitted without a land use process, provided it 
also complies with 2.5.50.20. A though C above.  This proposal provides a pathway to 
code-compliant development plan adjustments, expansions, or redevelopment without 
the requirement to go through a Planned Development or Modification process. 
 
Advantages: 
 
The proposed code amendments respond to concerns that the Planned Development 
modification process creates a lengthy, costly, and uncertain process, even for minor 
changes to site design and expansions that are otherwise code-compliant.  The 
proposal allows for a small amount of variation to approved Detailed Development 
Plans, where certain criteria are met, and provides a clear and objective process for 
development without the need for a land use process. 
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Disadvantages: 
 
The proposal removes the requirement for a land use process associated with limited 
changes to approved Planned Developments, which would eliminate the requirement for 
public notice and the opportunity for public comment. However, when a proposal meets 
the above criteria, the proposed amendment allows for development that is consistent 
with standards in the Land Development Code, which implements Comprehensive Plan 
policy. 
 
Staff Recommendation: 
 
Staff conclude that the proposed code amendments provide for clear and objective 
standards by which code-compliant minor adjustments to previously approved Planned 
Developments may be made without the need for a land use process.  The proposed 
amendments reduce the time, cost, and uncertainty associated with making small 
changes to Planned Developments, and are consistent with applicable Comprehensive 
Plan policies above, that call for more direct and less process-oriented paths to 
development, and promote economic development efforts such as industrial 
development and commercial area development and redevelopment. Staff find the 
proposed code amendments meet the criteria above. 
 
3. Proposed Code Amendment to Allow for Code-Compliant Development of 

Industrial Properties Containing an Approved Planned Development That 
Has Not Been Substantially Developed Under the Planned Development 

 
The proposed code amendment allows for code-compliant industrial development in the 
Limited Industrial (LI), Limited Industrial – Office (LI-O), and the General Industrial (GI) 
Zones, where there is an approved Planned Development that either does not have a 
Conceptual or Detailed Development Plan, or has a Detailed Development Plan under 
which 5% or less of approved development has occurred.  The amendment would 
permit properties described above to be developed per Land Development Code 
standards, and would contain the same parameters for development as above; that 
development is fully code-compliant, does not conflict with any Conditions of Approval, 
and does not erode compensating benefits that were approved through the Planned 
Development. 
 
The Limited Industrial (LI), Limited Industrial – Office (LI-O), and the General Industrial 
(GI) Zones are the best candidates for provisions that would facilitate development 
without the need for land use reviews, despite the existence of PD Overlays. Vacant 
properties zoned PD(LI), PD(LI-O), and PD(GI) represent some of the most attractive 
large-lot sites in the City that would support larger-scale economic development, and 
which would consequently provide significant economic development opportunities for 
the City. Attachment E shows the location of vacant, or largely undeveloped, properties 
with these zoning designations in the City. The proposed Land Development Code 
language is as follows: 
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 2.5.50.30 – Development of Industrial Property Consistent with Land Development 
Code Standards – Industrial Development shall not require additional Planned 
Development review when the following thresholds are met: 

 
1. The property is zoned PD(LI), PD(LI-O), or PD(GI); 
2. The proposed development does not conflict with any Conditions of 

Approval or exceed any limitations placed on the intensity of development 
and established by a Planned Development Approval; and, 

3. The proposed development does not affect any compensating benefits 
approved with the Planned Development and would not allow for a 
reduction in enhancements provided to offset allowed flexibility from LDC 
standards; 

 
And: 

 
3. There is no active Conceptual or Detailed Development Plan on the subject 

property, or 
4. Existing development under an active Detailed Development Plan 

comprises 5% or less of the authorized square footage or  total 
development area approved under the Planned Development. 

      
 
Staff Analysis: 
 
For industrial lands that are zoned either PD(LI), PD(LI-O), or PD(GI), which have either 
not received any Planned Development approvals, or which have thus far seen very 
little development consistent with an approved Detailed Development Plan (5% or less), 
the proposed code amendment would allow development on the remainder of these 
sites consistent with the requirements of the Land Development Code, and within the 
parameters specified above, but without need for a further land use approval process. 
This would affect a number of large industrial sites in Corvallis, including the site on 
South 3rd Street that was previously proposed for a car dealership, and the McFadden 
site, near the Hewlett Packard campus, among others (see Attachment E). The 
proposed implementation of these provisions is intended to facilitate future industrial 
development in the City that complies with the Land Development Code.   
 
Advantages: 
 
As mentioned above, the proposed amendment was developed in response to a large 
quantity of vacant or minimally developed industrial property being encumbered by 
Planned Developments requiring a public process for development. The proposal is 
intended to positively impact industrial and economic development in Corvallis, and 
responds to Comprehensive Plan Policy 8.9.12, which highlights the constraints to 
industrial development associated with Planned Development overlays, and directs the 
City to examine alternatives to Planned Developments that do not require discretionary 
review.   
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Disadvantages: 
 
The proposal permits development, or changes to development plans that are code-
compliant and meet the parameters above, without the need for an additional land use 
process for approval. However, the standards proposed above ensure that development 
under these provisions would be compliant with the Land Development Code, would not 
affect any Conditions of Approval or established limitations placed on the intensity of 
development, and would not erode any compensating benefits or enhancements 
provided to offset allowed flexibility from development standards that had been 
approved with a Planned Development. 
 
Staff Recommendation: 
 
Based on the analysis above, staff conclude that the proposed text amendment 
provides a clear path to code compliant industrial development for properties that are 
vacant or have development to a very small degree (5% or less) under an active 
Conceptual or Detailed Development Plan. Staff conclude that this provision is 
consistent with the City’s goals to encourage industrial and economic development, and 
to provide standards for industrial development that do not require discretionary 
reviews. 
 

D. OVERALL CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION 
 
Based on the analysis provided of the proposed code amendments, staff find that the 
proposed amendments are consistent with Statewide Planning Goals and applicable 
Comprehensive Plan Policies. Furthermore, staff find that the package of proposed 
amendments will improve the general welfare of the community consistent with LDC 
Section 1.2.80.01. Consequently, staff recommend that the Planning Commission 
forward a recommendation to the City Council to adopt these proposed Land 
Development Code Amendments. A motion is provided to do so, as follows: 
 
Recommended Action 
The Planning Commission is asked to make a recommendation to the City Council 
regarding the proposed Text Amendments recommended by the Neighborhood 
Planning Work Group, the Economic Development Commission, and City staff (LDT13-
00003). The Planning Commission has three options with respect to a recommendation. 
 

Option 1 Recommend approval of Text Amendments as proposed. 
 
Option 2 Recommend approval of Text Amendments as modified by the 

Planning Commission. 
 
Option 3 Recommend denial of proposed Text Amendments. 

 
Given the analysis provided in this report above, and the recommendations of the 
Neighborhood Planning Work Group and Economic Development Commission to 
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support the proposed Text Amendments, Staff suggest the Planning Commission chose 
either Option 1 or Option 2.  Recommended motions for each are provided below. 
 
Option 1 Motion for LDT13-00003: 
 
Based on the findings in the March 12, 2014, Staff Report to the Planning 
Commission, and based on the findings in the minutes of the March 19, 2014, 
Planning Commission meeting, I move to recommend that the City Council adopt 
the proposed package of Land Development Code Amendments (LDT13-00003) as 
presented by staff. This package of Land Development Code Amendments 
includes amendments recommended by the Neighborhood Planning Work Group, 
the Economic Development Commission, and by City staff.  
 
Option 2 Motion for LDT13-00003: 
 
Based on the findings in the March 12, 2014, Staff Report to the Planning 
Commission, and based on the findings in the minutes of the March 19, 2014, 
Planning Commission meeting, I move to recommend that the City Council adopt 
the proposed package of Land Development Code Amendments (LDT13-00003) as 
presented by staff, and modified by the Planning Commission during the March 
19, 2014, meeting on this matter. This package of Land Development Code 
Amendments includes amendments recommended by the Neighborhood 
Planning Work Group, the Economic Development Commission, and by City staff.  
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IV. REVISIONS TO LDC CHAPTER 2.9 – HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
PROVISIONS TO FACILITATE COMPATIBLE DEVELOPMENT 
PROPOSALS (LDT13-00002) 
 

A. BACKGROUND 
 

Over the past few months, City staff, in conjunction with the Historic Resources 
Commission, have developed draft Text Amendments to LDC Chapter 2.9 – Historic 
Preservation Provisions. The proposed amendments incorporate ideas of OSU planning 
staff and the Historic Resources Commission. The HRC has had in depth discussions 
and worked through three iterations of amendments during public meetings held on 
December 3, 2013, and January 7 and 14, 2014. On January 14, 2014, the HRC 
unanimously recommended approval of the draft Text Amendments provided in this 
memorandum. Attachment G contains the minutes of these HRC meetings.   
 
The idea of reducing the amount of City resources dedicated to review of Historic 
Preservation Permit applications has been under discussion since at least 2012. At the 
request of the City Council, City staff met with staff from OSU Facilities Planning and 
the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) to explore the possibility of giving OSU 
more authority to regulate Designated Historic Resources within the OSU Historic 
District. As a result of this and subsequent discussions, the Historic Resources 
Commission (HRC) made the following recommendation to the City Council in 2012: 
      

The current system and Land Development Code review hierarchy is functioning well 
and as expected.  However, at the direction of City Council, it is recommended that the 
City’s Historic Preservation Provisions be evaluated to identify changes that would 
increase or expand upon the types of activities that are either exempt from the need for 
a Historic Preservation Permit, and/or that can be approved administratively. This effort 
would focus on activities within the OSU Historic District. 

 
Part of the reason for the emphasis on the OSU Historic District is that it was formed 
without rules tailored to it. As such, it was required to be governed under existing 
Historic Preservation provisions, which were crafted with a focus on residential 
structures in residential neighborhoods.  The OSU Historic District includes the campus 
core and buildings that are significantly different in form and function than most other 
Designated Historic Resources. As a result of the new OSU Historic District, more staff 
resources were required to be dedicated to Historic Preservation Permit (HPP) review 
simply because there were now more buildings and development area under the 
purview of the City’s Historic Preservation Provisions. Additionally, the University is 
continually undertaking projects to maintain buildings, retrofit them to comply with 
evolving standards (such as those related the Americans with Disability Act and 
emergency egress requirements), and to build new structures to meet a variety of goals 
and needs. In many instances these types of alterations or new construction activities 
have a negligible impact on the Historic District or on an affected Designated Historic 
Resource structure. However, unless activities are specifically identified in LDC Chapter 
2.9 – Historic Preservation Provisions as being exempt from the need for an HPP, or 
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eligible for Director-level (administrative) approval, the activities require review by the 
HRC. This entails creation and mailing of public notices, writing detailed staff reports, 
and holding public hearings, all of which consume more staff time and resources, along 
with the time and resources of the decision makers and the applicant.  
 
Past amendments to Chapter 2.9 have created more exemptions, and some that are 
particularly applicable to the OSU District. The proposed Text Amendments build upon 
past work and follow the same direction by expanding the kinds of development 
activities that can occur without a Historic Preservation Permit, or that can be approved 
administratively. It would have been possible to move some of the proposed exempt 
activities under the Director-level review in LDC Section 2.9.100.03; however, in most 
instances this was not done because both exempt and Director-level criteria are 
prescriptive, clear, and objective, and staff level review was not determined to be 
warranted. Unless it was believed that it was important for staff to check that an activity 
met the clear and objective criteria, text amendments have been written as exempt 
activities. This is because even Director-level applications require review of applications 
for completeness, and written analysis contained within a Disposition that requires a 12-
day appeal period. Altogether, it typically takes approximately 45-days for a Director-
level application to become effective. To avoid this time and process, effort was made to 
expand the scope and number of exempt activities rather than add to the list of activities 
that could be approved by the Director. In all cases, the proposed exempt activities are 
considered to be historically compatible and without need for discretionary review.  
 

B. GENERAL CONSISTENCY WITH LDC CRITERIA AND POLICY ANALYSIS  
 
Proposed amendments affect properties both within and outside of the OSU national 
Register Historic District. Generally speaking, proposed amendments could be placed 
into four categories: Alterations to Nonhistoric and Nonhistoric / Noncontributing 
Resources; Alterations to Facilitate Compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA), Building Code, or Safety Requirements; Minor Alterations Facilitating 
Contemporary Use, and; Simplification or Clarifications of Code. Further explanation of 
proposed amendments and proposed LDC text is provided later in this report.  
 

1.  LDC Criterion 
 

The single review LDC criterion used to evaluate Text Amendment applications is found 
in Section 1.2.80.01 – Background.  It states, 

 
This Code may be amended whenever the public necessity, convenience, and general 
welfare require such amendment and where it conforms with the Corvallis Comprehensive 
Plan and any other applicable policies.  
 

As discussed above, the proposed amendments are in the interest of public necessity, 
convenience, and the general welfare of the community. In summary, the proposed 
amendments would continue to regulate alterations and new construction on 
Designated Historic Resources structures and sites. Maintaining these regulations is 
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consistent with Section 1.2.80.01. The regulations found in LDC Chapter 2.9 – Historic 
Preservation Provisions are proposed to be altered to increase the number of activities 
that are exempt from the need for a Historic Preservation Permit, and to expand the 
parameters of other activities that are permitted with Director-level approval. By 
increasing the number of exemptions using clear and objective criteria, and expanding 
Director-level review parameters, it becomes easier and more convenient to alter 
Designated Historic Resources (structures and sites) in certain ways, while maintaining 
historic compatibility. This improved level of convenience could potentially result in at 
least four benefits in the interest of the general welfare of the community. 

 
 Designated Historic Resources, including those classified as Nonhistoric, 

and Nonhistoric / Noncontributing can be updated more easily, facilitating 
their on-going maintenance and long term viability.  

 Achieving compliance with certain ADA, Building Code, and safety 
requirements will be facilitated.  

 Increased support by community members, including those that own or 
are responsible for maintaining Designated Historic Resources, if 
regulations are viewed as reasonable and not overly onerous. 

 More efficient use of City resources, such as the ability to dedicate more 
staff time to other high priority tasks on the Planning Division work plan 
such as upcoming long range planning efforts. 

 
The Historic Resources Commission has closely reviewed the proposed amendments.  
They acknowledge that the increased flexibility for developing on Designated Historic 
Resource properties could have some negative impacts from a more strict historic 
preservation perspective compared to current regulations. However, overall, the HRC 
found that the proposed amendments would not result in historically incompatible 
development. This is important, because protecting Designated Historic Resources is in 
the interest of the community’s general welfare. By maintaining regulations that 
sufficiently protect the historic character of Designated Historic Resources, including 
individual structures and historic districts, the proposed amendments are consistent with 
Section 1.2.80.01. 

 
Per Section 1.2.80.01, the proposed amendments are evaluated below against 
applicable Corvallis Comprehensive plan (CCP) policies and Statewide Planning Goals. 
Analysis in these sections finds the proposed amendments are consistent with 
applicable Policies and Goals, and are therefore, consistent with the criterion in Section 
1.2.80.01. Findings from those sections are incorporated here by reference. 
 

2. Applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies 
 
Following is a list of staff-identified Comprehensive Plan Policies that support the 
proposed code amendments: 

 
1.2.1  The City of Corvallis shall develop and adopt appropriate implementation 

mechanisms to carry out the policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 
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1.2.6  The City shall maintain a formal Unresolved Planning Issues list to be used as 
a guide to planning issues that require further study and investigation by City 
staff and the Planning Commission. 

 
The proposed Text Amendments are intended to regulate Designated Historic 
Resources consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. The Land Development Code 
serves as the primary mechanism for implementing adopted Comprehensive Plan 
policies, and the proposed amendments are found to be consistent with those policies in 
general, because the proposed code amendments do not change standards that would 
represent a shift in policy. Adoption of the proposed code amendments would be 
consistent with CCP policy 1.2.1. 

 
5.4.1  The City shall continue to use the Corvallis Register of Historic Landmarks and 

Districts as the City's official 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 
the historic integrity of the structure. 

 
5.4.2 The City shall encourage property owners to preserve historic structures in a 

state as close to their original construction as possible while allowing the 
structure to be used in an economically viable manner. 

 
5.4.4  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. 
 

5.4.8  The first priority for historic inventory and preservation work shall be older 
neighborhoods, especially those bordering the downtown and the Oregon 
State University campus. 

 
Designated Historic Resources, as defined in LDC Chapter 1.6 – Definitions are 
regulated under LDC Chapter 2.9 – Historic Preservation Provisions. Some Designated 
Historic Resources are listed in the Corvallis Register of Historic Landmarks and 
Districts (Local Register), others are listed in the National Register of Historic Places 
(National Register), and some are listed in both. Under the proposed amendments, 
activities affecting the Historic Integrity of Designated Historic Resources would still be 
given consideration, consistent with Corvallis Comprehensive Plan (CCP) 5.4.1. Also, 
consistent with CCP 5.4.1, many of the proposed amendments would make certain 
activities on certain types of Designated Historic Resources exempt from the need for a 
Historic Preservation Permit review under LDC Chapter 2.9. The nature and/or scale of 
these exempt activities has been determined to have no impact, or such a negligible 
impact on the Historic Integrity of a Designated Historic Resource, that Historic 
Preservation Permit (HPP) review is not required.   
 
As discussed previously, many proposed amendments affect development within the 
OSU Historic District. While the proposed amendments don’t contemplate any historic 
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inventory work, the focus on creating criteria responsive to the unique development 
issues within the OSU District is in line with the direction in CCP 5.4.8.  
 
Consistent with CCPs 5.4.3 and 5.4.5 alterations that do not meet the clear and 
objective HPP exemption or Director-level (administrative) criteria would continue to be 
required to be reviewed against a set of architectural review criteria to determine historic 
compatibility. Such HPP applications require review by the Historic Resources 
Commission, the body that has replaced the Historic Preservation Advisory Board. 
These review criteria are not proposed to be altered through the subject Text 
Amendment.  
 
Most proposed Amendments make identified activities exempt from the need for an 
HPP. Exempt activities have been determined to be historically compatible, eliminating 
the need for a City review process to determine compatibility. The ability to expediently 
make pre-defined alterations to buildings and structures may be economically beneficial 
to those maintaining the building or structure. Similarly, some proposed amendments 
would allow changes to buildings that are required to comply with Building Codes or 
ADA requirements, or otherwise facilitate a contemporary use for a Historic building. By 
allowing these changes outright, buildings can be updated to meet current Building 
Code and ADA requirements, which facilitates the on-going use of Historic buildings in 
an economically viable manner. This is consistent with CCPs 5.4.1 and 5.4.4. Specific 
amendments that may allow buildings to be used in a more economically viable manner 
or be altered to comply with Building Codes include Sections 2.9.70.k, “l”, “m”, “w”,  “q”, 
“s”, “z”, “aa”, and 2.9.100.03.b, “c”, and “e”. 
 
In conclusion, staff find the proposed amendments to Chapter 2.9 are consistent with 
applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies.  
 

3. Applicable Statewide Planning Goals 
 
City and County comprehensive plans in Oregon must be consistent with Statewide 
Planning Goals, and land use regulations must be enacted to implement the 
comprehensive plans that support those Statewide Planning Goals. When jurisdictions 
amend their comprehensive plans, or implementing measures (such as our Land 
Development Code) notice of the proposed changes must be provided to the Oregon 
Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD), and jurisdictions must 
demonstrate that the proposed code amendments are consistent with the 19 Statewide 
Planning Goals. On February 10, 2014, notice of this proposed package of LDC 
Amendments was delivered to DLCD. The following analysis addresses the consistency 
of the proposed recommended measures with applicable Statewide Planning Goals.   
 
Goal 1: Citizen Involvement 
The proposed Text Amendments have been discussed in detail over the course of three 
Historic Resources Commission (HRC) advertised public meetings held on December 
23, 2013, and January 7 and 14, 2014. During these, the HRC considered staff 
proposed amendments, and took public testimony regarding proposed amendments. 
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Based on public testimony and HRC direction, the proposed amendments were revised, 
and ultimately, the HRC unanimously recommended approval of the text amendments 
presented by City staff on January 14, 2014.   
 
Opportunities for public involvement and influence on proposed amendments will be 
provided through the Planning Commission and subsequent City Council public hearing 
processes. All public meetings and public hearings have been or will be noticed per 
state and local requirements. Consequently, sufficient opportunity has been given for 
members of the public to participate in the subject planning process.  
 
Goal 2: Land Use Planning 
The process followed for review of the proposed amendments is consistent with the 
process laid out in Section 1.2.80 of the Land Development Code for text amendments 
to the code.  The proposed amendments in all cases provide either clear and objective 
standards for development consistent with Land Development Code provisions, or 
establish a clear process for land use decisions supported by adequate findings of fact.    
 
Goal 5: Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Open Spaces 
The proposed amendments are designed to protect previously identified historic 
resources. The City’s regulations of Designated Historic Resources, which is primarily 
found in LDC Chapter 2.9 – Historic Preservation Provisions, will be retained, and 
amended as proposed. By maintaining an inventory of regulated historic resources and 
a plan to govern development impacts on those resources, the proposed Text 
Amendment application is consistent with Statewide Planning Goal 5. 
 
Goal 9: Economic Development 
 
The proposed amendments to Chapter 2.9 will generally serve to facilitate review of 
alterations or new construction on historic resources or to properties within historic 
districts, some of which may also be significant locations for economic development. By 
providing more certainty in the review process, and by eliminating the requirement for 
review of many types of alterations, the proposed code amendments will support 
economic development in the City, consistent with Goal 9. 
 
Goal 10: Housing 
Some proposed amendments will permit greater exterior alterations to residential 
buildings and sites regulated by LDC Chapter 2.9 – Historic Preservation Provisions 
without the need for a Historic Preservation Permit. To some extent this facilitates the 
provision of housing in the community.  Though Historic Preservation Permits would still 
be required for many types of alterations affecting residential development, none of the 
proposed measures would serve to restrict the development of housing in the 
community beyond restrictions of other LDC provisions. Therefore, the proposed Text 
Amendments affecting LDC Chapter 2.9 are consistent with Statewide Planning Goal 
10. 
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In conclusion, staff find the proposed amendments are consistent with applicable 
Statewide Planning Goals.  
 

C. PROPOSED TEXT AMENDMENTS 
 
Provisions in LDC Chapter 2.9 – Historic Preservation Provisions where substantive 
(more than re-numbering) Text Amendments are proposed are presented below. Code 
language is provided in a series of tables, each with two columns.  The left hand column 
contains existing LDC text, and the right column contains proposed LDC text.  Proposed 
Text is shown in redline / strikeout format. It is worth noting that proposed amendments 
have already been modified multiple times through the HRC review process. As a result, 
some sentences and paragraphs have rearranged, and numbering modified. This may 
create some challenges in seeing precisely what has changed and how. It is 
recommended that both existing and proposed text be completely read to best 
understand proposed amendments. To assist in understanding proposed changes, an 
explanation of each is proposed following each table.  
 
It should also be noted that the headings above the tables are based on the current 
LDC numbering, and do not reflect numbering changes related to proposed 
amendments. This has been done to facilitate cross-referencing with the existing LDC 
and to remain consistent with previous documents reviewed by the HRC. The actual 
LDC text amendments presented below have been updated to reflect numbering 
changes.  
 
While there is some overlap among proposed amendments, they are grouped into four 
categories: 1) Alterations to Nonhistoric and Nonhistoric / Noncontributing Resources; 
2) Alterations to Facilitate Compliance with ADA, Building Code, or Safety 
Requirements; 3) Minor Alterations Facilitating Contemporary Use; and 4) Simplification 
or Clarifications of Code. Grouping in these categories helps identify the public need or 
benefit provided by the proposed amendments.  

1. Alterations to Nonhistoric and Nonhistoric / Noncontributing Structures 

Sections 2.9.70.e. and t – Alterations to Nonhistoric and Nonhistoric / Noncontributing 
Structures 
e. Certain Alteration or New Construction 

to Nonhistoric/Noncontributing 
Resources in a National Register of 
Historic Places Historic District - 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 public rights-of-way or private 
street rights-of-way, except for alleys, from 
which it may be visible, and the Alteration 

e. Alterations to Nonhistoric and 
Nonhistoric/Noncontributing 
Structures –  

Exterior Alterations, including additions, to 
Nonhistoric / Noncontributing structures in a 
National Register Historic District, and to 
Nonhistoric structures on a Designated Historic 
Resource property outside of a National Register 
Historic District, if the applicable standards below 
are met. This exemption does not include 
freestanding structures which are addressed in 
Section 2.9.70.h, nor equipment enclosures, which 
are addressed in Section 2.9.70.z.   
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or New Construction is 200 sq. ft. or less 
(floor area), and does not exceed 14 ft. in 
height as measured from grade. 

 

 
1. Windows and Doors on All Nonhistoric and 

Nonhistoric / Noncontributing Structures 
 

a. Windows and Doors visible from public or 
private street rights of way may be 
replaced with new windows and doors in 
the same location and of the same size 
and style. 

 
b.  Windows and doors on facades not visible 

from public or private street rights-of-way, 
excluding alleys from which they may be 
visible, may be replaced with windows and 
doors of different sizes and styles than 
existing windows and doors.  

 
c. New window and door openings may be 

created on facades not visible from public 
or private street rights-of-way.  

 
2. Structures and Properties Not in the OSU 

National Register Historic District 
 

a. The Alteration does not exceed the height 
of the structure being altered, except for 
chimneys, which may exceed the 
structure’s height to the extent necessary 
to comply with the Building Code.   
 

b. The Alteration shall not exceed a footprint 
of 200 sq. ft.  Cumulative expansions that 
exceed this standard shall not be permitted 
without Historic Preservation Permit 
approval. 

 
3. Structures within the OSU National Register 

Historic District 
 

a. The Alteration does not exceed the height 
of the structure being altered, except for 
projections permitted under Section 
4.9.50.01 – General Exceptions to the 
Building Height Limitations.  
 

b. An Alteration to the structure shall not 
exceed a footprint of 400 sq. ft.  Cumulative 
expansions that exceed this standard shall 
not be permitted without Historic 
Preservation Permit approval.   

 
4.   Not Visible from Public or Private Streets - 
Unless exempt under the above criteria or per other 
provisions in Section 2.9.70, alterations shall not be 
visible from public or private street rights-of-ways, 
except for alleys.  

P
ac

ka
ge

 #
1 

LD
C

 T
ex

t A
m

en
dm

en
ts

 (L
D

T1
3-

00
00

2 
/ L

D
T1

3-
00

00
3)

 
Ju

ne
 9

, 2
01

4,
 C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
S

ta
ff 

R
ep

or
t 

E
X

H
IB

IT
 H

 (5
0 

of
 2

66
)



Planning Commission Staff Report  
Package # 1 Land Development Code Amendments (LDT13-00002 and LDT13-00003)           Page 51 of 74 

 

 
Staff Analysis: 
 
Section 2.9.70.e addresses alterations to Nonhistoric and Nonhistoric / Noncontributing 
structures in National Register Historic Districts. There are three major changes 
proposed to Section 2.9.70.e.  
 

1. Section 2.9.70.t, which currently addresses windows and doors on Nonhistoric / 
Noncontributing buildings has been combined with Section 2.9.70.e.  
 

2. This provision has been restructured to include four subsections. Subsection 1 
addresses window and door alterations; subsection 2 addresses other 
alterations, such as additions, on buildings not in the OSU Historic District; 
subsection 3 addresses alterations on buildings within the OSU Historic District; 
and subsection 4 is a standard prohibiting the noted alterations from being visible 
from streets as an exempt activity. 
 

3. Provisions addressing windows and doors have been modified so that windows 
and doors on Nonhistoric and Nonhistoric / Noncontributing buildings may be 
replaced with windows and doors of any material. On these types of buildings, 
windows and doors visible from streets must be replaced in the same location, 
and with the same size and style of window and door (but not materials). While 
on facades not visible from streets, replacement windows and doors would be 
able to be replaced with windows and doors of different sizes, styles, and 
materials.  
 

4. For structures in the OSU Historic District, the maximum size of additions 
permitted as an exempt activity is proposed to increase from 200 sq. ft. to 400 
sq. ft., and projections listed in Section 4.9.50.01 – General Exceptions to the 
Building Height Limitations are included as exemptions. This would allow elevator 
shafts and similar projections if not visible from streets. 

 
Overall, the proposed amendments to Sections 2.9.70.e and 2.9.70.t allow more 
flexibility in the types of windows and doors permitted on Nonhistoric and Nonhistoric / 
Noncontributing buildings, primarily by not regulating window and door materials. The 
proposed amendments allow larger additions to OSU buildings, without the need for an 
HPP, than current provisions allow, and make clear that additions and other alterations, 
such as dormers, can fall under the exemption criteria in Section 2.9.70.e.  
 
Advantages 
The advantage to the proposed amendment is that greater flexibility is allowed with 
respect to alterations to Nonhistoric and Nonhistoric / Noncontributing resources without 
Historic Preservation Permit review. 
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Disadvantages 
The increased flexibility without Historic Preservation Permit review increases the risk 
that alterations that may be considered to have a negative impact on surrounding 
Historic and Historic / Contributing Resources could occur. For example, in most cases 
replacing a typical window on the side of a Nonhistoric / Noncontributing garage with a 
window of a different material and different size would not be considered to negatively 
impact an adjacent Historic Contributing resource. However, the proposed provision 
could be exploited to potentially allow a person to replace most of a wall with a large 
window. At extremes, the above provisions may permit alterations that would negatively 
impact other Designated Historic Resources.  

Section 2.9.70.k - Access Ramps and Roof Top Fall Protection 
k. Access Ramps, Sidewalk Wheelchair 

Ramps, and Fire/Life Safety Devices - 
Installation of access ramps, sidewalk 
wheelchair ramps, and fire/life safety 
devices that are compliant with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), 
provided the installation is Reversible, 
none of the external historic features of the 
resource are damaged or permanently 
altered, and the following criteria, as 
applicable, are satisfied:  

 
1. Access Ramps on Historic Contributing 

Resources - No more than 30 in. above or 
below grade, not including hand or guard 
rails. Hand and guard rails shall not exceed 
an opacity of 25%.  

 
2. Access Ramps on Nonhistoric/ 

Noncontributing Resources - No more than 
48 in. above or below grade, not including 
hand or guard rails. Hand and guard rails 
shall not exceed an opacity of 25%. 
 

3. Sidewalk Wheelchair Ramps - In public or 
private street rights-of-way, provided they 
are installed or reconstructed to City of 
Corvallis Engineering Division Standard 
Specifications and are either installed at 
the same width as the existing sidewalk or 
widened only to the minimum extent 
necessary to comply with Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements. 
 

4. Fire / Life Safety Devices – If masonry or 
stone buildings are affected, anchors and 
wiring shall be installed in mortar joints and 
not through brick or stone.  

 

k. Access Ramps, Sidewalk Wheelchair 
Ramps, and Fire/Life Safety Devices - 
Installation of access ramps, sidewalk 
wheelchair ramps, and fire/life safety 
devices, such as wall or post mounted door 
opening sensors and Knox boxes, that are 
compliant with the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA), provided the 
installation is Reversible, none of the 
external historic features of the resource 
are damaged or permanently altered, and 
the following criteria, as applicable, are 
satisfied:  

 
1. Access Ramps on Individually Listed, and 

Historic and Historic Contributing 
Resources Not within the OSU Historic 
District -–  
 

a. Hand and guard rails shall not 
exceed an opacity of 25%; and 
 

b. Ramps shall be installed . below 
grade or to No more than 30 in. 
above or below grade, not 
including hand or guard rails. 

 
2. Access Ramps on Nonhistoric/ 

Noncontributing Resources Not within the 
OSU Historic District -  Below grade or to 
No more than 48 in. above or below grade, 
not including hand or guard rails. Hand and 
guard rails shall not exceed an opacity of 
25%. 
 

2.3. Access Ramps on buildings within the OSU 
Historic District –  
 

a. Hand and guard rails shall not 
exceed an opacity of 25%; and 
 

a.b. Ramps shall be installed below 
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grade or to the first-level of the 
building.  

 
3.4. Sidewalk Wheelchair Ramps - In public or 

private street rights-of-way, provided they 
are installed or reconstructed to City of 
Corvallis Engineering Division Standard 
Specifications and are either installed at 
the same width as the existing sidewalk or 
widened only to the minimum extent 
necessary to comply with Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements. 
 

4.5. Fire/Life Safety Devices - If masonry or 
stone buildings are affected, anchors and 
wiring shall be installed in mortar joints and 
not through brick or stone. 
 

5.6. Roof Top Fall Protection Rails and Anchors 
– If required to comply with the Building 
Code. 

 
Staff Analysis: 
Proposed amendments to Section 2.9.70.k would allow door opening sensors and knox 
boxes to be attached to buildings. Door opening sensors is a general term meant to 
describe buttons that, when pushed, open a door. A knox box is a proprietary term, but 
the common term for a small, wall mounted safe often attached to the outside of a 
building that holds keys for emergency personal to use to enter the building. 
Amendments would also allow rooftop fall protection equipment to be installed without a 
Historic Preservation Permit. This kind of equipment includes railings, and anchors on 
which service workers can attach safety ropes.  
 
Proposed amendments also address the installation of access ramps separately for 
OSU Historic District buildings and other Designated Historic Resource properties.  
Within the OSU Historic District, the proposed exemption would allow access ramps to 
be installed below ground and up to the first level of a building.  For non-OSU Historic 
District buildings, ramps could be installed below grade and up to 48-inches above 
grade. The current Code language does not contemplate below grade ramps; and 48-
inches is the maximum height for ramps as an exempt activity. These changes are 
intended to make it easier to comply with ADA requirements. Compliance with ADA 
within parameters of Section 2.9.70.k is not expected to negatively impact Designated 
Historic Resource structures or Historic Districts.  
 
Advantages 
The proposed amendments to Section 2.9.70.k facilitate updates to buildings that allow 
improved ADA access and safety features for maintenance workers. It is expected that 
these changes will benefit development within the OSU Historic District, along with other 
Historic Resources. Typically the types of alterations contemplated in Section 2.9.70.k 
are required by Building Code and the above language permits compliance with those 

P
ac

ka
ge

 #
1 

LD
C

 T
ex

t A
m

en
dm

en
ts

 (L
D

T1
3-

00
00

2 
/ L

D
T1

3-
00

00
3)

 
Ju

ne
 9

, 2
01

4,
 C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
S

ta
ff 

R
ep

or
t 

E
X

H
IB

IT
 H

 (5
3 

of
 2

66
)



Planning Commission Staff Report  
Package # 1 Land Development Code Amendments (LDT13-00002 and LDT13-00003)           Page 54 of 74 

 

Building Codes without need for an HPP, as long as alterations are within the 
parameters set forth. 
 
Disadvantages 
Compliance with Building Codes and ADA requirements is required, but on Designated 
Historic Resources complying with Building Codes and ADA requirements must be done 
in a manner that is historically compatible. The extent of the alterations permitted under 
the above provision is expected to result in historically compatible development.  
However, without review some discretionary influence is lost. For example, fall 
protection anchors might be installed only where easiest to comply with Building Code 
requirements, when other more historically appropriate and Building Code compliant 
locations are available.  

Section 2.9.100.03.e  – Replacement of Windows and Doors 
e. Replacement of Windows or Doors on 

Historic, Historic/Contributing, and 
Historic/Noncontributing Resources- 
Windows and doors may be replaced with 
new windows and doors containing double-
pane glazing and meeting current Building 
Code energy efficiency standards. The 
following provisions also apply: 

  
1. Except as otherwise provided in 

subsections 2-5, below, the 
replacements shall match the 
replaced items in: 
a. Materials; 
b. Design or style; 
c. Size; 
d. Sash and Muntin 

dimensions (a ½-in. 
tolerance in size is 
permitted for Sashes, and 
a 1/8-in. tolerance in size 
is permitted for Muntins); 

e. Number and type of 
divided lites (either true or 
simulated lites are 
permitted; snap-on grids 
are not); and  

f. Shape.  
 

2. Metal-clad wood may be 
substituted for the original, non-
glass materials of the replaced 
items.  

 
3. On residential structures, non-

wood doors and hollow-core doors 
may be replaced with doors of a 
dissimilar design, provided the 
replacement doors are solid wood 

e. Replacement of Windows or Doors  
 

1. Replacement of Windows and Doors 
on Historic, Historic/Contributing, 
and Historic/Noncontributing 
ResourcesStructures- Windows and 
doors may be replaced with new 
windows and doors if the following 
standards and criteria are satisfied. 
containing double-pane glazing and 
meeting current Building Code energy 
efficiency standards. The following 
provisions also apply: 

  
a. Except as otherwise provided in  

subsections 2-5, below, the 
replacements shall match the 
replaced items in: 
1. Materials; 
2. Design or style; 
3. Size; 
4. Sash and Muntin dimensions 

(a ½ in. tolerance in size is 
permitted for Sashes, and a 
1/8-in. tolerance in size is 
permitted for Muntins); 

5. Number and type of divided 
lites (either true or simulated 
lites are permitted; snap-on 
grids are not); and  

6. Shape.  
 

b. Metal-clad wood may be 
substituted for the original, non-
glass materials of the replaced 
items.  

 
c. On residential structures, non-

wood doors and hollow-core doors 
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or metal-clad solid wood and are 
the same size, and in the same 
location as the door to be 
removed. Glass is permitted in the 
replacement door. 

 
4. Alterations involving decorative art 

glass and leaded glass windows 
shall be reviewed by the HRC 
unless the alteration satisfies the 
Chapter 1.6 definition for In-kind 
Repair or Replacement.  

 
5. Installation of new, or replacement 

of windows and doors on 
Nonhistoric and 
Nonhistoric/Noncontributing 
Resources in a National Register 
of Historic Places Historic District 
are exempt per Section 2.9.70.t.   

 

may be replaced with doors of a 
dissimilar design, provided the 
replacement doors are solid wood 
or metal-clad solid wood and are 
the same size, and in the same 
location as the door to be 
removed. Glass is permitted in the 
replacement door. 

 
d. Alterations involving decorative art 

glass and leaded glass windows 
shall be reviewed by the HRC 
unless the alteration satisfies the 
Chapter 1.6 definition for In-kind 
Repair or Replacement.  

 
5. Installation of new, or replacement of 
windows and doors on Nonhistoric and 
Nonhistoric/Noncontributing Resources in a 
National Register of Historic Places Historic District 
are exempt per Section 2.9.70.t.   
 

2. Replacement of Windows or Doors 
Visible from Streets on Nonhistoric, and 
Nonhistoric / Noncontributing Structures  
– Windows and doors visible from public or 
private street rights-of-way may be replaced 
with new windows and doors if the following 
standards and criteria are satisfied. 

 
a. The window or door is the same 

style and in the same opening 
location as the window or door to 
be replaced; and 

 
b. The window or door is the same 

size as the window or door to be 
replaced, except that the size of 
windows and doors may be 
modified to the minimum extent 
necessary to comply with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act and 
emergency egress requirements. 

 
 
Staff Analysis: 
The proposed amendments to the Director-level criterion in Section 2.9.100.03.e, 
replace the word “resources” with “structures” to be more specific about what is being 
altered, and it deletes the reference to Section 2.9.70.t, which is a provision that is 
proposed to be deleted through combination with Section 2.9.70.e.   
 
The proposed new text in 2.9.100.03.e.2 only applies to Nonhistoric and Nonhistoric / 
Noncontributing structures, and corresponds with the exemptions in Section 2.9.70.e. 
The amendments proposed in this section allow window and door dimensions to be 
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modified if necessary to comply with ADA or emergency egress requirements. This is 
expected to be particularly helpful to development in the OSU Historic District as the 
University continues efforts to retrofit buildings to meet ADA and emergency egress 
requirements. 
 
Advantages 
The above changes allow greater flexibility for the types of windows and doors that can 
be approved administratively.  
 
Disadvantages 
There are no apparent disadvantages. 

2. Alterations to facilitate compliance with ADA, Building Code or Safety 
Requirements 

Section 2.9.70.k. Access Ramps and Roof Top Fall Protection 
See above. 

Section 2.9.70.l - ADA Parking 
l. Conversion of Existing Vehicular 
Parking Spaces to Achieve Compliance with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) - 
Conversion of existing vehicular parking spaces to 
vehicular parking spaces that are needed to 
achieve compliance with the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA), provided no additional 
impervious surface is created. 

l. Conversion of Existing Vehicular 
Parking Spaces to Achieve Compliance 
with the Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA) - Conversion of existing vehicular 
parking spaces to vehicular parking spaces 
that are needed to achieve compliance with 
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), 
provided no additional impervious surface 
is created in Contributing Open Space 
areas. 

 

Section 2.9.100.03.c – Addition of Parking to Comply with ADA  
c. Addition of Vehicular Parking Spaces 

Needed to Achieve Compliance with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) - 
Addition of vehicular parking spaces, if 
required to achieve compliance with 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
requirements, unless exempt per Section 
2.9.70.l. 

c. Addition of Vehicular Parking Spaces 
Needed to Achieve Compliance with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) - 
Addition of vehicular parking spaces, if 
required to achieve compliance with 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
requirements, unless exempt per Section 
2.9.70.l and not within Contributing Open 
Space areas. 

 
Staff Analysis: 
This exempt provision in Section 2.9.70.l is proposed to be modified to allow existing 
vehicle parking spaces to be converted to ADA spaces without an HPP, even if the 
conversion requires new impervious surfaces for components such as parking lot aisles 
and accessible ramps. It also clarifies that no new impervious surface may be installed 
in a contributing open space area through this exemption. The Director-level provision in 
Section 2.9.100.03.c allows new ADA vehicle parking spaces to be created unless 
within a Contributing Open Space area. 
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Advantages 
The above amendments facilitate the creation of ADA compliant vehicle parking spaces.  
The language makes it clear new ADA spaces may not be created in Contributing Open 
Space areas.  
 
Disadvantages 
There are no apparent disadvantages. 

Section 2.9.70.q – Installation and Repair of Gutters, Downspouts, and Scuppers 
q. Installation of New, and Repair or 

Replacement of Gutters and 
Downspouts - Installation of new, and 
repair or replacement of existing 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 new, replaced, or repaired gutters and 
downspouts shall not damage or obscure 
any significant architectural features of the 
structure. 

 

q. Installation of New, and Repair or 
Replacement of Gutters and, Downspouts, and 
Scuppers -–  

1. Where not covered under Section 2.9.70.b 
Iinstallation of new, and repair or 
replacement of existing 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 new, replaced, 
or repaired gutters and downspouts shall 
not damage or obscure any significant 
architectural features of the structure. 
 

2. Changing the size of existing scuppers to 
comply with current Building Code 
standards. The resized scupper shall not 
damage any significant architectural 
features of the structure. 

 
Staff Analysis: 
Section 2.9.70.q is proposed to be amended to simplify language regarding gutters and 
downspouts, and allow the size of scuppers to be modified to meet Building Code 
standards without the need for an HPP. A scupper is an opening in the side of a 
building, often in a parapet, through which rain water can drain. 
 
Advantages 
The above amendments facilitate compliance with current Building Code requirements.  
 
Disadvantages 
There are no apparent disadvantages. 
 

3. Minor Alterations that Facilitate Contemporary Use 

Section 2.9.70.h - Accessory Development  
h. Accessory Development - Installation of 

the following accessory items are exempt 
from the need for a Historic Preservation 

h. Accessory Development Structures  
 

1. Installation of of the following a Accessory 
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Permit: 
 

1. Benches; 
2. City-standard bus shelters; 
3. Blue light security kiosks; 
4. Replacement of uncovered bicycle 

racks with new uncovered bicycle 
racks on the same or other hard 
mounting/parking surface. 

5. Trash / Recycling receptacles with 
footprints less than 15 sq. ft. and 
meeting other Code standards; 
and 

6. Accessory development not listed above is 
exempt from the need for a Historic Preservation 
Permit if it meets the criteria in Chapter 4.3 - 
Accessory Development Regulations, is not visible 
from 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 (floor area), and does 
not exceed 14 ft. in height as measured from 
grade. 

Structures within the OSU Historic District 
items are exempt from the need for a 
Historic Preservation Permit if all of the 
following standards are met: 

 
a. The structure complies with applicable 

standards in Chapter 4.3 – Accessory 
Development; and 

 
b. The structure is free-standing, less 

than 200 sq. ft., and less than 14-ft tall, 
unless a bicycle parking facility or 
transit shelter which may be up to 400 
sq. ft.; and 
 

c. The structure is not located within a 
Contributing open space area, except 
as permitted by (a) and (b) below: 
 
1. The structure’s footprint, not 

including footings or foundations, 
does not exceed 25 sq. ft.: 
 

2. Site furnishings and amenities 
such as, but not limited to, 
benches, bicycle parking racks, 
light poles, bike repair kiosks, 
security kiosks, trash / recycling 
receptacles. This exemption 
(h.1.c.2) does not include 
dumpsters, ground level 
mechanical equipment, 
transformers, similar structures, or 
associated screening, which are 
exempt under Section 2.9.70.y and 
2.9.70.z.  

 
2. Accessory Structures Not Within the 

OSU Historic District - Installation of the 
following accessory itemsAccessory 
Structures are exempt from the need for a 
Historic Preservation Permit if all of the 
following standards are met: 

 
a. The structure complies with applicable 

standards in Chapter 4.3 – Accessory 
Development; and 

 
b. The structure is free-standing, less 

than 200 sq. ft. (floor area) and less 
than 14-ft tall; and 

 
c. Is not visible from public or private 

street rights-of-way, except lawn 
furniture and ornamental landscape 
accessories with footprints of 25 sq. ft. 
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or less. 
 
Staff Analysis: 
Section 2.9.70.h is proposed to be divided into two parts.  Section h.1 only addresses 
structures within the OSU Historic District. This new section is proposed because, 
typically, the type and scale of accessory development within the OSU District is 
different than on other Designated Historic Resource properties. The current text lists 
specific items that can be constructed without an HPP, and states that other structures 
can be installed if they have a footprint of 200 sq. ft. or less, are 14-ft tall or less, and 
are not visible from streets.  
 
Proposed text for the OSU District eliminates the specific list and allows any structure 
that is 200 sq. ft. or less in size, and 14-ft tall or less to be installed, regardless of 
whether or not the structure is visible from streets. This provision allows bicycle parking 
and transit shelters up to 400 sq. ft. as an exempt activity. 
 
The types of structures that would be exempt under the proposed language include new 
covered and uncovered bicycle racks, light poles, security kiosks, benches, trash and 
recycling receptacles, and art work. These are common types of structures used 
throughout the OSU Historic District that are not expected to have a negative impact on 
the District based on the proposed size limitations. Because these kinds of structures 
would not have a negative impact on the Historic District, it is not believed to be 
necessary to require historic preservation review to install them.  
 
Proposed Accessory Development text in Section 2.9.70.h.1 applies to non-OSU District 
properties. The proposed text removes the list of specific items exempt from the need 
for an HPP, because most of those items were most relevant to the OSU District, which 
as proposed would have specific exemption criteria for Accessory Development.  
Proposed text would allow, as an exempt activity, the construction or installation of any 
freestanding structure that is 200 sq. ft. or less, 14-ft tall or less, and not visible from 
streets. This is consistent with existing criteria in Section 2.9.70.h. The proposed text 
includes a provision that allows lawn furniture and accessory ornamentation in yards 
visible from streets, which is technically not permitted under current regulation without 
an HPP approval.  
 
Advantages 
The above amendments respond to typical, and often required or necessary 
development in the OSU Historic District, and permits more accessory development 
without need for an HPP than the current LDC.  
 
Disadvantages 
Some items proposed to be exempt, currently require HRC-level HPP approval, such as 
light poles and bicycle shelters.  Typically, these kinds of structures have been 
approved as proposed. A disadvantage, however, is the inability to review accessory 
development for historic compatibility. Since there are more and larger structures that 
could be constructed without the need for HPP review, there is some risk that accessory 
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structures, or the accumulation of them, would occur in a way that was not historically 
compatible. 

Section 2.9.70.m – Fencing Installation, Extension, or Removal 
m. Fencing Installation, Extension, or 

Removal - Installation or extension of new 
wood fencing, or the repair or replacement 
of existing wood fencing, provided such 
fencing meets applicable development 
standards for fencing in Section 4.2.50.  
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.  

 

m. Fencing Installation, Extension, or 
Removal -–  

 
1. Installation or extension of new wood 

fencing, or the repair or replacement of 
existing wood fencing, provided such 
fencing meets applicable development 
standards for fencing in Section 4.2.50.   
 

2. Additionally, the rRemoval of an existing 
wood or chainlink a 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.  
 

3. If in the OSU Historic District, installing and 
removing, or moving fencing provided the 
fencing standards in Section 4.2.50, and 
Chapter 3.36 – OSU Zone are met, and the 
fence is not identified as Historically 
Significant based on any of the sources of 
information listed in Section 2.9.60.c. This 
exemption does not apply to Contributing 
open space areas within the OSU Historic 
District. 

 
Staff Analysis: 
Amendments to the above provision are intended to simplify language, and allow the 
removal of any kind of fence that is not identified as Historically Significant. The 
amendment adds language specific to fencing in the OSU Historic District, which would 
permit the installation, removal, or moving of fencing in the OSU Historic District, except 
within Contributing open space areas, as an exempt activity. 
 
Advantages 
The above amendments facilitate installation of new fences, and alterations of existing 
fences. Unless specifically identified as such, fences are not considered Historically 
Significant. 
 
Disadvantages 
There are no apparent disadvantages. 

Section 2.9.70.s – Uncovered Rear Deck or Patio Additions 
s. Uncovered Rear Deck or Patio Additions 350 
Sq. Ft. or Less - Installation or removal of an 
uncovered deck or patio, provided the deck or patio 
is obscured from view from public rights-of-way and 
private street rights-of-way by a fence, hedge, or 

s. Uncovered Rear Deck or Patio Additions 
350 Sq. Ft. or Less - Installation or 
removal of an uncovered deck or patio, 
provided the deck or patio is obscured from 
view from public rights-of-way and private 
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other structure.  The patio or deck may be visible 
from alleys.  The deck shall be 30 in. or less in 
height, and shall be constructed in a manner that is 
Reversible. 

street rights-of-way by a fence, hedge, or 
other structure.  The patio or deck may be 
visible from alleys.  The deck shall be 30 
in. or less in height, and shall be 
constructed in a manner that is Reversible. 

 
Staff Analysis: 
The amendment proposed to Section 2.9.70.s primarily affects residential properties. It 
would remove size restrictions on uncovered rear deck or patio additions that could be 
constructed without an HPP. 
 
Advantages 
The advantage of the above amendment is that a property owner can install a larger 
deck or patio without an HPP.  Since the requirement that it not be visible from streets is 
retained, impacts to surrounding Designated Historic Resources are expected to be 
minimal.  
 
Disadvantages 
Simply by adding a larger deck or patio, there is greater risk for negatively impacting a 
Designated Historic Resource structure or site.  

Section 2.9.70.v - Installation of New or Expanded Pathways 
v. Installation of New or Expanded 

Pathways - Installation of new or 
expanded pathways, provided the 
pathways are: 

 
1. Constructed of softscape (e.g. bark 

mulch, etc.), stone steps, or 
flagstone, and are installed in a 
manner that is Reversible. 
Automobile parking is prohibited on 
pathways; 

 
2. Constructed of concrete, brick or 

pavers that do not exceed 5 ft. in 
width, 250 sq. ft., and are installed 
on residentially zoned sites; or 

 
3. Constructed of asphalt, concrete, 

brick, or pavers that do not exceed 
a 12 ft. width, are 1,000 sq. ft. or 
less, are not part of Historic 
Contributing open space areas, 
and are on nonresidentially-zoned 
sites.  

vu. Installation of New or Expanded 
Pathways - Installation of new or 
expanded pathways, provided the 
pathways are not within Contributing open 
space areas, e.g. OSU Memorial Union 
Quad. 

 
1. Constructed of softscape (e.g. bark 

mulch, etc.), stone steps, or 
flagstone, and are installed in a 
manner that is Reversible. 
Automobile parking is prohibited on 
pathways; 

 
2. Constructed of concrete, brick or 

pavers that do not exceed 5 ft. in 
width, 250 sq. ft., and are installed 
on residentially zoned sites; or 

 
3. Constructed of asphalt, concrete, 
brick, or pavers that do not exceed a 12 ft. 
width, are 1,000 sq. ft. or less, are not part 
of Historic Contributing open space areas, 
and are on nonresidentially-zoned sites 

 
Staff Analysis: 
Section 2.9.70.v is proposed to be amended to eliminate most restrictions on the 
installation of pathways, including sidewalks. As proposed, pathways would be exempt 
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if not within a Contributing open space area. This section would be renumbered Section 
2.9.70.u. 
 
Advantages 
Section 2.9.70.v permits the installation of pathways and sidewalks. These typically 
have no physical impact on Designated Historic Resource structures and are 
Reversible. 
 
Disadvantages 
There are no apparent disadvantages. 

Section 2.9.100.03.b – Replacement of Materials 
b. Replacement Using Dissimilar Materials 

or a Different Design or Style for Select 
and Limited Site Features - Replacement 
of the following site features with dissimilar 
materials and/or a different design or style, 
provided the size of such features does not 
increase: 

 
1. Driveways; 
2. Paths and sidewalks; 
3.  Bicycle parking areas; 
and/or 
4. Vehicular parking areas 
that involve 800 sq. ft. or less. 

b. Replacement Using Dissimilar Materials 
or a Different Design or Style for Select 
and Limited Site Features - Replacement 
of the following site features with dissimilar 
materials and/or a different design or style, 
provided the size of such features does not 
increase: 

 
1. Driveways; 
2. Paths and sidewalks; 
32.  Bicycle parking areas; and/or 
43. Vehicular parking areas that      
involve 800 sq. ft. or less. 

 
Staff Analysis: 
The Director-level criterion in Section 2.9.100.03.b is proposed to be amended by 
deleting reference to paths and sidewalks, as these items are proposed to be exempt 
under Section 2.9.70.v. (See above for advantages and disadvantages.) 

Section 2.9.70.w - Utility Meters, Pipes, and Venting 
w. Utility Meters, Pipes, and Venting - Utility 

meters, pipes, and venting may be installed 
on, moved, or removed from structures, 
provided they do not alter windows, doors, 
or architectural details. Installation, 
alteration or removal of brick, stone, and 
masonry chimneys are not exempt 
activities. 

 

wv. Utility Meters, Pipes, and Venting - Utility 
meters, pipes, penetration for conduit, wireless 
routers, and venting may be installed on, moved, or 
removed from structures, provided they do not alter 
windows, doors, or architectural details. Installation, 
alteration or removal of brick, stone, and masonry 
chimneys are not exempt activities, except under 
Section 2.9.70.e. Within the OSU Historic District 
existing fume stacks may be replaced or extended 
to a maximum height of 16-ft. 

 
Staff Analysis: 
Section 2.9.70.w is proposed to be amended to include penetration for conduit and 
wireless routers. It also includes language specific to the OSU Historic District allowing 
existing fume stacks to be replaced with new fume stacks up to 16-ft tall, without need 
for an HPP. Section 2.9.70.w would also be renumbered to 2.9.70.v. 
 
Advantages 
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The most notable advantage of the above amendments is the ability of OSU to update 
buildings to allow modern programs to occur in older buildings, which require taller fume 
stacks, without an HPP. 
 
Disadvantages 
There are no apparent disadvantages, particularly because only existing fume stacks 
could be replaced with taller ones. New fume stacks could not be installed under the 
above provision. 

Section 2.9.70.z – Ground-level and Rooftop Equipment Servicing Buildings 
z. Ground-Level and Rooftop Mechanical 

Equipment - Installation of ground-level 
and rooftop mechanical equipment, limited 
to equipment not visible from public rights-
of-way or private street rights-of-way, 
except that the equipment may be visible 
from alleys.  If attached to the Designated 
Historic Resource, it shall be attached in a 
manner that does not damage any 
significant architectural features of the 
structure, and the installation shall be 
Reversible. Screening required by Code to 
conceal ground-level mechanical 
equipment so that it is not visible from 
public and private street rights-of- way per 
Chapter 1.6 - Definitions, is exempt if it 
complies with the provisions in Section 
2.9.70.aa- Required Ground-level 
Screening. 

 

zy. Ground-Level and Rooftop Mechanical 
Equipment Servicing Buildings- 
Installation of ground-level and rooftop 
mechanical equipment servicing buildings, 
including solar and hydronic equipment, 
and antennas, provided all of the following 
standards are met: 

 
1. Equipment shall not be visible from public 

rights-of-way or private street rights-of-
way, except that the equipment may be 
visible from alleys; and 

 
2. If attached to the Designated Historic 

Resource, it shall be attached in a manner 
that does not damage any significant 
architectural features of the structure, and 
the installation shall be Reversible. 

 
Screening required by Code to conceal 
ground-level equipment so that it is not 
visible from public and private street 
rights-of- way per Chapter 1.6 - Definitions 
is exempt if it complies with the provisions 
in Section 2.9.70.z- Required Ground-level 
Screening. 

 
Staff Analysis: 
Section 2.9.70.z is proposed to be amended by broadening the types of equipment that 
may be installed without an HPP to equipment servicing buildings, rather than 
mechanical equipment alone. This clarifies that equipment such as transformers and 
utility equipment could also be exempt. 
 
Advantages 
The proposed language makes it more clear which types of equipment are 
contemplated under Section 2.9.70.z, and brings the provision in-line with its practical 
application.  
 
Disadvantages 
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There are no apparent disadvantages, since regardless of the equipment type or 
purpose, it is still required to be not-visible from streets and not attached to a building in 
a way that would damage significant architectural features. 

Section 2.9.70.aa – Required Ground-level Screening 
aa. Required Ground-level Screening - 

Code-required ground-level screening, 
including vegetation, walls, fences, and 
enclosures, provided the screen: 

 
1. Complies with development 

standards of the underlying zone; 
 

2. Is freestanding, or constructed at 
ground level and attached to the 
Designated Historic Resource in a 
manner that is Reversible and 
does not damage architectural 
features of the structure; 

 
3. Is composed of either vegetation, 

masonry walls, solid wood fencing, 
or a combination of these materials 
and, except in the case of 
vegetation, the material matches 
materials used on the Designated 
Historic Resource structure.  Metal 
gates/doors may be used to 
access enclosures. If vegetation is 
used for screening, it shall be 
consistent with the screening 
provisions of Chapter 4.2 - 
Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, 
& Lighting; and, 

 
4. Does not exceed 6 ft. in height, 

does not exceed 10 ft. in length or 
width, and does not enclose an 
area greater than 100 sq. ft. 

 

z. Required Ground-level Screening  

1. Required Ground-level Screening Within the 
OSU Historic District - Code-required ground-
level screening, including vegetation, walls, 
fences, and enclosures, provided the screen: 
 
a. Complies with development standards of 

Chapter 3.36 – OSU Zone; 
 

b. Does not exceed 6-ft in height and 20 ft. in 
length or width, and does not enclose an 
area greater than 400 sq. ft. 
 

c. Is freestanding, or constructed at ground 
level and attached to the Designated 
Historic Resource in a manner that is 
Reversible and does not damage 
architectural features of the structure; 
 

d. Is composed of vegetation, stone, brick, 
masonry, wrought iron, solid wood fencing, 
or a combination of these materials.  Metal 
gates/doors may be used to access 
enclosures. 
 
1) If attached to a Designated Historic 

Resource, the screening material shall 
match materials used on the 
Designated Historic Resource 
structure, except in the case of 
vegetation. 
 

2) If freestanding, the screening 
material(s) shall be reflective of, and 
complementary to, those found on any 
existing surrounding comparable 
Designated Historic Resources, except 
in the case of vegetation. 
 

e. If vegetation is used for screening, it shall 
be consistent with the screening provisions 
in Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, 
Screening, & Lighting. 
 

2. Required Ground-level Screening Not within 
the OSU Historic District - Code-required 
ground-level screening, including vegetation, 
walls, fences, and enclosures, provided the 
screen: 
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a. Complies with development standards of 
the underlying zone; 

 
b. Is freestanding, or constructed at ground 

level and attached to the Designated 
Historic Resource in a manner that is 
Reversible and does not damage 
architectural features of the structure; 

 
c. Is composed of either vegetation, masonry 

walls, solid wood fencing, or a combination 
of these materials and, except in the case 
of vegetation, the material matches 
materials used on the Designated Historic 
Resource structure.  Metal gates/doors 
may be used to access enclosures. If 
vegetation is used for screening, it shall be 
consistent with the screening provisions of 
Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, 
Screening, & Lighting; and, 

 
d. Does not exceed 6 ft. in height, does not 

exceed 10 ft. in length or width, and does 
not enclose an area greater than 100 sq. ft. 

 
Staff Analysis: 
Section 2.9.70.aa is proposed to be amended to better respond to development in the 
OSU Historic District. It does this by allowing larger equipment enclosures (400 sq. ft.) 
to be constructed than currently permitted (200 sq. ft.) as an exempt activity. 
 
Advantages 
As noted above, an advantage of the proposed amendment is that larger equipment 
enclosures within the OSU District would be permitted.  
 
Disadvantages 
Enclosures up to 400 sq. ft., and within other limitations in the Section 2.9.70.aa are 
expected to be historically compatible. However, any time a new structure is built, there 
is some risk that it could be done in a way that is not sympathetic to the historic 
character of its surroundings. This risk is greater without HPP review and for larger 
buildings.  

OSU Proposed Section 2.9.100.03.k – Wireless Telecommunication Facilities 
Oregon State University has proposed a new Director-level provision as follows: 
 

k. Collocated/attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities located in the  
OSU Zone - Collocated/attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities that are 
Permitted Outright within the OSU Zone per section 3.36.20.01.b – Accessory Uses 
Permitted Outright for University-owned Properties, are allowed if they meet the 
following criteria: 

 
1. The facility is installed on a building at least 30ft in height. 
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2. If attached to a Designated Historic Resource, the facility shall be attached in a 

manner that does not damage any significant architectural features of the 
structure, and the installation shall be Reversible. 

 
3. The facility is consistent with the Additional Provisions for Wireless 

Telecommunication Facilities outlined in Section 4.9.60 – Wireless 
Telecommunication Facilities. 

 
The proposed provision would permit the installation of certain wireless 
telecommunication facilities on OSU buildings.  This concept was first presented to the 
HRC as an exempt activity under Section 2.9.70.z, which the HRC did not support 
(Attachments G.6-8). Reasons given by the HRC for not supporting the inclusion of 
antennas as an exemption included concerns about the size of antennas relative to the 
buildings on which they would be placed, and visual impacts antennas might create 
within the OSU Historic District. Staff raised concerns that Accessory uses permitted 
outright in Section 3.36.20.01.b, which were referenced in the OSU proposed 
exemption, could include other antennas than those specifically contemplated by OSU, 
such as collocated and whip antennas. 
 
In light of concerns raised by the HRC and staff, OSU proposes to permit the installation 
of collocated / attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities as a Director-level 
activity, if the criteria in the provision proposed, above, are satisfied.   
 
Staff support this proposed amendment, as modified below.  
 

k. Collocated/attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities located in the  
OSU Zone - Collocated/attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities that are 
Permitted Outright within the OSU Zone per section 3.36.320.01.b.7 and 8 – 
Accessory Uses Permitted Outright for University-owned Properties, are allowed if 
they meet the following criteria: 

 
1.   The facility is installed on a building at least 30ft in height. 

 
2. If attached to a Designated Historic Resource, the facility shall be attached in a 

manner that does not damage any significant architectural features of the 
structure, and the installation shall be Reversible. 

 
3. The facility is consistent with the Additional Provisions for Wireless 

Telecommunication Facilities outlined in Section 4.9.60 – Wireless 
Telecommunication Facilities. 

 
The changes above occur within the first sentence of the provision. Section 3.36.20.01 
would be changed to Section 3.36.30.01 to reference the recent changes to LDC 
Chapter 3.36 – OSU Zone related to street standards. This Section number has also 
been changed to specifically reference subsections b.7 and b.8 which state: 
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7. Collocated/attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities on multifamily 
residential structures, three or more stories, and that do not increase the height of 
the existing structures by more than 25 ft. for whip antennas, including mounting, 
or by 10 ft. for all other antennas, subject to the standards in Chapter 4.9 - 
Additional Provisions 

 
8. Collocated/attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities on nonresidential 

structures that do not increase the height of the existing structures by more than 
25 ft. for whip antennas, including mounting, or by 10 ft. for all other antennas, 
subject to the standards in Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions. 

  
By including reference to Sections 3.36.30.01.b.7 and 8, it is clear that it is only the 
antennas and facilities identified in this LDC section, that are permitted with HPP 
Director-level approval. Additionally, as OSU points out, such antennas and facilities 
must be screened in accordance with Section 3.36.60.02 – Roof Mounted Equipment, 
which states: 
 

Section 3.36.60.02 – Roof-Mounted Equipment 
 
a. No roof-mounted mechanical equipment shall be visible from the entrance of 

buildings that abut the development site. 
 
b. Satellite dishes, antennas, Colocated/attached Wireless Telecommunications 

Facilities, and other telecommunications equipment shall not be visible from 
nearby streets or buildings and must be screened behind a parapet wall or 
architectural feature. 

 
Staff Analysis 
Because the wireless communication facilities and antennas eligible for Director-level 
HPP review would be required by the OSU Zone to comply with the provisions of 
Section 3.36.60.02, visual impacts within the District would be minimized. However, it 
would be possible that an antenna, for example, would not be visible from streets or 
buildings, but other surrounding areas, potentially creating a negative impact on the 
character of the Historic District. 
 
Advantages 
The OSU proposed amendment, as modified by Staff, would establish parameters for 
administratively permitting specific types of antennas on buildings at least 30-ft tall, and 
where the antennas and associated equipment would not be visible from nearby 
buildings and streets because they would be screened by existing parapet walls or 
architectural features. Compared to permitting installation of these facilities as an 
exempt activity, City Staff will have the opportunity to evaluate the placement of 
antennas with consideration to historic compatibility (per the Director-level criterion). 
This allows installation of such antennas with a minimal amount of process, facilitating 
the changing technology demands of OSU, while minimizing potential negative impacts 
to buildings within the OSU Historic District, and the District as a whole. 
 
Disadvantages 
As noted above, one potential disadvantage is that antennas and facilities permitted 
under Section 3.36.30.01.b.7 and b.8 could be placed where not visible from streets or 
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surrounding buildings, but would be visible from open space areas or greater distances. 
This could impact the visual quality of the Historic District. 

OSU Proposed Section 2.9.100.03.l – Required Ground-level Screening 
Oregon State University has proposed a Director-level provision that corresponds with 
the exemption in Section 2.9.70.aa. The new Director-level provision would be Section 
2.9.100.03.l and would read (see also Attachment F): 
 

l. Required Ground-level Screening within the OSU Historic District – Code required ground-
level screening, including vegetation, walls, fences, and enclosures, provided the screen: 

 
1. Complies with development standards of Chapter 3.36 – OSU Zone; 

 
2. Does not exceed 8-ft in height, and does not enclose an area greater than 600 sq. ft.; 

 
3. Is not located between the street and the front façade of the building; 

 
4. Is freestanding, or constructed at ground level and attached to the Designated Historic 

Resource in a manner that is Reversible and does not damage architectural features of 
the structure; 
 

a. If attached to a Designated Historic Resource, the screening material shall 
match materials used on the Desiganted Historic Resource structure, except in 
the case of vegetation. 

b. If freestanding, the screening material(s) shall be reflective of, and 
complementary to, those found on any existing surrounding comparable 
Designated Historic Resources, except in the case of vegetation. 
 

5. If vegetation is used for screening, it shall be consistent with the screening provisions 
in Chapter 4.2 – Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. 

 
Staff Analysis 
The above proposed Director-level provision is different than the proposed revision to 
the exemption language in Section 2.9.70.y, as noted above, in that it would allow larger 
and taller enclosures, and would require staff review to ensure the placement of the 
enclosure was consistent with the subject criteria. It also requires staff review to 
determine if the enclosure would be constructed in a way that would not damage 
architectural features of any structure to which it was attached, and to determine if the 
enclosure was Reversible, meaning it could be removed without significantly damaging 
the primary structure. 
 
As stated in Attachment F.2, OSU is requesting approval for the above Director-level 
provision as explained below. 
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Advantages 
The proposed amendment is consistent with the kinds of Text Amendments that staff is 
recommending in that it would reduce the amount of resources needed to be used to 
permit development on the OSU campus that, in many cases would have minimal 
impacts on the historic character of the OSU District and its individual buildings. The 
proposed language is expressly intended to give City staff the opportunity to evaluate 
the placement and materials of enclosures, Reversibility, as well as impacts to abutting 
or adjacent structures. Considering these factors, and the relative scale of OSU 
buildings in relation to a 400 to 600 sq. ft. enclosure, would help ensure that enclosures 
would not result in negative impacts with respect to historic compatibility. 
 
Disadvantages 
The proposed amendment would apply to all buildings and locations within the OSU 
Historic District, including Contributing buildings such as the Memorial Union, 
Weatherford Hall, and the Women’s Building. Staff is concerned that even if the 
proposed criteria were satisfied, adding a 600-sq. ft. enclosure to or very near 
Contributing buildings may not be historically compatible.  
 
For administrative decisions, Staff can only add conditions of approval that would result 
in compliance with applicable clear and objective criteria. However, for quasi-judicial 
decisions made by a decision making body such as the HRC, discretionary compatibility 
criteria would apply and there would be greater ability to either apply conditions of 
approval to ensure historic compatibility on a case by case basis, or deny proposals that 
did not satisfy historic compatibility criteria. Losing the ability for a more nuanced 
evaluation of historic compatibility for larger enclosures is a disadvantage of permitting 
them through the Director-level HPP process. 
 
Staff Recommendation  
Taking a cautious approach, and considering the potential benefits and risks of the OSU 
proposed amendment in terms of historic compatibility; staff do not recommend 
inclusion of the OSU proposed Director-level provision Section 2.9.100.03.l.  If the 
Planning Commission supports inclusion of this provision, Staff recommend the 
following change to the OSU proposed language: 
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 l.3 would be modified to read “Is not located between the street and the front façade of the 
building”. 

 
The Planning Commission might also consider modifying the proposed Director-level 
approval criterion so that it only applied to Nonhistoric and Noncontributing buildings 
within the OSU District and to enclosures that had at least a 20-ft separation from 
Contributing buildings and were not in Contributing Open Space areas. 

4. Simplification or Clarifications of Code 

Section 2.9.70.c - Painting 
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. 

 

c. Painting - Exterior painting or repainting of 
any portion of a Designated Historic Resource, 
including changes to paint color.  This eExemption 
does not apply to artwork attached to buildings, 
murals, or murals that are 50-years old or older, or 
painting over existing architectural features, such 
as signs, or previously unpainted metalwork, 
brickwork, stonework, and masonry. New signs are 
not exempt from the need for a Historic 
Preservation Permit under this criterion. 

 
For the most part, painting does not require a Historic Preservation Permit, as stated in 
Section 2.9.70.c. Amendments to this section allow the exemption to apply to murals, 
unless the mural is 50-years old or older. The amended text also clarifies that, while 
painting is generally exempt, if what is painted is a new sign, other provisions apply, 
such as Section 2.9.70.d – Signs and Tablets.  

Section 2.9.70.g - Installation of a Removable Heating or Cooling Device 
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.   

g. Installation of a Removable Heating or 
Cooling Device - Installation or removal 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. 

 
This provision has been modified to make clear that those devices that can be installed 
without a Historic Preservation Permit (HPP) can also be removed without one. 

Section 2.9.70.u - Re-roofing 
u. Re-roofing - Replacement of roofing 

material with a material similar to, or 
different from, the existing or original 
material, provided the existing roofing 
material is not specifically identified as 
Historically Significant; and 

 
1. The roof is flat and obscured by a 

parapet; or 
 

2. The roof is pitched and is being 
replaced with architectural 

ut. Re-roofing - Replacement of roofing 
material with a material similar to, or 
different from, the existing or original 
material, provided the existing roofing 
material is not specifically identified as 
Historically Significant; and 

 
1. The roof is flat and obscured by a 

parapetnot visible from public or private 
street rights-of-way; or 

 
2. The roof is pitched and is being replaced 
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composition shingles. Skylights 
shall be addressed in accordance 
with Section 2.9.70.x, 2.9.100.03.h, 
or 2.9.100.04, as applicable. 

with architectural composition shingles. 
Skylights shall be addressed in accordance 
with Section 2.9.70.xw, 2.9.100.03.h, or 
2.9.100.04, as applicable. 

 
The proposed amendment to Section 2.9.70.u removes the requirement that flat roofing 
be obscured by a parapet. Alterations to flat roofs would be exempt if the roof is not 
visible from public or private street rights-of-way. Section 2.9.70.u is also renumbered to 
2.9.70.t, as Section 2.9.70.t is proposed to be deleted.  

2.9.70.x - Skylights 
x. Skylights -  
 

1. Skylights from a structure's 
relevant 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.   

 
2. Skylights that are existing but are 

not from a structure's relevant 
Period of Significance may be 
removed or retained and repaired 
in accordance with "1," above.  
However, in order for these 
skylights to be retained and 
repaired, they shall have been 
constructed prior to the 
establishment of the relevant 
Individual or National Historic 
Designation, or via an approved 
Historic Preservation Permit.  
Otherwise, the skylight shall be 
removed when deteriorated 
beyond repair or when a structure 
is being re-roofed, whichever 
comes first, unless a Historic 
Preservation Permit is 
subsequently approved to retain 
the skylight in accordance with 
Sections 2.9.100.03.h or 
2.9.100.04, as applicable. 

 
3. New skylights may be installed in 

accordance with Sections 
2.9.100.03.h and 2.9.100.04, as 
applicable. 

w. Skylights – The following activities 
involving skylights are exempt: 

 
1. Installation, removal, or alteration of 

skylights on Nonhistoric and Nonhistoric / 
Noncontributing buildings; 
 

2. If in a Historic District, removal or 
replacement of a skylight that was installed 
after the District’s Period of Significance. If 
a skylight is replaced it shall be of an equal 
or lesser size than the existing skylight.  

 

 
As proposed, amendments to Section 2.9.70.x would simplify existing language by 
removing text that was not specifically exemption criteria. Section 2.9.70.x is 
renumbered to 2.9.70.w. 
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Section 2.9.100.03.h - Skylights 
h. Skylights - Activities involving existing 

skylights that are not already exempt 
via Section 2.9.70.x and new skylights 
are allowed on: 

 
1. Nonhistoric/Noncontributing 

structures; 
 

2. Structures with flat roofs or 
where the skylight would 
otherwise be obscured by a 
parapet; 

 
3. Portions of structures that are 

not visible from private street 
rights-of-way and public rights-
of-way, except for alleys from 
which they may be visible. 

 
All other modifications or installations 
of skylights shall be processed via 
Section 2.9.100.04. 

h. Skylights - Activities involving existing 
skylights that are not already exempt 
via Section 2.9.70.xw, and new 
skylights are allowed on: 

 
1. Nonhistoric/Noncontributing 

structures;  
 

21. Structures with flat roofs or 
where the skylight would 
otherwise be obscured by a 
parapet; or 

 
32. Portions of structures that are 

not visible from private street 
rights-of-way and public rights-
of-way, except for alleys from 
which they may be visible. 

  
All other modifications or installations 
of skylights shall be processed via 
Section 2.9.100.04. 

 
Staff Analysis 
Director-level criterion 2.9.100.03.h has been revised as shown because skylights can 
be added, altered, and removed on Nonhistoric / Noncontributing structures as an 
exempt activity per Section 2.9.70.x. The word “or” has also been added to clarify that 
both sub-criteria need not be met for a proposal to meet this criterion. 
 
Advantages 
The above amendments are intended to clarify LDC language and make it easier for 
staff and the general public to read and understand.  The proposed amendments do not 
substantially change existing requirements, except that skylights would be permitted on 
Nonhistoric / Noncontributing buildings as an exempt activity, rather than requiring 
Director-level approval.  
 
Disadvantages 
There are no apparent disadvantages. 
 

D. OVERALL CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The proposed Text Amendments to LDC Chapter 2.9 – Historic Preservation Provisions 
affect LDC Sections 2.9.70 – Exemptions from Historic Preservation Permit 
Requirements, and 2.9.100.03 – Alteration or New Construction Parameters and 
Review Criteria for a Director-level Historic Preservation Permit. Most proposed 
amendments increase the number of activities exempt from the need for an HPP, either 
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by adding new exemptions or expanding the parameters of existing exemptions. 
Additionally, emphasis was placed on amending the LDC in way that responds to the 
unique development needs within the OSU Historic District. 
 
In general, the advantage of the proposed amendments is that more historically 
compatible development, as defined by the limitations to development in Sections 
2.9.70 and 2.9.100.03, can occur without the need for an HPP, or only an administrative 
level permit. This is expected to allow City resources to be used more efficiently. 
 
With respect to exempt activities, a disadvantage to increasing the number of 
exemptions is that Staff involvement is not required. A property owner can read Section 
2.9.70 and determine that the work they would like to accomplish does not require an 
HPP without first consulting City staff. If they read the LDC incorrectly, they may 
perform work inconsistent with the exemption provisions, which could result in an LDC 
Violation.  
 
A second disadvantage is that the exemption provisions could be exploited. In 
developing the proposed exemption provisions, it was decided to focus on the kinds of 
development that would normally be expected to occur, rather than developing 
provisions based on extremes. For example, in allowing sidewalks of any length to be 
installed per Section 2.9.70.v, it is expected that a sidewalk might be installed from a 
street to a building entrance, or from a front door to a garage. However, within the limits 
of the underlying LDC zone, it would be possible to install sidewalks in unusual 
configurations that might be inconsistent with surrounding development, and viewed as 
historically incompatible. In such situations, the proposed amendments could fail to 
ensure historically compatible development.  Overall, the advantages of the proposed 
amendments outweigh the disadvantages, and are in the interest of the convenience 
and general welfare of the community, consistent Section 1.2.80.01 and applicable 
Comprehensive Plan policies and Statewide Planning Goals.  

Recommended Action 
The Planning Commission is asked to make a recommendation to the City Council 
regarding the proposed Text Amendments affecting LDC Chapter 2.9 – Historic 
Preservation Provisions. The Planning Commission has three options with respect to a 
recommendation. 
 
Option 1 Recommend approval of Text Amendments as proposed. 
 
Option 2 Recommend approval of Text Amendments as modified by the Planning 

Commission. 
 
Option 3 Recommend denial of proposed Text Amendments. 
 
 
Given the analysis provided in this report above, and the unanimous recommendation of 
the HRC to support the proposed Text Amendments, Staff suggest the Planning 
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Commission chose either Option 1 or Option 2.  Recommended motions for each are 
provided below. 
 

Option 1 Motion 
I move to recommend that the City Council approve Land Development Code Text 
Amendment LDT13-00002, regarding LDC Chapter 2.9 – Historic Preservation 
Provisions as presented in the March 12, 2014, Staff Report to the Planning 
Commission.  This motion is based on findings in support of the application 
presented in the March 12, 2014, Staff Report to the Planning Commission, and 
findings in support of the application made by the Planning Commission during 
deliberations on the proposed Text Amendments.  
 

Option 2 Motion 
I move to recommend that the City Council approve Land Development Code Text 
Amendment LDT13-00002, regarding LDC Chapter 2.9 – Historic Preservation 
Provisions as presented in the March 12, 2014, Staff Report to the Planning 
Commission, and modified by the Planning Commission during the March 19, 
2014, meeting on this matter.  This motion is based on findings in support of the 
application presented in the March 12, 2014, Staff Report to the Planning 
Commission, and findings in support of the application made by the Planning 
Commission during deliberations on the proposed Text Amendments. 
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CORVALLIS 
ENHANCING COMMUNITY LIVABILJTY 

MEMORANDUM 
DATE: March 27, 2013 

TO: Mayor and City Council 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 2013-2014 Planning Division Work Program Review 

I. ISSUE 

Each City Council term, the Planning Commission is asked to review the list of Unresolved 
Planning Issues, which is maintained by the Planning Commission, and to make 
recommendations to the City Council regarding Planning Division work program priorities 
for the upcoming City Council term. The Planning Commission conducted that review on 
February 20, 2013, and March 6, 2013, and has forwarded a recommendation to the City 
Council regarding the upcoming Planning Division work program (Exhibit A). The City 
Council is asked to consider the Planning Commission's recommendation and to provide 
direction regarding the Planning Division Work Program for 2013 and 2014. 

II. DISCUSSION 

Planning Work Program 

The February 13, 2013, Staff Report to the Planning Commission (Exhibit B) includes 
Community Development Department Staff's recommendation regarding the Planning 
Division Work Program for 2013, as well as a number of items that may be considered for 
the 2014 Work Program (assuming completion of the 2013 Work Program items). Items 
that were identified for consideration for the 2014 Work Program came from three sources: 
from the Planning Commission's Unresolved Planning Issues List (Exhibit B-7), from the 
Community Development Director's December 31, 2012, Memorandum to the Planning 
Commission, Mayor, and City Council regarding review of the progress made on the 2011 -
2012 Work Program (Exhibit B-37), and from City Staff (Exhibit B-38). At the time the 
February 13, 2013, Planning Commission Staff Report was written, the City Council's goals 

2013-2014 Planning Division Work Program Review Page 1 
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had not been finalized. Since that time, the City Council Goals have been finalized and 
include the following items: 

City/OS U Collaboration 
Sustainable Budget 
Economic Development 
Housing 
Homeless Cold Weather Shelter 
Public Process and Participation 

City Council goals should certainly be factored into the consideration of the Planning 
Division's 2013-2014 Work Program, where appropriate. Some goals do not relate to the 
work of the Planning Division, but those that are most directly tied to the work of the 
Planning Division are the City/OSU Collaboration and Housing Goals. You will note that 
some of the items included in the Planning Commission's recommendation regarding the 
work program may overlap with, or relate to, these City Council Goals. For example, the 
Housing Study called for by the City Council might be used to inform updates to the 
Buildable Lands Inventory and Vision Statement (as well as to future updates to the 
Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Code). Additionally, the placeholder for LDC 
Amendments from the Corvallis/OSU Collaboration work groups in the recommendation 
for the 2013 work program ties directly to the City Council's City/OSU Collaboration Goal. 

At the February 20, 2013, meeting, the Planning Commission received written testimony 
regarding the Planning Division Work Program from the Corvallis lnfill Task Force, the 
League of Women Voters, and from David Dodson, of Oregon State University (Exhibit 
C). No written testimony was received at the March 6, 2013, Planning Commission 
meeting. After receiving public comment and deliberating, Staff and the Planning 
Commission recommend the following items for the Planning Division's 2013- 2014 Work 
Program: 

2013- (Not in Order of Priority): 

"Near-term" package of Land Development Code (LDC) Amendments, to 
include: 
a. Recommended LDC Amendments from the Corvallis/OSU 

Collaboration work groups, which are supported by the Steering 
Committee and City Council 

b. Develop process and amend LDC to facilitate code-compliant 
alterations within approved Planned Developments, and 

c. Work with the Historic Resources Commission and Oregon State 
University Planning Staff to streamline certain types of historic reviews 
through amendment of the provisions in LDC Chapter 2.9, 

Authorize the Corvallis lnfill Task Force to begin work on their proposed 
Limited Scope Code Fixes, as well as potentially working with City staff to 

2013-2014 Planning Division Work Program Review Page 2 
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assist in the development of design standards that may be recommended by 
the Collaboration work groups. 

2014- (In Order of Priority): 

1. Update the Buildable Lands Inventory and develop a policy/methodology for 
calculating the 5-Year Supply of Serviceable Land for use in Annexation 
applications 

2. Package of LDC Amendments to include items not yet addressed from the 
2013 Updated Unresolved Planning Issues Listthat are identified as possible 
items for "Code Tweaks" package, as well as: 

a. Review the definition of "infill" and determine if it should be used only 
relative to the implementation of Stormwater Master Plan and 
Comprehensive Plan policies, or whether it should be modified or another 
definition added to address infill for other analyses 

b. Delete LDC Section 4.11 .50.02.c.2, which gives additional MADA 
credits for "areas of wetland mitigation ... when infrastructure must be 
extended through a wetland." 

c. Evaluate whether it is appropriate to allow surface stormwater 
detention facilities within protected natural resource areas if the soils do 
not allow significant percolation, or if other factors preclude infiltration in 
these areas. 

3. Update 2020 Vision Statement to provide for a 2040 Vision Statement 

4. Consider further revisions to the solar energy policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan (Article 12.2) and/or the regulations in LDC Chapter 4.6, to recognize 
the Jack of adherence to, and/or, as some have argued, the Jack of necessity 
for these. 

5. Establish a vegetation management plan (VMP) guidebook and mechanisms 
for reviews. Outline clear approval criteria and establish a baseline 
management VMP that the public can use. Also, streamline review and 
approval process for street trees. 

It is important to note that there are significant limitations to the number of items staff will 
be able to address over the next two-year period. These limitations exist due to reductions 
in Planning Division staffing and budget, as described in more detail in the February 13, 
2013, Staff Report to the Planning Commission (Exhibit B). If adopted, Staff will endeavor 

2013-2014 Planning Division Work Program Review Page 3 
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to complete the items in the work program, but are not able to offer assurances that all 
items can be completed within the two-year period. Without a dedicated Long-Range 
Planner position, the Planning Division's first priority is handling land use applications 
within the timeframes proscribed under State law. This means that other work items must 
be "fit in around the edges." However, using this technique, Staff were able to put in place 
an ambitious package of Land Development Code Amendments in 2012, and hope to 
make similar progress on the 2013-2014 Work Program. 

It should also be noted that the proposals from the Corvallis lnfill Task Force (CITF) were 
introduced at the February 20, 2013, Planning Commission meeting, and so Staff have not 
had the opportunity to better understand the intent and outcomes for all proposed 
measures. Given this, it is anticipated that Staff will work with the CITF as these items are 
developed, and may conduct a "check-in" with the Planning Commission regarding the 
proposed concepts, to ensure that the proposed measures will produce expected results, 
prior to initiation of the Land Development Code Amendment process. 

Unresolved Planning Issues List 

It also should be noted that the Planning Commission reviewed the Unresolved Planning 
Issues (UPI) List at their February 20, 2013, and March 6, 2013, meetings. Some items 
from the UPI list have been included in the recommended 2014 work program. The 
Planning Commission is charged with maintaining an Unresolved Planning Issues List, per 
Comprehensive Plan Policies 1.2.6 and 1.2.7, as follows: 

1.2.6 The City shall maintain a formal Unresolved Planning Issues list to be used as a guide 
to planning issues that require further study and investigation by City staff and the 
Planning Commission. 

1.2.7 The Planning Commission shall schedule at least one public meeting each year to take 
input, receive a staff report on progress, and make decisions about the contents and 
relative priority of items on the Unresolved Planning Issues list. 

Typically, the Planning Division Work Program is developed in part from the UPI List. 
There is no requirement that any or all items on the UPI List be addressed, but the list is 
used to identify issues or projects that are believed to warrant consideration in the future. 
Staff are pleased to report that, given the progress made with recent Land Development 
Code Amendments, the Planning Commission was able to reduce the size of the UPI List 
from 26 pages to 15. An updated copy of the UPI List is included as Exhibit D to this 
Memorandum. 

Ill. RECOMMENDATION 

Based on the discussion in the February 13, 2013, Staff Report to the Planning 
Commission; the Planning Commission's consideration of public comment, deliberation, 
and recommendation to the City Council at the February 20, 2013, and March 6, 2013, 
meetings; and on the City Council's consideration of the March 27, 2013, Memorandum 

2013-2014 Planning Division Work Program Review Page4 
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from the Community Development Director to the Mayor and City Council, it is 
recommended that the City Council affirm the upcoming Planning Division Work Program, 
as reflected in the following motion: 

I move that the City Council approve the 2013 and 2014 Planning Division 
Work Program, as presented in the March 27, 2013, memorandum from the 
Community Development Director to the Mayor and City Council. 

Review and Concur: 

Jam sA. ~atterson, City Manager 

EXHIBITS: 

A. March 14, 2013, Memorandum from the Community Development Director and 
Planning Division Manager regarding the Planning Commission's 
Recommendations Regarding the 2013 - 2014 Planning Division Work 
Program 

B. February 13, 2013, Staff Report to the Planning Commission, entitled "2013-
2014 Planning Division Work Program Review" 

C. Minutes of the February 20,2013, and March 6, 2013, Planning Commission 
Meetings, including Written Testimony received at the February 20, 2013 
Meeting 

D. 2013 Updated Unresolved Planning Issues List 

2013- 2014 Planning Division Work Program Review Page 5 
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Date: 

To: 

From: 

Re: 

Background: 

MEMORANDUM 

September 30, 2013 

Mayor and City Council ) 

Ken Gibb, Community Development Directorl~A ~ 
Collaboration Project- Action Requests 

Staff provided an update (dated July 31, 2013) on the status of City:related Collaboration project 
implementation actions at the August 5, 2013 City Council meeting. At that time, Staff indicated that 
several specific items would be brought back for Council direction, most notably, a series of Land 
Development Code (LDC) amendment items. 

Discussion: 

As noted in the July 31 staff report, several of the Collaboration recommendations for which the City 
has sole or shared responsibility, have been completed, e.g. changing parking requirements for 4/5 
bedroom dwelling units, or the implementation process is underway, e.g. expansion of parking 
management districts. This report will identify items for which the Council has not provided direction 
in terms of whether and how to move forward with the implementation process. These items will be 
reviewed in the following categories; 1) Non- LDC Collaboration recommendations 2) LDC-related 
Collaboration recommendations proposed for inclusion in the next package of LDC amendments and 
3) LDC related Collaboration recommendations to be included in future LDC amendment packages. 
We would note that there are a few planning work program priorities that Staff recommends be 
included in the next LDC package along with the Collaboration items. 

For reference purposes, the matrix provided for the August 5, 2013 Council meeting is included in 
Attachment 1. Items from this matrix that will be discussed in this report are highlighted in gray shade. 
Attachment 2 includes excerpts from various reports (dated 11/26/12, 3/13/13 and 5/31/13) to the 
Collaboration Steering Committee that summarizes the basis for these particular recommendations. 

The applicable Attachment 2 page numbers are provided for each task for reference. 

I. Non-LDC Collaboration Recommendations- Neighborhood Livabilitv Work Group 

Item 4-1 (Pg. 2): OSU with City assistance should further develop off-campus orientation programs. 

Item 4-3 (Pg. 3): City and OSU should develop and implement a community/neighborhood welcome 
program. 

Item 4-4 (Pg. 3): OSU and the City should make available a mediation/conflict resolution service for 
community members. 

Page 1 
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The above items are all proposed as shared responsibilities with OSU and some would be expansions 
of current efforts. For example, City housing, fire prevention and law enforcement staff participate in 
student orientation programs annually (4-1). A formal welcome week program (4-3) is not in place 
although there have been ad hoc efforts to pursue this goal. Regarding neighbor to neighbor 
mediation (4-4), the City supported a community wide mediation program in the past but not in recent 
years. 

Item 5-1 (Pg. 7): City and OSU should form an ongoing Community Relations Advisory Committee to 
continue the Collaboration project over time. 

Staff recommends that the City Council approve Items 4-2, 4-3 and 4-4 for implementation 
consideration and forward them to a Council standing committee for further review, 
discussion with OSU and development of a recommendation to the City Council by spring 
2014. 

Staff recommends that the City Council approve Item 5-1 for implementation consideration 
including consultation with OSU with a target date for Council review and decision by summer 
2014. 

II. LDC Related Collaboration Items- Neighborhood Planning Work Group; Package# 1 

Item 2-1 (Pg. 1): Exemption of affordable housing projects from 4/5 bedroom parl<ing requirements 

Item 2-2 (Pg. 1): Change the definition of family to include domestic partnership 

Item 2-3 (Pg. 1 ): Add the definition of "residential home" to the LDC 

Item 2-5 (Pg. 4): Revise lot line adjustment review criteria to not allow "unusable areas" 

Item 2-6 (Pg, 4): Increase setback standards for zero lot line, single attached units 

Item 2-7 (Pg. 5): Change density calculations for replats and minor land partitions to not count 50% of 
the abutting rights-of-way 

Item 2-8 (Pg. 5): Increase public notice area for Major Lot Development Option applications 

Item 2-9 (Pg. 6): Change minimum dens tty requirements for infill development 

In addition to the above Collaboration LDC related proposals, Staff recommends that the following 
concepts be developed for Planning Commission and City Council review: 

A. Develop a LDC text amendment to facilitate code-compliant changes within approved Planned 
Developments 

B. Develop LDC Chapter 2.9 amendments that would streamline certain types of historic reviews 
in the OSU Historic District 

Items A and B above were included in the Planning Commission and City Council approved 2013-14 
Planning Work Program for the "near term" LDC amendment package along with Collaboration 
Project recommendations. 
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Staff recommends that the Council approve Items 2·1 through 2·9 and Items A and B above for 
further development by Staff and presentation to the Planning Commission and Historic 
Resources Commission in LDC amendment package# 1, ultimately to be adopted by the City 
Council. 

Ill. LDC Related Collaboration Items Neighborhood Planning Work Group; Package# 2 

Item 2-10 (Pg. 8): Explore development of a maximum Floor Area Ratio for residential infill 
development 

Item 2-11 (Pg. 8): Explore development of an average front yard setback for residential infill 
development 

Item 2-12 (Pg. 8): Review existing Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards (PODS) and revise to 
provide for more varied design 

Item 2- 13 (Pg. 9): Review existing LDC to determine if additional dwelling types should be regulated 
by PODS 

Item 2-14 (Pg. 9): Explore LDC changes that would require placement of off-street parking towards 
the rear of infilllots and to enable parking facilities to be placed at the rear of lots 

Item 2-15 (Pg. 9): Consider LDC changes to require variations in roof plane orientation in multi-family 
projects 

Item 2-16 (Pg. 9): Consider LDC changes that would require exterior building wall and roof articulation 
and roof plane orientation to all residential areas of the City 

Item 2-17 (Pg. 9): Consider LDC changes that would increase window coverage requirements for 
dwelling units. 

Item 2-18 (Pg. 10): Recommend that the lnfill Design Task Force or another work group be asked to 
work on neighborhood design guidelines 

Item 2-19 (Pg. 11 ): Recommend that the City consider the development of a package of clear and 
objective neighborhood- specific design standards that would be applied in certain areas rather than 
city-wide. 

Staff believes that Items 2-10 through 2-17 constitute a solid framework for development of design 
standards that would apply to neighborhood infill projects city-wide. However, much work is necessary 
to evaluate the impact of such proposals and to consider additional or alternative approaches that 
would accomplish the goal of enhancing the compatibility of infill development with existing 
neighborhoods. 

Therefore, as discussed at the August 5 City Council meeting, Staff believes that design expertise is 
necessary to assist in the development of the neighborhood infill design standard proposal. This 
consultant would work with staff and a work group in this effort. It is envisioned that the work group 
would consist of some members on the Planning Commission along with representation from the 
Neighborhood Planning Work Group, the lnfill Task Force and the development community. 
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As presented in the July 31, 2013 memo to the City Council and discussed at the August 5 Council 
meeting, there is $25k included in the City budget for the design standards project. There is a 
potential to pursue State financial assistance for this project. However, if such assistance is received it 
would likely add several months to the length of this project. Council direction on this matter is 
requested below. 

Item 2-18 recommends that the lnfill Task Force or another group be asked to develop a proposal for 
design guidelines (Pg 12). 

Staff has had an initial discussion with representative of the lnfill Task Force about this effort. It is 
important to note that while valuable tools, design guidelines are optional for a development project 
applicant. Design guidelines would be designed to encourage compatible development through an 
illustrated guide of principles and concepts for compatible development in Corvallis. On the other 
hand, design standards are mandatory, and, therefore, to comply with Oregon law, they must be clear 
and objective standards that are not subject to a public hearing or discretionary review at a staff level. 

Staff recommends that the City Council approve Item 2-18 related to design guidelines and 
request that the Inti// Task Force develop concepts for consideration by City Staff and the 
Planning Commission. 

Staff recommends that Items 2-10 through 2-17 be approved by the City Council for 
development of a neighborhood infi/1 design standards proposal for presentation to the 
Planning Commission as LDC amendment Package #2 with ultimate adoption by the City 
Council. 

Staff requests Council direction on whether to pursue state financial assistance for the 
purpose of engaging consultant services to assist in the neighborhood design standards 
project or to use the funds included in the FY 13-14 budget for this purpose. 

IV. LDC Related Collaboration Items Neighborhood Planning Work Group- Future LDC 
Package 

Item 2-19: Recommend that after city-wide neighborhood infill design standards are developed, the 
City should consider the adoption of neighborhood-specific design standards that are linked to the 
style and character of particular neighborhoods. 

Item 2-20: Development of "Historic Preservation Lite" concept that would provide an opportunity for 
property owners to voluntarily participate in a regulatory process related to demolition and/or 
redevelopment of their property. It is recommended that incentives for participating in this program be 
created. 

The items above would be included with future LDC:related Collaboration recommendations. 
Currently, the Neighborhood Planning Work Group is reviewing the merits of downzoning certain 
areas (reducing density) within the Collaboration Project Area. The discussion is being conducted with 
the understanding that upzoning (increasing density) in other areas in the City will likely be necessary 
to compensate for the loss of density. It is important to note that an update of the City's Buildable 
Lands Inventory and Comprehensive Plan Update would be critical in accomplishing far reaching 
zoning density changes. 
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Staff recommends that Items 2-19 and 2-20 be approved for consideration in future LDC 
amendment packages. 

V. Projected timing of LDC Packages# 1 and# 2 

The estimated timeline for developing LOC Package # 1 would be development of draft proposals by 
mid-January 2014 for review by the Planning Commission with a final product being prepared for a 
public hearing process in February/March 2014. 

It is anticipated that the process to develop the Collaboration recommended neighborhood design 
standard concepts into a specific proposal will take approximately 6-8 months. If the Council directs 
that the FY 13-14 budget is used to support this project, it is projected that the proposal could be 
ready for Planning Commission consideration by the summer 2014. As noted previously, this time 
frame would be extended if State financial assistance is pursued and granted. Of course, the 
projected time table could be impacted by the land use application caseload from a staffing capacity 
and Planning Commission scheduling standpoint. 

Requested Action: 

Staff requests that Council review this information, ask questions and take action on the 
recommendations that are highlighted in bold italics above. 

Attachments 

Attachment 1-7-31-13 Status Update Matrix 

Attachment 2- Excerpts from Project Manager Reports to the Collaboration Steering Committee 
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P
lanning C

om
m

ission S
taff R

eport 
P

ackage # 1 Land D
evelopm

ent C
ode A

m
endm

ents (LD
T13-00002 and LD

T13-00003) 
A

TTA
C

H
M

E
N

T B
 (P

age 6 of 30)

Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 
June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 

EXHIBIT H (85 of 266)

Item No. Item/Work Group 

Ne1ghborhood 
livability 

1.1 Off Campus Living 
Guide 

1-2 CDP /State Police 
Coordination 

1-3 SRN warnings 

1-6 ITGA participation 

1-7 Safer Universities 
Project 

2-1 Increase alcohol 
fines 

Primary 

Collaboration Corvallis 
Brief Review-Status of City Implementation Actions 

Pre-March 18, 2013 Recommendations 

Timeline Action/Progress Resources Used I 
Responsibility Needed 

City/OSU 2013 Guide Completed. Funding Staff Time 
being sought by OSU for 
printing 

City/OSU Ongoing Communication has been Additional Police 
enhanced. More CPD Officers, levy 
officers needed to expand proposed 
patrols 

City Ongoing Expanded use of SRNs Additional Police 
within current staffing Officers needed to 
levels. CPD staff have meet goal and to 
increased the use of SRN's improve consistency 
for CMC violations and 
expanded the CMC to 
include initial response 
fee. 

City/OSU Spring 2013 City/OSU joined Membership costs+ 
International Town/Gown Travel/Training 
Association, City staff Budget 
attended 2013 ITGA 
conference. 

City/OSU Spring 2013 Secured national expert to Grant supported 
visit on April gth project 

City Spring 2013 Ordinance amendments Staff time 
approved by Council 

L:\CD\Administration\OSU-CITY COLLABORATION 2012-2015\Matrices\10-7-13 CC Update Collaboration Rec- status.docx 

Status/ Next Steps 

No additional City 
action required 

November levy 

Ongoing effort 

Ongoing small 
budget obligation 

Completed 

Completed 

ATTACHMENT 1 
PAGE 1 
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Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 
June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 

EXHIBIT H (86 of 266)

Item No. 

2-2 

2-3 

2-4 

2-5 

Item/Work Group 

Social host 
ordinance 

Monitor SRN 
effectiveness 

Gravel parking 
enforcement 

Refuse disposal 
enforcement 

Neoghborhood 
Planning 
LDC definitions 

Primary Time line 
Responsibility 

City Spring 2013 

City Late 2013/early 
2014 

City Late 2013 

City Early fall2013 

City Late 2013 

Action/Progress 

Review related 
ordinances/policy. City 
modified existing CMC's 
consistent with Social Host 
Ord. concepts: 

1. Alcohol 
2. OLCC 
3. Providing Liquor to 

minors 
4. Minor in 

Possession of 
alcohol 

5. Hosting Party for 
minors. 

6. SRN Fee Structure 

Evaluate progress through 
survey 

Existing conditions survey 
to enhance enforcement 

Municipal Code to be 
amended 

LDC changes 

L:\CD\Administration\OSU-CITY COLLABORATION 2012-2015\Matrices\10-7-13 CC Update Collaboration Rec- status.docx 

Resources Used I 
Needed 

Staff time 

Staff time/small 
budget for survey 
($5,000) 

Staff time/small 
budget ($5,000) 

Staff time 

Staff time 

Status/ Next Steps 

Completed 

Funds included in 
2013-14 budget 

Survey work 
scheduled for Fall of 
2013 
Proposed code 
changes will be 
presented to City 
Council Committee 
for action 

Will present to City 
Council in Fall2013 

ATTACHMENT 1 
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Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 
June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 

EXHIBIT H (87 of 266)

Item No. Item/Work Group Primary Timeline Action/Progress 

Responsibility 

2-3 

2·4 Parking City Completed Dec LDC changed to address 

requirements 2012 parking for 4/5 bedroom 
units 

Parkmg and Traff1c 

4·1 Expanded CTS City/OSU September Implemented 

service with OSU 2012 
support 

4-5 CTS Vehicle Info City September Staff is working with the 

Service 2013 selected vendor to install 
server equipment. Vehicle 

on-board equipment will 
be installed by mid-
August. 

4-6 CTS marketing plan City September City staff met with OSU on 
2014 February 22, 2013. OSU to 

do some work and then 
set next meeting date 

4-7 funding for Loop City I osu With start of Funding secured. 
FY 13-14 

L:\CD\Administration\OSU-CITY COLLABORATION 2012-2015\Matrices\10-7-13 CC Update Collaboration Rec- status.docx 

Resources Used I 
Needed 

Staff time 

Only needed if 
funded runs 
continue to future 
years --$30,000 

$500,000 from 
federal grant plus 
staff time to 

implement. 

$20,000 from OSU 
and staff time to 

implement the plan 
that is developed 
$125,000 increase in 
funding from CTS to 
loop to come from 
FTA grant funds; 
results in loss of 
those funds being 
used on CTS services 

Status/ Next Steps 

for LDC package 
prioritization 

Completed 

Completed. OSU 
will fund a second 
year of expanded 

service in FY 13-14 

for $22,000 
Full implementation 

of the Real-Time 
component is 

scheduled for 
completion by 
August 31, 2013. 

N/A 

Completed 

ATTACHMENT 1 
PAGE3 
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Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 
June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 

EXHIBIT H (88 of 266)

Item No. Item/Work Group Primary Timeline Action/Progress 
Responsibility 

4-8 OSU commitment OSU I City Notimeline An agreement exists 
for CTS funding between the entities for 

OSU funding of the CTS 
program. Currently OSU's 
annual contribution to the 
City is $130,000 for regular 
transit service and 70% of 
the operational cost for 
the Beaver Bus. 
Discussions over the years 
have not resulted in an 
agreement for OSU to 
increase the contribution 
for regular service. 

4-9 on-campus transit City July 2014 City has secured 
hub agreement from MPO to 

do study as part of their FY 
13-14 work plan 

4-10 market alternative OSU/City July 2014 City staff to support OSU 
modes of safe travel marketing efforts-City 

Bicycle/Pedestrian 
Coordinator to work with 
OSU for advocating 
bicycle/pedestrian routes 
for students. 

L:\CD\Administration\OSU-CITY COLLABORATION 2012-2015\Matrices\10+13 CC Update Collaboration Rec- status.docx 

Resources Used I 
Needed 

Staff time 

$50,000 for the 
study to come from 
state planning 
dollars for transit 

Staff time 

Status/ Next Steps 

Staff to develop a 
data-driven 
proposal for 
increased support to 
present to OSU. 

Oct 2013 for 
initiation of CAMPO 
planning efforts. 

N/A 

ATTACHMENT 1 
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Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 
June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 

EXHIBIT H (89 of 266)

Item No. 

1-8 

3-1 

3-2 

Item/Work Group 

Neighborhood 
livability 

Community Policing 
-Increase police 
officer staffing with 
a goal of 1.2 per 
1000 residents 

Implement Property 

Maintenance Code 
(PMC) program 

Progressive Code 

Enforcement Model 

Primary 

Collaboration Corvallis 
Brief Review-Status of City Implementation Actions 

March 18, 2013 Recommendations 

Timeline Action/Progress Resources Used I 
Responsibility Needed 

City Incremental City Council has $206K proposed for 
steps with first authorized levy includes levy with a potential 
opportunity in 2-3 additional police additional $102K 
FY 14-15 budget officers with a focus on OSU match 

livability 

City By the end of City Council directed Additional staffing 
2013 the development of the and other program 

program on 5/20/13 costs. Final costs to 
be developed 

City By the end of Will be included in Additional staffing 
2013 property maintenance and other program 

code program design costs. Final costs to 
be developed 

L:\CD\Administration\OSU-CITY COLLABORATION 2012-2015\Matrices\10-7-13 CC Update Collaboration Rec- status.docx 

Status/ Next Steps 

City Council authorized 
levy that will go to 
voters in November 

Program design 

committee formed to 
advise staff. Program 
proposal will be 

presented to City 
Council standing 

committee by 
November 2013 

Program design 
committee formed to 
advise staff. Program 
proposal will be 
presented to City 
Council standing 

committee by 
November 2013 
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Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 
June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 

EXHIBIT H (90 of 266)

Item No. Item/Work Group Primary Timeline Action/Progress 
Responsibility 

3-3 Explore additional City Within 2 years Future Activity 
property after PMC 
maintenance program is 
education and implemented 
outreach options 

4-1 Off campus living City/OSU Workgroup No action as of yet-
orientation program recommended will need prioritization 

Spring 2013 and staff assignments 
implementation from City and OSU 

4-2 Neighborhood City Livability Work Part of PMC program 
Liaison Program Group endorsed by City 

recommended Council for program 
Fall 2013 design 
implementation 

4-3 Welcome week City/OSU Livability Work No action as of yet-
program Group will need prioritization 

recommended and staff assignments 
Fall 2013 from City and OSU 
implementation 

4-4 Neighbor to City/OSU Livability Work No action as of yet-
neighbor mediation Group will need prioritization 
program recommended and staff assignments 

Fall 2013 from City and OSU 
implementation 
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Resources Used I 
Needed 

Staff time 

Staff time 

Staff assignments 
and associated costs 

Staff time 

Staff time 

Status/ Next Steps 

On hold until PMC 
program in place and 
can be evaluated 

Will bring 
recommendation to 
Council Standing 
Committee for 
direction in Fall 2013 

Program design 
committee formed to 
advise staff. Program 
proposal will be 
presented to City 
Council standing 
committee by 
November 2013 

Will bring 
recommendation to 
Council Standing 
Committee for 
direction in Fall of 2013 

Will bring 
recommendation to 
Council Standing 
Committee for 
direction in Fall of 2013 
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Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 
June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 

EXHIBIT H (91 of 266)

Item No. 

2-5 

2-6 

2-7 

2·8 

2·9 

Item/Work Group 

Neighborhood 
Planning 

LDC standards for 
lot line adjustments 

LDC setbacks for 
single attached units 

LDC density calcs for 

replats and minor 
land partitions 

Increased notice 
area for major lot 
development option 
application 

Minimum density 
calcs for infill 
development 

Primary Timeline Action/Progress 
Responsibility 

City LDC Package Code Language to be 
timingTBD developed in 

conjunction with other 
recommendations 

City LDC Package Code Language to be 
timingTBD developed in 

conjunction with other 
recommendations 

City LDC Package Code Language to be 

TBD developed in 
conjunction with other 
recommendations 

City LDC Package Code Language to be 
TBD developed In 

conjunction with other 
recommendations 

City LDC Package Code Language to be 
TBD developed in 

conjunction with other 
recommendations 
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Resources Used I 
Needed 

Staff time 

Staff time 

Staff time 

Staff time 

Staff time 

Status/ Next Steps 

Prioritization for next 
LDC update package to 
be determined in 
consultation with City 
Council 

Prioritization for next 
LDC update package to 
be determined in 
consultation with City 
Council 

Prioritization for next 
LDC update package to 
be determined in 
consultation with City 
Council 

Prioritization for next 
LDC update package to 
be determined in 
consultation with City 
Council 
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Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 
June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 

EXHIBIT H (92 of 266)

Item No. Item/Work Group Primary Timeline Action/Progress 
Responsibility 

Parking and Traffic 

3-5 Neighborhood City Implementation Public Works staff 
Parking and target is reviewing Collaboration 

Management dependent on recommendation and 

Program final program preparing 
design recommendation to 

City Council 
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Resources Used I 
Needed 

Staff time 

Status/ Next Steps 

Staff report scheduled 
for Urban Services 
Committee review in 

August 
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Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 
June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 

EXHIBIT H (93 of 266)

Item No. 

5-1 

2-10 

2-11 

Item/Work Group 

Neighborhood 
Livability 

Form a community 

relations advisory 
committee 

Neighborhood 
Planning 

LDC Floor area ratio 

LDC average front 

yard setback 

Primary 

Collaboration Corvallis 

Brief Review-Status of City Implementation Actions 

June 4, 2013 Recommendations 

Timeline Action/Progress Resources Used I 
Responsibility Needed 

OSU/City Livability Work None since Steering City/OSU leadership 
Group Committee acceptance time and 

recommended commitment 

by January 2014 

City TBD None since Steering Staff and consultant 
Committee acceptance time 

City TBD None since Steering Staff and consultant 
Committee acceptance time 
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Suggested Next Steps 

Will present 
recommendation to 

City Council in Fall 
2013 

Will present 
recommendation to 

City Council in Fall 
2013 for LDC package 
prioritization 

Will present 
recommendation to 

City Council in Fall 
2013 for LDC package 
prioritization 
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Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 
June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 

EXHIBIT H (94 of 266)

Item No. Item/Work Group Primary Timeline Action/Progress 
Responsibility 

2-12 LDC residential City TBD None since Steering 
design standards Committee acceptance 

2-13 LDC pedestrian City TBD None since Steering 
features Committee acceptance 

2-14 LDC garages toward City TBD None since Steering 
rear of lot Committee acceptance 

2-15 LDC varied roof City TBD None since Steering 
plane orientation Committee acceptance 

2-16 Consider citywide City TBD None since Steering 
LDC amendments Committee acceptance 
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Resources Used I 
Needed 

Staff time 

Staff time 

Staff time 

Staff time 

Staff time 

Suggested Next Steps 

Will present 
recommendation to 
City Council in Fall 
2013 for LDC package 
prioritization 

Will present 
recommendation to 
City Council in Fall 
2013 for LDC package 
prioritization 

Will present 
recommendation to 
City Council in Fall 
2013 for LDC package 
prioritization 

Will present 
recommendation to 

City Council in Fall 
2013 for LDC package 
prioritization 

Will present 
recommendation to 
City Council in Fall 
2013 for LDC package 
prioritization 
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Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 
June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 

EXHIBIT H (95 of 266)

Item No. Item/Work Group Primary Timeline Action/Progress 
Responsibility 

2-17 LDC residential City TBD None since Steering 
window standards Committee acceptance 

2-18 Assistance from lnfill City TBD None since Steering 
Task Force in Committee acceptance 
developing 
neighborhood 
design guidelines 

2-19 Consider creating City TBD None since Steering 
Neighborhood Committee acceptance 
design standards 

2-20 Craft proposal for City TBD None since Steering 
"historic Committee acceptance 
preservation lite" 
program 
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Resources Used I 
Needed 

Staff time 

Volunteer time, with 
staff consultation 

Staff and consultant 
time 

Staff time 

Suggested Next Steps 

Will present 
recommendation to 
City Council in Fall 
2013 for LDC package 
prioritization 

Will present 
recommendation to 
City Council in Fall 
2013 for direction 

$25K included in FY 
13-14 budget; staff 
reviewing grant 
opportunity. Will 
present 
recommendation to 
City Council in Fall 
2013 for direction 
Will present 
recommendation to 
City Council in Fall 
2013 for LDC package 
prioritization 
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2-1 (11.26.12 Memo) 

I. In order to encourage affordable housing built specifically for low-income residents, 
who typically have lesser needs for parking, the Neighborhood Planning Workgroup 
recommends that the City Council direct City Planning staff to develop Land 
Development Code language that would exempt multifamily affordable housing 
development, defined as units made available for rent or purchase by households at or 
below 60 percent of the Area Median Income, from the parking requirements for four
and five-bedroom units. 

Basis for Recommendation 

During its discussions on the previously recommended increase to off-street parking 
requirements for four- and five-bedroom dwelling units, the workgroup received 
testimony that the costs associated with constructing additional parking for these unit 
types might deter development of affordable housing for low-income individuals and 
families. The subject recommendation responds to this potential unintended consequence 
by providing an exemption for developments that satisfy the noted threshold for 
affordable housing. 

2-2 (11.26.12 Memo) 

2. The Neighborhood Planning Workgroup recommends that the definition of"Family" 
contained in Chapter 1.6 of the Corvallis Land Development Code be amended to 
include the term "domestic partnership", and be inserted after the word "marriage" as 
it appears in the current definition. 

Basis for Recommendation 

The workgroup was presented with a proposal to decrease the number of unrelated 
individuals who can live together in one dwelling from five to three. While the 
workgroup decided to not support this proposal, it did approve two related amendments 
to the Corvallis Land Development Code, which are captured in this recommendation and 
the next one below. 

2-3 (11.26.12 Memo) 

3. The Neighborhood Planning Workgroup recommends that a definition for the term 
"Residential Home" be added to Land Development Code Chapter I. 6, and that the 
term be added to the existing list of residential use classifications contained in Chapter 
3. 0. The language for each should be consistent with the definition provided in 
Oregon Revised Statute Section 197. 600(2). 

Page 1 of 14 
ATTACHMENT 2 
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Basis for Recommendation 

The workgroup was presented with a proposal to decrease the number of unrelated 
individuals who can live together in one dwelling from five to three. While the 
workgroup decided to not support this proposal, it did approve two related amendments 
to the Corvallis Land Development Code, which are captured in this recommendation and 
the one immediately above. 

4-1 (3.13.13 Memo) 

1. The Work Group recommends to the Collaboration Corvallis Steering Committee 
that OSU, with assistance from the City of Corvallis, develop and provide 
orientation programs that prepare students for living off campus. Based on models 
from other universities that were research to develop this recommendation, the 
following elements should be included: 

a. Education on rental housing, including lease contracts and Oregon's 
landlord/tenant Jaws. 

b. Considerations for selecting roommates and managing household 
responsibilities. 

c. Process for initiating utilities and refuse collection services 

d. Education on city ordinances concerning on-street parking regulations, 
nuisance behaviors, noise, alcohol possession and consumption, and others. 

e. Awareness of neighborhood livability issues and effective ways to establish 
and maintain mutually respectful relationships with neighbors. 

Assuming commensurate staff are available, it is further recommended that OSU 
and the City of Corvallis strive to implement a pilot program before the end of the 
Spring 2013 term. 

Basis for Recommendation 

Currently there is no organized orientation provided for students preparing or desiring to 
live off campus. Beginning Fall of 2013, all traditional freshman students are required to 
live on the OSU campus, which will provide focus opportunities for educating students 
on these matters before transitioning to off-campus housing. 

OSU and the City of Corvallis have knowledgeable and experienced personnel who could 
provide orientation and programming on how to live off campus in a manner that 
promotes and supports community livability. 

Page 2 of 14 
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4-3 (3.13.13 Memo) 

3. The Work Group recommends to the Collaboration Corvallis Steering Committee 
that the City of Corvallis and OSU develop and implement a 
"Community/Neighborhood Welcome" program with assistance from.neighborhood 
associations and other community stakeholders. The expected outcomes of this 
strategy include: 

a. Setting a positive tone at the beginning of each school year to encourage 
mutually respectful relationships between neighbors. 

b. Supporting related efforts to engage students with neighborhood livability 
education and outreach programs. 

c. Working to diminish hostility toward students that has grown in the 
community. 

d. Providing additional opportunities for community leaders to visibly engage 
in efforts to support livable neighborhoods. 

It is recommended that this strategy be implemented prior to Fall2013. 

Basis for Recommendation 

Due to the concentration of rental housing units in neighborhoods surrounding the 
Oregon State University campus, many permanent residents and students who live in 
these areas are new neighbors to one another each year. This dynamic can become a 
disincentive for permanent residents and students to invest time to become acquainted 
and communicate openly about their respective neighborhood livability expectations. 
Several university communities researched for the purpose of devising effective 
education and outreach programs currently hold a "Welcome Week". Anecdotal 
information suggests that these programs are an important aspect of supporting 
neighborhood livability. 

4-4 (3.13.13 Memo) 

4. The Work Group recommends to the Collaboration Corvallis Steering Committee 
that Oregon State University and the City of Corvallis identify, coordinate, and 
make available to community members a mediation/conflict resolution service. 

It is recommended that this strategy be implemented prior to Fall 2013. 

Basis for Recommendation 

Many times there are significant conflicts between neighbors that are difficult to resolve. 
Typical interventions might not always be successful. 

Page 3 of 14 
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Professional mediation has proven to be a viable solution in many college town 
communities. 

A mediation organization and qualified personnel are located in the local community and 
are available to assist with dispute resolution. The availability of these resources could 
be coordinated through new staff in the OSU Office of Student Conduct and Community 
Standards, who might also be certified mediators. 

2-5 (3.13.13 Memo) 

1. The Work Group recommends that the City of Corvallis explore amending the 
Corvallis Land Development Code so that lots reconfigured through the Lot Line 
Adjustment process do not contain "unusable area", as yet to be defined. 

Basis for Recommendation 

The Work Group received public testimony that highlighting the potential for the Lot 
Line Adjustment process to be used in a way that increases the square footage of an 
existing Jot in order to meet minimum area requirements for certain dwelling types of 
dwelling units, but do so in a way that may result in additional lot area that is, in practical 
terms, not usable. For example, a common lot line between two properties could be 
adjusted to transfer enough area to permit construction of a duplex, but the area 
transferred could be so narrow or oddly connected to the original lot as to make its use 
impractical. In this scenario, the property owner would have gained the option of 
potentially constructing a larger dwelling in comparison to the surrounding development 
pattern, which may negatively impact the character of the neighborhood and not be 
compatible with the mass and scale of adjacent dwellings. The subject recommendation 
is intended to balance the transition of existing neighborhoods to potentially higher 
density with the desire to preserve historic development patterns and the resultant 
neighborhood character. 

2-6 (3.13.13 Memo) 

2. The Work Group recommends that the City of Corvallis amend the Corvallis Land 
Development Code so that the minimum required side yard setback distance 
specified for zero lot line, single attached units is the same as that for a duplex, and 
that the setback distance be consistent for these two dwellings types in each zone in 
which they are permitted. However, the Work Group also recommends that a 
minimum side yard setback distance of 10 feet only be required in instances ofinfill 
development, as yet to be defined. 

Basis for Recommendation 

Duplexes and zero lot line, single attached dwelling units are currently allowed in the RS-
5, RS-6, RS-9, RS-9U, RS-12, RS-12U, and RS-20 zones. In each of these zones, the 

Page 4 of 14 
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minimum side yard setback distance for zero lot line, single attached units is eight (8) 
feet, while the minimum side yard setback for a duplex is 10 feet. The Work Group 
discussed the potential for two zero lot line, single attached units to have a building 
footprint, mass, and scale that is similar to that of a duplex, to the extent that, when 
viewed from the street or adjacent properties, one dwelling type might not be 
distinguishable from the other. Given these similarities and the effects building massing 
can have on neighborhood character, the work group determined it was appropriate for 
the current minimum side yard setback distance for zero lot line, single attached units to 
be increased from eight (8) feet to I 0 feet. 

2-7 (3.13.13 Memo) 

3. The Work Group recommends that the City of Corvallis amend Chapter 2.14 
(Partitions, Minor Replats, and Property Line Adjustments) of the Corvallis Land 
Development Code, specifically Section 2.14.30.05.b.2(b), by removing the option to 
calculate density potential by including up to 50 percent of the area of public street 
right-of-way that fronts a site. 

Basis for Recommendation 

In some instances involving existing lots in established residential neighborhoods, the 
option of adding up to 50 percent of the area of public street right of way abutting a site 
causes the resultant density calculation to allow an additional unit that would not 
otherwise be permitted. For example, in the RS-9 zone, the maximum allowed density is 
12 units per acre, which results in a maximum density of 1.38 units, or one unit for a 
5,000 square foot lot. When half of the corresponding public street right of way area 
(approximately I ,500 square feet) is added to the lot square footage, the maximum 
density increases to I. 79 units or two units. 

The Work Group received public testimony on the potential for this provision to allow an 
additional unit as a result of including the public street right-of-way area, and the 
resultant potential for infill development to be of greater density than what is observed in 
the surrounding neighborhood. It has been suggested that this difference between 
existing density and redeveloped density can negatively impact neighborhood character 
and unnecessarily encourage the demolition of historic homes to facilitate the 
development of investment properties. For example, it might be possible to redevelop an 
infilllot with a duplex that was previously developed with a detached single family 
home. The subject recommendation is intended to balance the transition of existing 
neighborhoods to potentially higher density with the desire to preserve historic 
development patterns and the resultant neighborhood character. 

2-8 (3.13.13 Memo) 
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4. The Work Group recommends that the City of Corvallis amend Chapter 2.12 (Lot 
Development Option) and Chapter 2.0 (Public Hearings) of the Corvallis Land 
Development Code, specifically Sections 2.0.50.04(b) and 2.12.30.04(b), to increase 
the public notice area for Major Lot Development Options to include all owners and 
occupants of properties within 500 feet of a site. 

Basis for Recommendation 

The Major Lot Development Option process can be used to request and receive approval 
of variations to numerically based development standards that apply to residential lots. 
Such requests could pertain to increasing maximum building height, reducing minimum 
setbacks, increasing maximum lot coverage, reducing minimum parking requirements, 
reducing minimum window coverage, or standards related to public street improvement, 
among others. There is no limit to which the base standard can be modified (i.e., up to 
100 percent). 

The Work Group received public testimony that expressed concerns about the potential 
for a Major Lot Development Option to facilitate infill development in existing 
residential neighborhoods and negatively alter the existing pattern of development. 
However, it is noted the review of such requests is conducted through a public hearing 
process, and relies on subjective assessment of"compatibility criteria" related to site 
design, landscape buffering, parking, traffic, noise, odor, lighting, water quality, 
transportation, and utilities. In order to inform the public, notice of the hearing for a 
Major Lot Development Option request is currently mailed to owners and occupants of 
all property within 300 feet of the subject site. After taking into consideration the 
potential increased costs associated with expanding the notice area to 500 feet, the Work 
Group determined that it is in the public's best interest for a larger area to be informed of 
Major Lot Development Option requests, especially due to their potential to significantly 
alter standards that were implemented to facilitate compatible development in residential 
zones. 

2-9 (3.13.13 Memo) 

5. The Work Group recommends that the City of Corvallis amend the Corvallis Land 
Development Code to allow the redevelopment of residential infill properties at 
densities that are otherwise below minimum required density. 

Basis for Recommendation 

The Work Group discussed the existing provisions in the Corvallis Land Development 
Code that permit "rounding up" to the next whole number when the density calculation 
for a property results in a fraction of0.5 or greater. For example, if the calculated 
maximum density for a given parcel of land was 1.5 units, the owner could build up to 
two units. A request to eliminate this provision was presented to the Work Group 
through public testimony. 

Page 6 of 14 
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While a recommendation to that affect was not adopted, the Work Group also discussed 
the merits of facilitating redevelopment of in fill properties at densities that may be closer 
to the original development patterns, particularly in older historic neighborhoods 
surrounding the Oregon State University campus. Rather than addressing scenarios 
related to maximum density, the subject recommendation would not require density 
intensification. For example, if the calculated minimum required density was 1.5, the 
owner could choose to "round down" to I unit. This option is intended to help foster the 
preservation of original development patterns, particularly in historic neighborhoods. 

5-l (5.31.13 Memo) 

1. The Neighborhood Livability Work Group recommends to the Collaboration 
Corvallis Steering Committee that the City of Corvallis and Oregon State University 
form a Community Relations Advisory Body by January 1, 2014, that is tasked with 
the following objectives: 

• Monitor the success of policies and programs implemented to promote and 
improve neighborhood livability. 

• Identify the need for adjustments to existing neighborhood livability programs 
in response to changing conditions. 

• Assist with the development of new policies and programs that promote 
neighborhood livability as the dynamic between the university and surrounding 
neighborhoods changes. 

• Facilitate communication throughout the community in support of 
neighborhood livability. 

The work group recommends that the advisory body be composed of stakeholders 
representing the University's administration, local government, student 
organizations, community groups and neighborhood associations, rental 
housing owners and managers, healthcare advocates, and local businesses. The City 
of Corvallis and Oregon State University should identify and commit staff necessary 
for managing and administering the advisory body in order to achieve the stated 
objectives. Costs associated with forming and sustaining the advisory body should 
be shared equally by the City of Corvallis and Oregon State University. As 
appropriate, the City of Corvallis and Oregon State University should consider 
guidance from the International Town Gown Association concerning the formation 
and operation of such advisory bodies. 

Basis for Recommendation 

In response to Objective 5, the Neighborhood Livability Work Group reviewed the 
purpose and composition of similarly tasked advisory bodies from the following 
communities. 
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• Eugene, Oregon (http://gcr.uoregon.edu/community-relations); 
• East Lansing, Michigan (http://wealllivehere.org/); 
• Tucson, Arizona (http://extemalrelations.arizona.edu/community.cfm); and 
• Berkeley, California 

(http://office.chancellor.berkeley.edu/gcr/StdtNeighborRelations.shtml). 

Discussions with staff who support these groups confirmed that their sustained existence 
has positively influenced relations between each respective university and local 
community. Many of the topics and issues addressed by these groups closely mirror 
those that caused the initiation of the Collaboration Corvallis project. Given the level of 
effort that has been expended to identify and implement strategies for resolving these 
issues, the work group believes it is prudent to create a standing advisory body charged 
with monitoring the success of those strategies over time, and exploring the need for new 
or alternate strategies as needed. 

The recommended composition of the advisory body is generally consistent with the 
spectrum of stakeholders identified through the Collaboration Corvallis project. The 
work group concludes that their participation is essential in order for continued efforts to 
improve and sustain neighborhood livability to be effective. 

2-10 through 2-17 (5.31.13 Memo) 

A. Development Standard Recommendations 

(2-10) 

(2-11) 

(2-12) 

1. The Neighborhood Planning Work Group recommends that the City of Corvallis 
explore implementation of a maximum Floor Area Ratio standard as the preferred 
method of addressing the mass, bulk, and scale of infill development in residential 
zones. 

2. The Neighborhood Planning Work Group recommends that the City of Corvallis 
explore implementation of an average front yard setback standard for residential infill 
development, which would be determined based on existing development, but not 
include new dwellings constructed within the last five years. 

3. The Neighborhood Planning Work Group recommends that the City of Corvallis review 
the Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards contained in the Land Development Code 
and revise them to reduce repetition of design and monotonous building faces. Key 
issues that should be addressed are: (1) making roof height articulation a mandatory 
design standard; (2) increasing the minimum length and depth of horizontal building 
offsets, and require horizontal offsets as a mandatory design element; and (3) ensure 
that such standards apply to multifamily dwelling types, as currently defined. 
Amendments to the current standards should also be made to require provision of roof 
articulation and building offsets more frequently as the length of a structure increases. 
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(2-13) 

(2-14) 

(2-15) 

(2-16) 

(2-17) 

Lastly, for developments with more than one building, options for implementing a 
quantitative measurement of minimum differentiation (e.g., percent differentiation) of 
dimensional aspects of building design should be explored. In conducting this review 
and making corresponding revisions, the City of Corvallis should consider the 
approaches taken by the City of Sumner, Washington and Town of Wake Forest, North 
Carolina. 

4. The Neighborhood Planning Work Group recommends that the City of Corvallis review 
Corvallis Land Development Code Section 4.10.60.04 (menus for Pedestrian Features 
and Design Variety) to explore whether additional dwellings types should be regulated 
by the subject standards. Particular attention should be paid towards assessing 
whether the current standards adequately address concerns raised about infill 
residential development through the Collaboration Corvallis project. 

5. The Neighborhood Planning Work Group recommends that the City of Corvallis 
explore amending the Corvallis Land Development Code to require placement of off
street parking facilities (e.g., garages and driveways) towards the rear of infill 
residential lots with frontage along an improved alley. Further, amendments to the 
Land Development Code should be explored that would enable placement of off-street 
parking facilities at the rear of lots without alley frontage in situations where such 
configuration is common within the given neighborhood area. Issues to be considered 
include adjustments to minimum required driveway widths, minimum driveway and 
garage setbacks, maximum lot coverage, storm water drainage requirements, requiring 
shared driveways, and alley standards that would reflect development patterns in 
established residential neighborhoods. 

6. The Neighborhood Planning Work Group recommends that the City of Corvallis 
consider amending the Corvallis Land Development Code to require varied roof plane 
orientation at least once every two to three units for multifamily dwelling types. 

7. The Neighborhood Planning Work Group recommends that the City of Corvallis 
consider applying amendments regarding exterior building wall and roof articulation, 
and roof plane orientation to all areas of the city, and not just within the Collaboration 
Corvallis Project Area. 

8. The Neighborhood Planning Work Group recommends that the City of Corvallis 
consider amending the existing Corvallis Land Development Code provisions regarding 
calculation of minimum window coverage percentage on dwelling facades to include the 
wall area within gabled building ends. In addition to windows, other architectural 
design elements should be allowed or required within gabled ends in order to satisfy the 
coverage requirement. 

Basis for Recommendations 
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The set of recommendations presented above responds to issues identified by the work 
group concerning the architectural compatibility of recent residential in fill development. In 
general, these issues fall into one or more of the following categories, which were 
determined by comparing examples of recent infill development with the dwelling types and 
styles that are original to most of the neighborhoods within the Collaboration Corvallis 
Project Area. 

• Building mass, bulk, and scale 
• Building setbacks 
• Architectural elements and site design 

Based on this comparison, it was determined that the existing Land Development Code 
standards, which are tailored more toward development of"greenfields", have often resulted 
in new dwellings that are of larger mass and scale than original dwellings; allow new, in fill 
dwellings to be set back from the street at distances that do not complement the existing 
pattern of building placement along a block face; and do not always result in sufficient 
architectural design variation, especially for multifamily dwellings composed of several 
attached units. Each of these issues may cause infill development to be architecturally 
incompatible with original forms of residential development, and gradually erode the 
"character" of traditional neighborhoods within the Project Area as redevelopment takes 
place. 

Concerns over compatibility were balanced against the recognition that the potential for an 
appropriate increase in density within these neighborhoods should not be precluded. Based 
on assessments of similar infill development regulations implemented in other jurisdictions 
researched for this topic, including Portland, Oregon; Sumner, Washington; Boulder, 
Colorado; Lake Oswego, Oregon; Geneva, Illinois; Alexandria, Virginia; Edmonton, 
Alberta; and Blacksburg, Virginia; the recommendations presented above should facilitate 
redevelopment to at least the minimum density permitted in each residential zone within the 
Project Area. 

2-18 (5.31.13 Memo) 

B. Regulatory Mechanism Recommendations 

1. The Neighborhood Planning Work Group recommends that the Infill Task Force or 
another representative work group be asked to work on concepts and recommendations 
for possible design guidelines similar to those devised for Ashland, Oregon and 
Portland, Oregon with illustrative, graphic examples. In working on the task, it is 
suggested that outreach to neighborhood groups be included. When design guidelines 
are adopted by the City of Corvallis they should be posted on the City's website and 
incorporated into a document that will be given to all developers when they first 
inquire. 

Basis for Recommendation 
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The work group has reviewed several examples of infill design guidelines from various 
jurisdictions across the country and within Oregon. In general. these documents provide 
illustrated descriptions of the preferred forms of infill residential development each 
community hopes to encourage. They are typically based on the goal of encouraging key 
characteristics of architectural styles and development patterns found in existing 
neighborhoods. Aspects of development commonly addressed by design guidelines 
include: the height and location of new construction in relation to existing dwellings; roof 
forms; window and door styles and their placement; exterior siding materials, roofing 
materials, building orientation; the location of off-street parking (i.e., driveways and 
garages); and the overall massing and scale of new construction in relation to existing 
development. 

In some jurisdictions, these documents merely serve as informational pieces that are 
made available to help guide architects and contractors when designing new dwellings, 
while other jurisdictions utilize design guidelines as subjective decision criteria applied 
through a quasi-judicial design review process. In Oregon, because of "needed housing" 
law, the latter approach is only possible when an owner of residential property consents 
to such regulation (e.g., through some type of historic preservation program). In all other 
cases, only clear and objective standards that do not require the exercise of discretion can 
apply to residential development. This limitation, which is enforced through state law 
(ORS 197.307), significantly constrains the ability to regulate architectural design, 
especially aspects that are easier to describe in qualitative terms or may warrant 
flexibility. Crafting a set of design guidelines as described above would help bridge a 
"regulatory gap" and allow the community to articulate, in layman's terms, the preferred 
character defining elements of neighborhood-compatible development. 

Such guidelines would only serve an advisory purpose, and compliance with them would 
not be required through the land use or development permitting process -unless they 
were also relied on as decision criteria through a discretionary design review. This 
concept is discussed below as part of the "Historic Preservation Lite" recommendation. 

2-19 (5.31.13 Memo) 

2. The Neighborhood Planning Work Group recommends that following development of 
design guidelines and implementation of recommended amendments to existing Land 
Development Code standards, including those previously forwarded to the Steering 
Committee, the City of Corvallis should solicit neighborhood input on the adoption of 
neighborhood-specific design standards. 

Basis for Recommendation 

Through its review of various strategies implemented in other jurisdictions to regulate the 
design of residential infill development, the Neighborhood Planning Work Group 
considered the merits of implementing design standards that would only apply to certain 
neighborhoods areas. This approach is used by the City of Portland, among others, to 
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require inclusion of particular design elements so that new development is compatible 
with the style and character of a given neighborhood. However, prior to taking this 
approach, the work group concluded that it would be prudent to formulate residential 
design guidelines based on the architectural styles and development patterns found in 
each neighborhood, particularly those within the Project Area. It is anticipated that a 
better understanding of whether and to what extent neighborhood-specific design 
standards are necessary. 

If the community concludes that neighborhood-specific design standards are a necessary 
and desirable means of regulating infill development, a design standards overlay would 
be a useful means of implementing those clear and objective standards so they apply to 
only certain areas rather than throughout the city. For example, the City of Portland uses 
this mechanism to implement specific portions of its Community Design Standards. As 
applied in Corvallis, a design standard overlay might be structured to require a certain 
minimum roof pitch or allow a different maximum building height in a given 
neighborhood than could otherwise occur elsewhere in the city. This approach could be 
implemented in conjunction with a set of advisory design guidelines that would address 
aspects of design that are difficult to regulate through clear and objective standards (e.g., 
window placement patterns). 

2-20 (5.31.13 Memo) 

3. The Neighborhood Planning Work Group recommends that City of Corvallis staff develop 
and present to the City Council a proposal for implementing a "Historic Preservation Lite" 
district. The proposal should consider and address the following elements: 

a. Incentives for property owner participation - such as flexibility from minimum off
street parking standards, building setbacks, and building heights that would apply 
upon redevelopment of a property, as well as potential reductions to land use and 
building permit fees associated with the redevelopment of a property. 

b. Considerations for the inclusion of a property in a "Historic Preservation Lite" 
district, including: 

i. Whether a property owner's decision to participate upon formation of a district 
should be permanent and binding on all future owners. 

ii. Whether opportunities should be provided for additional properties to be added 
to a district after its original formation. 

iii. Whether the age of a structure (i.e., the date or general period of its original 
construction) should be used as a criterion for participation in a district. 

iv. Whether and to what extent the physical condition of a structure should be used 
as a criterion for participation in a district. 

v. Reliance on information about the appearance, architectural style, and 
age of existing dwellings gathered through the Neighborhood Photo 
Survey. 

Page 12 of 14 
ATIACHMENT2 

L:\CD\Administration\Councii\CC Memo-Staff Rep\Collaboration Project\CC 10-7-13 Report\Excerpts from Workgroup Rec Memos.docx 



Planning Commission Staff Report 
Package # 1 Land Development Code Amendments (LDT13-00002 and LDT13-00003) 
ATTACHMENT B (Page 29 of 30)

P
ac

ka
ge

 #
1 

LD
C

 T
ex

t A
m

en
dm

en
ts

 (L
D

T1
3-

00
00

2 
/ L

D
T1

3-
00

00
3)

 
Ju

ne
 9

, 2
01

4,
 C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
S

ta
ff 

R
ep

or
t 

E
X

H
IB

IT
 H

 (1
08

 o
f 2

66
)

Basis for Recommendation 

Based on testimony received by the Neighborhood Planning Work Group, residents of 
neighborhoods within and outside of the Collaboration Corvallis Project Area are 
concerned about the demolition of existing dwellings, particularly those which could 
qualify as historic resources. In addition, subsequent redevelopment may not always be 
compatible with original patterns of development, which, as discussed above, can cause 
adverse impacts to a neighborhood's character and sense of place. 

The "Historic Preservation Lite" concept may be an effective means of regulating the 
demolition of existing residential structures and subsequent redevelopment. In 
comparison to the existing historic preservation program managed by the City of 
Corvallis through provisions in Chapter 2.9 of the Land Development Code, this 
approach would allow for the formation of locally adopted districts regardless of the 
number of participating properties. Consistency with preservation standards for a 
National Historic District would also not be necessary, meaning that the scope of 
regulated development activities would not have to be as comprehensive as the range of 
activities currently addressed by Chapter 2.9. In addition to demolition and 
redevelopment, these comparatively rigorous standards are intended to protect and 
preserve the historic integrity of listed resources through application of discretionary 
review criteria addressing a broad spectrum of architectural design elements. Some 
property owners have expressed concern over this degree of regulation if the primary 
concern is only related to demolition and redevelopment. 

Despite constituting a lesser degree of protection for potentially historic resources, it 
would be possible to create this locally imposed and locally regulated district as a type of 
historic preservation measure and qualify for the exemption in state "needed housing" 
law that allows a local jurisdiction to apply subjective review criteria to housing 
development. Other Oregon jurisdictions, such as the City of Salem and Washington 
County, have successfully taken this approach by devising a set of review criteria to 
determine when it may be in the community's best interest to allow demolition of historic 
homes, as well as inform the design of subsequently redeveloped dwellings so they are 
compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. 

Because participation in the district would be voluntary, the result could be a broad range 
of participation, such that some blocks might have no or only a few participating 
properties, while other blocks might have full participation. The implementing ordinance 
could be crafted so that once a property owner consents to participation, the property 
remains "in the district" in perpetuity. Alternatively, the ordinance could be written to 
allow for removal of a property under certain circumstances. 

For those participating properties, the model discussed by the work group would regulate 
demolition of existing dwellings and subsequent redevelopment through a mandatory 
design review process using discretionary criteria as a basis for determining whether 
demolition was appropriate and redevelopment was compatible. Those criteria could be 
the same design guidelines discussed above, a set of review criteria supplemented design 
standards, or some combination thereof. As with the design standards overlay, it is not 
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anticipated that property owners would incur any costs as a result of participating, unless 
one of the regulated activities was proposed through the design review process. 
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Buffer Distance Example 1 Example 2 Example 3 Average Count Materials Cost Factor Total Envelope and Paper Postage TOTAL
100 ft. 31 32 29 31 0.1 3.07$                                            15.95$      19.01$             
300 ft. 132 107 120 120 0.1 11.97$                                          62.23$      74.19$             
500 ft. 301 236 218 252 0.1 25.17$                                          130.87$    156.03$           
Notes: 1. Numbers represent a rough estimate of the total number of notices to be mailed

2. Numbers do not factor in possibility that duplicate notices and bad addresses will be eliminated during formal public notice process
3. Numbers do not factor in possibility of notice area involving parcels that lack sufficient data on apartment development unit counts
4. Counts reflect three example development projects of varying scale, where the three different buffer distances (100‐ft., 300‐ft., and 500‐ft.) were applied.

Time (hours) Rate Total
Staff Labor Costs 1 1.5 44.00$                  66.00$                   
Staff Labor Costs 2 1 51.00$                  51.00$                   
Total for 300‐ft. Notice 2.5 95.00$                  117.00$                 
Anticipated Total for 500‐ft. Notice 4 139.00$                183.00$                 

1. Increasing the notice area from 300‐ft. to 500‐ft. is anticipated to double costs for Staff Labor Costs 1 and Materials. There is no anticipated increase in labor costs for Staff Labor Costs

300‐ft. Notice Average 191.19$                            
500‐ft. Notice Average 339.03$                            

Notice Counts and Costs Based on Buffer Distance

Labor Costs

Total Materials & Labor
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Capital Planning & Development 
  

 

      MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: Corvallis Planning Commission 
FROM: Sara Robertson & Rebecca Houghtaling 
DATE: February 5, 2014 
RE: Chapter 2.9 revisions – Director-level review 
 
 
For your consideration this evening, OSU would like to propose as a visitor proposition two additional revisions 
to Chapter 2.9.  

2.9.100.03 K. COLLOCATED/ATTACHED WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATION FACILITIES LOCATED IN THE OSU  

ZONE  

OSU is requesting Director-level review of Historic Preservation Permit applications for certain 
Collocated/Attached Wireless telecommunication facilities within the OSU National Register Historic District.  
The proposed changes to Chapter 2.9 would allow Director-level review of proposals for Collocated/Attached 
Wireless telecommunication facilities if they are Accessory Uses Permitted Outright within the OSU Zone, are 
installed on a building at least 30 ft. in height, and are attached to Designated Historic Resources in a 
Reversible manner that does not damage significant architectural features. 
 
Collocated/Attached Wireless Facilities that meet these discrete requirements will not have a significant visual 
impact within the OSU National Register Historic District.  The wireless telecommunication facilities that meet 
the definition of Accessory Uses Permitted Outright within the OSU Zone are relatively small facilities.  Whip 
antennas, which consist of a single vertical antenna, must be less than 25 ft. in height, and all other antenna 
must be less than 10 ft. in height.  When mounted on large-scale buildings of at least 30 ft. in height, these 
types of antenna would be minimally visible from adjacent streets, sidewalks, and open space areas.  The 
specific mounting requirements included in the proposed language that will further ensure that there are no 
impacts to Designated Historic Resources. 
 
Although the proposed alteration to Chapter 2.9 would allow for some Collocated/Attached Wireless Facilities 
to be installed in the OSU National Register Historic District after Director-level review, many proposed 
projects would continue to require Historic Resource Commission-level review due to screening requirements 
outlined in Chapter 3.36 – OSU Zone.  Section 3.36.50.02 – Roof Mounted Equipment currently requires 
screening of all roof mounted equipment including antenna and telecommunications equipment that is not 
screened from view by architectural features.  The proposed changes to Chapter 2.9 will not remove the 
requirement for screening outlined in 3.36.50.02.b, and any screening proposed within the OSU National 
Register Historic District would require a Historic Resources Commission level review.  Only 
Collocated/Attached Wireless Facilities proposed in locations screened from view by architectural features 
would be permitted after Director-level review.  In the future, however, OSU anticipates some changes to 
Chapter 3.36 – OSU Zone to result from the upcoming update of the OSU Campus Master Plan.  Changes to the 
code made during the Campus Master Plan update may include changes to the screening requirements in 
Section 3.36.50.02. 
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OSU is pursuing the proposed changes to Chapter 2.9 in anticipation of future upgrades to its existing wireless 
facilities, which are insufficient for OSU’s current uses.  Continued expansion and improvement of the 
University’s wireless network is likely to be ongoing as telecommunication technology continues to advance 
rapidly. 

 2.9.100.03 L. REQUIRED GROUND-LEVEL SCREENING WITHIN THE OSU  HISTORIC D ISTRICT  

OSU also is requesting Director-level review of Historic Preservation Permit applications for certain Required 
Ground-level Screening within the OSU National Register Historic District that is not already exempt from 
Historic Preservation Permit requirements per Section 2.9.70.aa.  OSU proposes that Required Ground-level 
Screening that does not exceed 8 ft. in height, does not enclose an area greater than 600 sq. ft., and is not 
located between the street and front façade of the building be eligible for Director-level review.  Additionally, 
if the proposed screening is freestanding, its materials would have to be reflective of and complementary to 
surrounding Designated Historic Resources, or if the proposed screening is attached to a Designated Historic 
Resource, its materials would have to match the materials used on the Designated Historic Resource and its 
installation would have to be Reversible.  Ground-level screening that exceeds either of the proposed 
threshold dimensions or that does not meet the material requirements would be reviewed by the Historic 
Resources Commission. 
 
Because structures within the OSU National Register Historic District are of a much larger scale than structures 
within Corvallis’s other historic districts, larger-scale ground-level screening is less obtrusive than it would be in 
a historic district of a different character.  The extensive research activities conducted on OSU’s campus 
require a significant amount of associated infrastructure.  This infrastructure includes items like generators, 
chillers, and transformers which are required to be screened when placed at ground level.  The required 
screening for these items often exceeds the maximum dimensions allowed for exemption from Historic 
Preservation Permit requirements.  Screening that is slightly larger in scale than what is allowed as an exempt 
activity would have a minimal impact on the character of the OSU National Register Historic District if the 
screening met the proposed material requirements.  For that reason, OSU would like the commission to 
consider Director-level review of ground level screening that does not exceed 8 ft. in height, does not enclose 
an area greater than 600 sq. ft., and is not located between the street and front façade of the building. 

DRAFT REVISIONS TO 2.9.100.03  -  ALTERATION OR NEW CONSTRUCTION PARAMETERS AND REVIEW 

CRITERIA FOR A D IRECTOR-LEVEL HISTORIC PRESERVATION PERMIT  

 
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 “o,” 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 Resources Commission. 
 

a. Solar or Hydronic Equipment - Installation of solar or hydronic equipment parallel to the roof 
surface with no part of the installation protruding more than 12 in. 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. 
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b. Replacement Using Dissimilar Materials or a Different Design or Style for Select and 
Limited Site Features - Replacement of the following site features with dissimilar materials 
and/or a different design or style, provided the size of such features does not increase: 

1. Driveways; 
2. Paths and sidewalks; 
3. Bicycle parking areas; and/or 
4. Vehicular parking areas that involve 800 sq. ft. or less. 

 
c. Addition of Vehicular Parking Spaces Needed to Achieve Compliance with the 

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) - Addition of vehicular parking spaces, if required to 
achieve compliance with Americans with 

1. Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements, unless exempt per Section 2.9.70.l. 
 

d. Certain Alteration or New Construction to Nonhistoric/Noncontributing 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 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. 
 

e. Replacement of Windows or Doors on Historic, Historic/Contributing, and 
Historic/Noncontributing Resources- Windows and doors may be replaced with new 
windows and doors containing double-pane glazing and meeting current Building Code energy 
efficiency standards. The following provisions also apply:  
 
1. Except as otherwise provided in subsections 2-5, below, the replacements shall match the 

replaced items in: 
a. Materials; 
b. Design or style; 
c. Size; 
d. Sash and Muntin dimensions (a ½-in. tolerance in size is permitted for Sashes, and 

a 1/8-in. tolerance in size is permitted for Muntins); 
e. Number and type of divided lites (either true or simulated lites are permitted; snap-

on grids are not); and 
f. Shape. 

 
2. Metal-clad wood may be substituted for the original, non-glass materials of the replaced 

items. 
 

3. On residential structures, non-wood doors and hollow-core doors may be replaced with 
doors of a dissimilar design, provided the replacement doors are solid wood or metal-clad 
solid wood and are the same size, and in the same location as the door to be removed. 
Glass is permitted in the replacement door. 
 

4. Alterations involving decorative art glass and leaded glass windows shall be reviewed by 
the HRC unless the alteration satisfies the Chapter 1.6 definition for In-kind Repair or 
Replacement. 
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5. Installation of new, or replacement of windows and doors on Nonhistoric and 
Nonhistoric/Noncontributing Resources in a National Register of Historic Places Historic 
District are exempt per Section 2.9.70.t. 

 
f. Extension of Fencing Other than Wood - The extension of existing fencing other than wood 

fencing, which is exempt under Section 2.9.70.m, with Inkind Repair or 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. 
 

g. 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.b.  

 
h. Skylights - Activities involving existing skylights that are not already exempt via Section 

2.9.70.x and new skylights are allowed on: 
 

1. Nonhistoric/Noncontributing structures; 
2. Structures with flat roofs or where the skylight would otherwise be obscured by a 

parapet; 
 

3. Portions of structures that are not visible from private street rights-of way and public 
rights-of-way, except for alleys from which they may be visible. 

 
All other modifications or installations of skylights shall be processed via Section 
2.9.100.04. 
 

i. Single (First) Story Exterior Steps and/or Stairways - Changes in step or stairway design 
or style that may be required to meet present-day Building Code requirements, including 
handrail or guardrail installation, provided such changes are conducted within the height of the 
first story of a Designated Historic Resource. When authorized by the Building Official, some 
flexibility from conformance with some Building Code requirements relative to this design, 
including the question of whether or not handrail or guardrail installation is required, may be 
granted as outlined in Section 2.9.90.06.a. The design or style shall be architecturally 
compatible with the Designated Historic Resource based on documentation provided by the 
applicant.  
 

j. Driveway Width Expansion - Widening driveways to a maximum width of 12 ft. using the 
same materials and design in existence, or using dissimilar materials and/or a different design 
or style. The driveway length shall not increase. In all cases, driveways are subject to the 
Corvallis Offstreet Parking and Access Standards, and the provisions in Chapter 4.1 - Parking, 
Loading, and Access Requirements. 
 

k. Collocated/attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities located in the OSU Zone - 
Collocated/attached Wireless Telecommunication Facilities that are Permitted Outright within 
the OSU Zone per section 3.36.20.01.b – Accessory Uses Permitted Outright for University-
owned Properties, are allowed if they meet the following criteria: 
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1. The facility is installed on a building at least 30ft in height. 
 

2. If attached to a Designated Historic Resource, the facility shall be attached in a manner 
that does not damage any significant architectural features of the structure, and the 
installation shall be Reversible. 

 
3. The facility is consistent with the Additional Provisions for Wireless Telecommunication 

Facilities outlined in Section 4.9.60 – Wireless Telecommunication Facilities. 
 

l. Required Ground-level Screening within the OSU Historic District - Code-required 
ground-level screening, including vegetation, walls, fences, and enclosures, provided the 
screen: 

1. Complies with development standards of Chapter 3.36 – OSU Zone; 
 

2. Does not exceed 8-ft in height, and does not enclose an area greater than 600 sq. ft. 
 

3. Is not located between the street and the front façade of the building; 
 

4. Is freestanding, or constructed at ground level and attached to the Designated Historic 
Resource in a manner that is Reversible and does not damage architectural features of 
the structure; 
 
a. If attached to a Designated Historic Resource, the screening material shall match 

materials used on the Designated Historic Resource structure, except in the case of 
vegetation. 

b. If free standing, the screening material(s) shall be reflective of, and complementary 
to, those found on any existing surrounding comparable Designated Historic 
Resources, except in the case of vegetation. 
 

5. If vegetation is used for screening, it shall be consistent with the screening provisions 
in Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, & Lighting. 
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Historic Resources Commission DRAFT Minutes, January 14, 2014 Page 1 of 15

Community Development 
Planning Division 

501 SW Madison Avenue 
Corvallis, OR 97333

DRAFT
CITY OF CORVALLIS 

HISTORIC RESOURCES COMMISSION MINUTES 
JANUARY 14, 2014 

Present
Geoffrey Wathen, Chair  
Lori Stephens, Vice Chair 
Charles Robinson 
Eric Hand 
Tyler Jacobson 
Rosalind Keeney 
Jim Ridlington, Planning Comm. Liaison 

Absent/Excused
Cathy Kerr  
Kristin Bertilson 
Roen Hogg, Council Liaison 

Staff
David Coulombe, Deputy City Attorney 
Bob Richardson, Associate Planner 
Carl Metz, Associate Planner 
Mark Lindgren, Recorder 

Guests
Rebecca Houghtaling 
Sara Robertson 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION

Agenda Item 
Held for 
Further
Review

Recommendations 

I. Visitor Propositions  None. 

II. Public Hearings 
A. OSU Agriculture and Life Sciences Building, and 
Nash Hall (HPP13-00027) 
B. Mason House (HPP13-00034) 

 A. Motion passed to approve the 
application as conditioned.
B. Motion passed to approve the 
application as conditioned.

III. Minutes Review- December 3, 2013  
                             December 10, 2013 

 December 3, 2013 minutes passed as 
presented. December 10, 2013 
minutes passed as presented. 

VI. Other Business/Info Sharing 
a. Chapter 2.9 Text Amendments 
b.  Historic Preservation Project Grant Update 

 a. Motion passed unanimously that the 
HRC recommend that the LDC 
Chapter 2.9 Historic Preservation 
provisions be approved as amended. 

V. Adjournment  Meeting adjourned at 9:00 p.m. 
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K. Rebultol by Applicant: None. 

L. Su_r-rcbuttal: None. 

M. Additional time for applicant to submit On31 argument: 

Therewn& no request foro continuaooeor lo hold the record open, and applicant waived a seven-day 
period to submil additional written testimony. 

N. C101e the public hearing.; 

The Cha.ir closed the public bearing. 

0. Discussion lllld Action by the CoOlU!Jission: 

Commissioner Jaoo-b$en said the changes were s.ttiking~ es:pceiaJiy to a Historically Contributing 
resource, and praised the applicant to making the c:banges in compliance to Chapter 2.9. 
Comtnissionet Keeney said she liked the revised plan better than the origin&, espeeio.Jiy lhe lowering 
it from the originall~·o-story addition. 

Motion: 

Commissioner Keeney moved to approve the application as conditioned to the staJJ report; 
Commiss:loner Robtn.itOn sccondcxl. Commissioner Wathen said the mod(f'iod application was io lx:tter 
oecord with both the Jetter and intent of Chapter 2.9, and lhe tnodific~tions were welcomed, especially 
l'IS the modifications were in scaJc and proportion, making them more in linewilh lheoxisting historic 
resource. Motion passed unanimously. 

m. ~fiN UTES REVIEW: 

Chair Wathen noted that Vice Chair Stephens re-joined the commission. 

Dec•.ml>er 3, 2013-
RC>lOrder Lindgren noted the December J, 2013 n>inutcS could not be appro>•ed ot tho prcviow; 
meeting due to the lack of quorum, though those minutes Were not io l.his com.missiOD packe,, 
CommissJon"'or Stephens moved and Commissioner Hand seconded to approve the December 3, 2013 
nlimuc:s as presented; motion passed. 

December 10, 2013-
Commissioncr Robinson mo\•cd and Commissioner St<.-phcns iCCOndcd to approve lhe December lO, 
2013 1ninutes as presentedt motion passed. 

IV. OTfLER BUSINESSI!Nf'ORMAnON SliAJUNC. 

a.). Cbapr.cr .2.9 Text Amendments. 

Planner Ricbs.rdson said the intent was to bring the w.•i.scd text :;un~ndments to the Planning 
Commission·s February S meeting for eons.ider.:uion. The 2.9.70, Exemptions revisions are in their 
third ilerntion tooigbt and Director-level .criteria a:re in thelr se<x>ud iteration, He bigbligbted 
distributed iterations of Exemptions and Director· level items. Chair Wathen noted the purpose was 
not h'J r¢-deb:ue previous is:rues; itCl:uS in 2.. 70 or 2.?.1 00 $hould only be ~ked 1.1pon ifth~havc 
not been ~ocurntc:ly presented by the staff' summary. 

His.:1Qric ResourCl!S Commission DRAFT Minutn;. J:t~ruary 14. 2014 Page 8 of IS 
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Cocnmisslooer Walhco RIJ8C'ICCI quidt ,.._,.,.. ofnemsa)thtoogb d), and thea IWiin& ,..;lh item e) 
u presenl<d in Pbnn<r Riclaanlson's ""'""' eMir Watben invil<d comment on those points: lh<n 
'4"&$DOUC. 

Rcprding po101 e). Planner Roch.vdson Aid 11 bad gmerat.-1 • lot of prev>aus dit<USSlOll, and 
highlight.-! tbitditetation language on pages 23 and 24, sayi~~&be'd ttiod to Jli"C'CIIt it A$dl.lcusscd by 
the commission. He understoOd thtt the J IRC restrucrured how the exemprloo w•s Sti'U(l:IUI'C'd1 wnh 
Section I applying to all Nonhistone And Nonoontributing strucrureo; Soouon 2 would apply 10 
structures outside the OSU district: Se<ltaon 3 would apply 10 OSU 5tru<turos: and Soetion 4 (rcl•t.-1 
to visibility) would apply lo all. A bi& chansc wu th:u the styJe of window or d001' roploocment» muM 
mstch the exiSiin!! style on oil clcvstioos ora build in& (though pabaps the conunissiononlyfnttnded 
that that apply to otreot·f..,ioa elcvotiona). 11lo window or door "''llttiol would not be rcgulat.-1 
tbrougp any pari of 2.9.70.o. New window and door opeeinga (os eompam:lco • repltt<:emmt nf o 
wtndow or a door) are pmnlu<d on eleva lions not visible from public or priVIltc otrecu: an applieont 
could pu1 toto a new opening whhou1 lookins a.t the cle:ilP. size or style. 

Rcprdlng Alterations to buildinp not tnllle OSU Distriet. (cowring additions or dormcn. etc.). if 
lllcydo notex-.llhe bvildfna' •hti&ht.""' lc$$ than 100 ~feet, ml ore 1101 visible from righ~ 
oC-way, then 1l1cy are &empt Thb ......,. chat of lllere is an cxisliAa window 0< ~ m chc area 
wbaelbealtcntion "wid oowr, then those" !Jido,.\'S<OUitl be..,.,..,., (ina ~1101 vuible ..,_ 
public ngbl$-Of·v. .. y). 

lnllle OSIJllistorie diStnet. allmcion•to buoldinga may be 400 Square feel and indude Pro;I!Ciionu• 
listed in 4.9~.ol. ruoh u ~levator shall• an a Nonhist~ Nonoorunouting buildiQ&-

Section 4 clarifies chat chc P.xanptian only opplios 10 alcerations 001 vis! ole from rights-of-wey, unless 
opocifi.-1 by the criteria proccding I~ He '*id he ondcn;tood that Soc:tion 4 applioo to bath OSU and 
non.OSU properties. He soul!)>< feadboek. Commission.,. Wathen oaid !bore WllJdiiiOu .. ion 10 make 
allowance for an exception to the change [n style if required for fire egress; Planner Rrohordson 
replied that that was captured in Oircctor4 1cvol Provisions. 

C01lllllissiaaor Keeney ask<d if the propos.-~ longuage would bB>-e prevented the eommlssion from 
rcvicv.ing OSU's oppli<otion toni£bc P!tonner Rkhanlson repli<d that the applkudan fell under 
Enclosure Screening· Mechantcol Equopmcn~ under tho c:ttmnl 2.9.70.a.o: the $<)UIR faacnae w .. 

sr=ttr tholl 400 $<)Wire feet, and taller tban six fooL Cotrutris.iona Stephens ask.-! abottt tbc ebanae 
in styles under l.b. Plarula- Rlebardloo Niu:d iflbe HRC woo "'>CJlforuble iu allow111g 1 <hang< m 
Sl)'le &arcpbcemeol ..-indawsaad claon In elcvttiOIIt ao< >mole &om.....u. CotclmJuionerWotbca 
said pteVM>us di!eu$s100 bad poantoo ootlbat if cbot wtte to be~ thai -.lei be a 1t8JiifiCIIIt 
tigb!eningotfhecocle &om bef'orc.ln c), bocA-windows and doors <:a~~ be modified 011 oon·fKIQl 

dcvatioas, Ibm: «>~~ld be 1 pocentialloophole "'lll:n>$01lleone coulcl take..,,. Wlcdow and 00\'er al 
with a wal~ tben later put in a n010• window: we're not reguJatin& !hal """' windo~ mvst match Ill) le 
willl uisting windows. lie stated that it wa• a can or wonns Ia tty 10 regula co >l)'le on oon-ri£bt-of· 
way facing properties, the WliY tbc> code is now wucrur<d. Planner Riebordson said b),.. .. oon<isttsll 
with wbat Commissioner Wathen just 11.1d, but h1s memo was inoonsis1eat With that. Commissioner 
Stephens said that lhe: way lt is written in tl1e Tilird htn~~rion mattix makes $C'Ose. 

OSV Senior Planner Rebeeeollou&htolin& said thnt egress didn't appear to becover<d b)' Dlr«tor
lcvcl; Coau:nissjooe:r Wathen M.swered dmt it was covt."f"ed under e.2 on the next page for Nonhiscoric. 
and Nanh.istaric Noncontribuuna. 

Planner Richardsonask.~d if the 11 •• by 17 .. handout wascon$l$ttnl with chceommission"$ in~-nt in 
lhe lhird ittntion. Contmiss.iancr Stq>llenl clarifi<d !Mt 11 wos regardina Nallhtt«>ric, 

Ho...,;,~C'= 'nionlliVJ'TM-~IC,20tc P ... 9o(IS 
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Noncontn'buting resources. Commiss-ioo~ Keen.ey s..<1id iL captU.red what the commission inteoded. 
Commissioner \Vachen prnised Plrumer Rieha.rdson•s work in capturing«heoommission'sdjscus.sions. 

Chair Wathen heard no commjssion comments regarding points Q, 8), and b). 

Planner Richardson stated tba1 rc:garding b.2, Aecessory Development. n<Jt within tbe OSU Historic 
District, the ls$Oe was ini l i.n the second iteration~ "'not vis·ibte from pub lie or private street rights-of· 
wny. exeqlt for alleys, from which the)' may be visible'"; and •·u.~vn Curniturc and omamentaJ 
landscape accessories with a footprint oi2S square feet or less are also exempt". He said how it wa.~ 
previously written was confusing, so he combined everything under the sccood iteration.#3 iJ'lto ooe 
semence (in the third column), and deleted the por<nthetic,,l "except fornlle)'l', from which it maybe 
visjble .. in order 19 try tO simplify the language; he 51lid his understanding was that that was OK, 
ba$Cd on the definition excluding t~Ue~ in Cbnptet 1.6. Commissioner \Vatben said it captured it 
"'elL 

Regarding points i), and j)) there were oo changes. 

Regarding k), Access Ramp$.
1 
PJunet Richardson said tbc text oo page 10 was re$tructurcd, wi1h 

Sections I and 2 addr¢Ssing oon-OSU buildings, and Section 3 oddressingOSU buildings. Regarding 
k. l . in ... .individually listed structures (meaning Stnlcru.res nQl within historic di$tricLS lhal aro 
historically regulated) and Historic Contributing resources not within theOSU Historic District, hand 
and guord rails shall notexued an opacity of2S%; ramps shall be installed below grade. or to 3tY' 
abo\'c grade, not including hand roils". He clarified that that applies to all Historic Contributing and 
otherwise Histori-c Buildings out$idc the OSU Historic Di.strict. 

Be highlighted #2. Acc<o$$Ramps on Nonhistone and Noncontributing rcsourocs. not within th<:OSU 
Historic Oi!>tric.t, below grado or io 48"' (he sa~d 48" was in curr-ent code). In the OSU District, 1he 
same band :1nd guardrail Opacity requirement was proposed, and ramps shall be installed below grade 
or tO the first level of the building. He uoder>tood that both the HRC and OSU accepted that 
langu.age. He said thedisctJssion focused on OSU, aod asked ifthe commission sought to applyitto 
non·OSU buildings as well. Commissioner Wathen said that hom:aUed discussion of only applying it 
to OSU btilldings. Apart from the missing two "ors", he s•id that it looked OK. Commissioner 
Stephens concurred with the propo~ laugu.agc. 

Regarding pnint 1), ADA Parking, Planner Richardson said that following h:ogtby disC\Is>ion. he 
understood the commission's final intent was to use current code language in column J on past 11, ~o 
delete the last clause. Staff suggesled thai existing parking spaces could be converted into ADA 
spaces, provided "no additional 'mpcrvious $urf'll:ce \\'8$ treated in Comributing open s:pace areas ... 
The intentioo i.s to allow eretJtion of Bddirional impervious surface in oth~ areas. Commissioner 
Wathen said hi.!e recollection nras the final clause was wbcn converting a standard pad;_jngspac"C into 
an ADA parking space, there is ofleo a need to create addi1ional spaee for an aisle, and che- "no 
addition4J impervious S\lrf.'l<:e'' eiAUSC \\'"M. inhibiting that a.bility. By restricting th.at ro " .. in 
Contributing open space areas'". it opens up the door as an exemptactivitytoereatean aisle, bm notlO 
crt>ate a brand n~ parkiog space as ~Ul ExempL Aetivity. 

Regarding points m). n). o). and p). there were oo chao go..; in the lhird iteration.. 

Regarding point q), Planner R.ieb:ttdson said there. was di.SC.U$'Sion about rcmovil)g the phtase 
··appearance~~ the GnaJ liRC suggestion was to strike the second OCClJJTeD.OC- of the word 
•·appearance''. However, if the word is deleted, and someone waJ\ts to add new guners, then ''match~· 
could be problematlc; we just want 'o ensure iliat gutters and downspouts are fairly consistent. 

Historic Rt$()Urces Commission DRAfT Minutes. }M\IlltY l4.l0 14 Page to or IS 
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Comm~ SltpMM ""lied that bocll"oppevonccs" waelell m, wbik Commissioner K<cn<:y 
n:calledremovmgmc:ofthcm. Comm><JJOil« hocobsm~<OII$icltnogllnguqct.otq>lw« 
""""b tbosc dw ,...,..., « II'O.typK'all)' uscd u> limdarll)le buildings. Commi-lland satd n was 
ft\Ote important &o nwcb the appcaruce of wtw is then:; CommissWw S:tpbenJ COOC\IrmS 

Commissioner Keeney said )l<rlla)>< lho lim •appoannoe" was deleted. ~ino• that could mean 
potcntiolly matching $0lll<lhingth11 wu new. Commissioner StephtiU agreed. saying thotlh•tgo•'C 
one lhe option of matchtll$ '"""•thing from the period. 

Planner Rjcherdson $11id tb3t even todoy, 50mcone eould match who1 wus lbcro under Exemption 
c.riteria for repair and replAcement. Comn,issione:r Watha1 suggested chal ddcting the Cint IIPJ)C:mmoc 
was acrually redundant. Planner lticthllrdiKln Mid bo1h could be kept in. Commissioner Hnnd said 
existing in·kind language WI)$ tnupproprhue.. Jin~c il tdlows a contemporary re~uure to be rcploec:d In 
kind; this is an opportunity to correct th:ll. Commis.sioner Wathm tcca.llcd lhal by11rikJ.n$lhe fint 
"appearance", y<>u could eod up n:quirlna matuials that match gutters and down.q>out~, ond th<rt 
could be ma<crials tho<""' no loagu ovaU.ble nor adVIsable, oucb as lead. Commissioner IIMd Slid If 
o hi$loric building Md C<)flp<t &utterS. he'd wtintthcroto JMtch aod would wantlho lbllityto review 
thl!L Con:uuissiooer Stephenasald y<>u c:ould ma1eb the appeamx:eofSO<!Idhingtn>ocallyuocd in lho 
pcriocl. If there wmo eopper 8\III<D, you could tq>l..,. them with ....,cth10g tlw lllll<hcd tltm 
appeorance. 

Commi<sioocr Watb"' uid that mucb of the (USl _,;.,.. could be SINd< aloag ..,(b the won! 
-~·.we could simply f)vc p:rmiuion 10 milCh lho oppean~nCe ,.,u. ma~<rials typiC.IIIy u>cd 
on •imilar style buildinp &om lho s;amc period of <ignlficance. based oo CV~deuoc supplied by the 
propenyowncr. Commissioner S<epl><nso<ked about !host only replacing one ocction; Commt....,er 
Wnlhcn replied that you'd bcallowcdtodotbAt undtrRoutineM4intcoaneeand/orln·kiod Repair« 
ReplaccmenL You could n:fc,.noe ;>Oint b), ·• .. wh<rc noc co•-m:d under in·k:ind ~q~:oiror replacement. 
instaUat:ion ofnew and repttired or repiDCC~men• gutters .. " and striking out ··matcriol.s thai match the 

opp:arance of guucrs end down6f>OUII being reploccd. or .. ". 

Commissioner Keeney asked why no1 simply ddeiQ. 1he first uappearance"; Comuussion<:-r Wt\1hen 
replied that il was rOOundant in the code. Commissioner Keeney countered tbatll'lis "'M where you'd 
look fori< in !he code; even ifh I$ nodundant. it is useful Commiuiooa Wathen replicd tbAtthot WitS 
"'hy he sug&esl<d adding ot tho besJnning. "except whc"' <:<>vered under ln·Kmd RC])llir and 
Rq>locement. ref<rencing 2.9. 70.b. so lh<te -• not two p3I1S o! code "'8Ulawt8 tbe ~ <~ebVJty. 
Commissioocr tiMd noted tb•• tbcn, C\'CI)'lhtni would fall under In-Kind R<PIJr and Rq>lllc:Cm<ll~ 
Commissiu= Wlllhen said it allowed a p«>p<nyown<riO"""""' the old ooq, and put new oo .. "" 
1<'bicb did notmaldllheokl OOd. Comm.tss.,.,.,.Hand said be"'lllled lhollRCt.o ha\0 thecban<e 10 
rC\i<W replacing m·land old ODes thAt ,.ac not hiaonc:ally oompotible, and teck that the """"..,.. 
v.ae more historicaiJyoOat!*tibte.. Commouooocr Wadocrl said thausthe code ... -......,.,.tly wnlla>, 
replacing SO<!Idhint Mth the txaCt Sllll<'lb<ng ("""" ifbl.llOrie<IUy iDCOmpatible) Wll OUIItde the 
commission's pun•kw; Commiuioncr lland replied lhlllhllt was wrong. 

Pl1111ner RicbiiJ'dson noi<Xl that lhsl could apply toanyfe.1t111eon a building. with • hOili<OWI1Crsimply 
~q~lacing on illcornpauolc fco<uroln·ldnd, such oscn Inappropriate window or siding. Commossioncr 
Hand responded thai r"CStorins ht_Morfc integrity was pan of the codcl and (aciliuaUng mAppropriolo 
r<p3lnl dcfcalS lhc poinl. Commiuioncr Keeney asked how would staff would V<CW such an 
app1ication in regards co a), b) rutd q). l'lanncr Riclutrdson replied. thtll some netivitics were exempt 
under q), so staff would look al thQ code 1511d tell people whether th'Ciy need a penult or whc:.1.hcr his 
exemp~ based on tbc cntcri•. If lhore - lt.oHiething in the StoUIIDCnt or Si8Jtifio•••• <hat would 
indicate that the gu.um and downspouts were: a «114in material or bad a tmain fealurc t.lutt ~vc 
them blstotlc bnponancc. thro II would ""J'Jlrc • pem!IL 

... II a(fl 
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Commisslonet Kee11ey suggested leaving .. nla.teh" of the glmers, and lose the ~.or". Planner 
Richardson said the redundancy wllSll•t bad. The issue originally came up with people lhst didtl•t 
buvc any gutters on their hornet ond the idea was to-require matching what would hovctypkaiJyboc:n 
on a house of that style. Regarding replacemenl, there is a cha.Heose to require somoono to match 
something that was there, since it might not be the ri_gbt thing to match, or it might be very difficult to 
match; tbat*s wily the fuzzier te.nn "appearo.l)ce" wQS used. 

Commissioner Walhcn said that if b) were changed later 10 provide 11\0I'e restriction on in·ki.Qd repair 
or repJaecmenc, theo h could conflict with q); tbis is why not to have the same activity r¢gu1ated in 
twodifTeretlt places, so this is the rea.soo., ifthe-stntCtlcc ~tOuod the word ,;appearance'' is deleted, to 
make a rereronce to in·kiod repair and replacement. Commissioner Stephens coiJcutred. 

Commissioner Hand asked ifin·ldnd r~pair and replac.cr:nent was true for wi1tdows. os well~ Pla.nocr 
Richardson replied that i1 was. Commissioner Wathen said if someone wants to replace a vinyl 
window with a vinyl window of the same S1yle, d.esign, and sll.e (falling under the Light definition of 
ln·kjnd). then il is an exempt aetivity. PiMner Richardson agreed that that is how the eode b.u been 
applied; CQ.Jilmissiooer Fland djsagreed wlth tbAL Commissioner Wadtal said that if the commission. 
down the road-. fooked at requiring someone rcplaeiog a vinyl window ro get it closer 10 _its historic 
:aspect, then that would be a chaoged point b). and we' d \WUlt it to capture everything. 

Planner Richardson read his draft i.ntrodu~OI)' phrase: "'Whe-re not covered under 2.9.70.b, 
installation of new end repair or replacement of exisling gutters aod downspouls using materials thai 
match the appearance ofrhoso that were typically USC<! in the style of the building .. "', keeping what 
he'd prevtously deleted. Ms. Robertson soid ber c.oocems on the point were addressed. She asked lf 
the draft 2.9.70.b could precludesombOnewho bas a portion ofastrucwre with guumt and wamed to 
add guum to another ponion 10 motch what wos C><isting; Commissioner Wotbcn n:pliod that that 
should sUU be an exempt activity under q). 

Chair Watbeo said there' d been a previous discussion of scuppers, but 1here was no chMge from the 
second itcmtio.n. 

Regarding points r), s), t), u), and v), ther< WliS no change. 

Planner Richardson said in w). the phrase .. external pipes and oonduit sball be paimed" had bee:n 
removed in the tbird iteratiou. Conuni$siont'l' Hand asked if tber~ was any limit on lhc size of the 
pene1tations; that seemod like tho biggt$1 change. Plru)ncr RicllMdson repliod there was no dlscussion 
of penetrations for conduits; previously. thcro:wns no limitation on the sizes of meters or pipes. either. 
As proposc:d, lhere as-e no size limits. 

Regarding points x) andy), there "'CTC no chengcs. 

Regarding point z}, Planner Richardson said there bad been a lot of previous disoussion, and OSU 
'"'auld wan1 lO respond LO :;t\•e:ral concerns. The structure or z) changed e little from the second 
iteration. The word "anttnnll$~ was added to the intt0duc1ory sentence. The £.1(emptioos were divided 
Into two ports, with Pare I addressing OSU swerutC$ and properties Md Plllt2 addressing oon·OSU 
s.trucmres and properties. There was no real change outside OSU. 

In srubscetion 2, regarding OSU s~ruetures, OSU proposed allowing equipment to be in<talle<l on any 
OSU building, in<:luding Contnoutiog buildings, as '"' cxcmptioo, as long as that equipment, 
including antennas, wo.s: not visible from rigiH+Of·w¥tys, unless it was ao aotcnna insuaUtd on 3 
building at kw;t 30· taU, anc.J tJ1at antemm was a pc:nuitted u~ within lhe OSU Zone, and would not 
damagean;hitcctural featui'C$. He re~tod that st.10' raiS<;d a couple C<)<)eems; in tbe OSU Zone, the"' 

Page 12 ofJS 
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&Te multiple .,.. that could tnclude antonnas on buildings and_,.,-. don't in<lud< h<lsJ!t 
r=rictioo$, dttte could bu po<Cllllal fora''"'>' lor&< 10\\'0ran....,.,. oo IClp oh buildl!IJ. Unl<u tb<to 
"="'-mtri<uoco put on tbo~ and •-•Tit "'''""lOt visible from !he-. tbateould ~><p~wdy 
impo<llbc dismcL 

M.s. Roughlllling clarifi<d that pmnitt<d antCllnU "'="e<Y~ wlw Plonncr Richardson wu 
dc•cribing would not possible W'lder the LOC 3.36. As it i• prcpoocd, it woold pmlubitantonnusueh 
liS the KBVR antenna on Snell Hall under l .a.l (aotO'Ilnas permin<d wtthin tbe OSU Zone): OSU 
would h~ve to go tbrougb something like • 1'\JO to get d1aL Planner Richardson oountcr<d thot it 
would be ptnnittcd undCT'Condit.ional UQc or MAjor Adjustment. Commissioner Wathen russt:~ted 
adjusting thclonguogc to cite 3.36, which laysollt sp<"<'ific permitted ..... and rnalcina more explicit 
wha1 is an exemption. 

Ms. Houghtaling said ls.ct w~k OSU WJiiW<d that it is pmniu<d oulril!l>L Planner Rich•rdson uid 
stn.f'rs concern is t.lw it is not c1tar, hems thol are pmnitted outright include INljor scf'llius and 
utiliti<s, "bich could have antcnw associ.\t<d with them. They doa't hove the some h<lgjlt 
•··mttatJoosu tbeco.locatcd fac1I111U or lheotbu ref'ermced antennaS and lbetr ac:ce:uory permitted 
....._ Ms. Hel<lshtaling Uld OSU """ld be OK with only having oo-loc..t<d facilill .. bcin&CO'<-.r<d 
IDidtr lbc <Xemptioc1s. whldl '' ~>hal OSU ~ Pbnncr RidJanlsao ....S these eo-l<lcated 
focifuiesand IDtamu .. 'OUid betpCCtfally idcotif>ed UDder 3.36.20.01.b.71Dd J.36.20.0I .b.8. Tho 
HRC could coooidor<nlling<Odc Willi spccifoc ~ 10 that. 1bosc bavc bctght lumlaUOIII,IIICed 
in Ius memo; a co-locot<d w~telus tclccommunicauOM facihtyoo a....,;dcnliaii1Neturo can be up 10 

25 '. including motJnting. A ,.hip antenna may be up 10 25 • on a non-n:sideolial strueruro. lbtS wcold 
pro, ide some Hmitationt and pwaronm. whiob scoJ'f fe:h \\'CtC desirable. 

Commissioner Watho:n said tho commission was leaning toward ditcotly ~fcreneing d1e 3.36 code. 
Commissioner Jaeobsen commented 1h01 2.u.Z was really va.guc; Commis.sioncr Wathen said OSU's 
intent was to reference 3.36.20.01.b.7 ~d 3.36.20.01.b.8 to specify the intend«! antcnnn u ... 11c 
higlllight<d the memo rcgording 3.36.$0.02, which requires d1at anttntus be screened. and d1at OSU 
will seek to change- that Commiui011cr Jocobseo sajd d'e laoQU3ge In 2.a.2 should rc:rc.rencc whnt the 
ARC intends to be comrollina. 

Commission« Rand asked whether the c<>mmi>sicn souabt to review a 20' antenna on lh< MU or DOL 
Commissioner Wathen ropli<d thol OSU' s lrJIUrn<n~ from a Scale and I'Yop«tioo$ stllndpoint, .,,.. 
basically that a simple wlup IDt<MI on top of •lat&e buflding would bcvim>allymv•stbl<, and thai IS 
why OSU Wlll11<d Ill CXC1Dp4ion. Cornmi>Slon<r Hand said a 25' Mtenna 00 a 30' tall butldmgdidn't 
....., invisible 10 lum; Commi""""" Keeney COIICIIITOd. Plam>er Ridwdsoe $\1~ tbat al o 
minilmm>, it "'""ld be bclpfvl 10 ollow roplaccm<nt or existing «>-locat•oo poncls. and addilioo of 
new ones, on exUUnJIIl01CIUlal, OS Ill ""~ O>mmissioocr Hood said he wdemood l<dudns 
use of .wf llmc far"""""" buuomc 1tems seemed u if they wae going too far, be won1ed lh< IIRC 
10 ha\'e tho oppomtnity 10 R>View a 25' antenna on a 30' building. for example. 

M.s. liougi>Utling said OSU piek<d a bciabt of JO' assuming that most loeatlo.ns wUJ cxcc<d 30'; 
however, from a podcwian stAndpoint. an antcno•. oro co-located antenna, will be&Ct bac.lc. oo wlun 
ean be scco will lyptcally be very minimal, eapcci•llyon the many bu11dings with pam)X't Will•. lbt 
various types of roofs could be dlseu>S<d. M0$1 nntenna< won' t be visible; most will be very ~mnll; 
most won't take etfec-t rigtu away: and the heig.hl$ of buildings: nod the sizes of 11ntcnnas can be 
diSC-US$Cd. 

Commiosloner Hand .. id Stghllln<l, au<b., ICf0$1 qwuls, need 10 bcpiOO<TV<d; a blankctallowiiDCC 
woukl allow very visible antennas- lie 18Jd seale wa:s c:nbcal; 25' ~med exCCSSI\<t, and thiU (heir 
size shoold be tied to buildrns hc'l!hL Commil<1iooer Rood said he wonld nc<d """mpluof diff.,..t 

Ht:iCCiric RCIGG'CUCcmm ·snc , DRAFT \t~ Utwly 14, 201.t 
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height antennas in order ro make a good assesSLnenl on allowable~ appropriate sizes. ConlJl1isS:ioncr 
Stephens sa.id ifn 25' antenna came before the commission. she didn•t see how s.hc how she could 
ove,r..rufe it; s:he couldn't recall any antennas on Valley Library; they are so common thallheyore not 

noticed. 

Commissioner Wathen summarized tbnt it was a maxim~,~m of'2>~ for whip antcnna.s, and to• for 
other types of antennas. CommiiS"itmcr \V athcn said i( an antennA did oot fall under specific allowed 
uses in 3.36.20.01.b.7 and 3.36.20.01.b.8, chen it would not be exemp~ nnd ii woold fall under 
Dircctor·level Review or H.RC r~'iew. Phumer Richardson highlighted the two s<."Ctions on pageS of 
the memo d~·tributod this evening; Commjssionet Eland disagreed with the prop<>sa1. Commissioner 
Stephens said that antennas \'/ere a changing technology. and didn' t see them affecting the 
architecture of a building.. Commissioner Jacobsen cautioned t.hat $0nle antennas can be large and 
placed so thai Lhty 00\.lld delt8ot from 3 historic resour«.; without HRC review, those eonsjderarions 
may not be ~akcn. flopefully antennas wm shrink over time and placed in a place where they will not 
detract from historic resources. The oor:runiMion can restrict as rnuch as possible wb3.1 OSU ~an do 
wilbout review. 

Commissioner Wathen related iliat OSU ba.d VQiunteered the funher restriction on lbe proposed 
ext.l\lpl aetivity of saying that they would be placed on flat roofs with parapets. Commiss-ioner Hand 
said that didnt1 make much of a difference to him; his main concern was consistency of sight lines of 
open qutl.ds, how they coutd be seen f'rom fnrthc:r away. and nol btlVing ntnennas part of the views ln 
future yurs. He said he didn' t like the language 9$ writte.n and didn' t agree wit.h giving OSU the 
l~tiiUde to avoid review as p.roposed. Commissioner Stephens said she would be in agreement with 
citing 3.36.20.01.b.7 and 3.36.20.01.b.8; that lltnils the height ofthe antennae. Planner Ric.hordson 
said the commission could limit Lhe buildings thai tbe antennas are placed on to Noncontributing 
buildings. Commissioner Wathen noted the eommiS$ion wo.s simply making a recommendation, end 
the commission could vote oo it. 

Cooumssioocr Ha1Jd moved 10 stnlce: the entire section, Antenna Exemption 2.70.z.2.a.l and 2; 
Commissioner Kenney seconded, given the lack of COllstn.sus. Motion passed, wlth Commissioners 
Robinson, Jacobsen, Keeney and Uand in favor, and Commissioner Stepbens opposed. 

Regarding 2.9.70.a.a, Ground L<vel Screening. Planner Rlehardsoo bighUghtt<l pnge 21. se<:ond 
iteration revisions. fie 53jd lhat poin1 5.a should be deleted. since it is not consistenl with olhcr 
landscaping provisions in Chaplcr 4.2. 

Regarding Directot-Jevel Review Criteria. points a)and b). there was no change. He ooted that point 
o} wo• deleted in tho fin.1 iton~tion; with tbe fu.nher e~nnges to 2.9. 70.1, poiot2.9.1 OQ.03.e net<le<lto 
be brought bnek (with IMguage "not with Contributing open spaees"); th...., were no objee~ions. 
There were no changes to points d) or e). 

Regarding c.2. on changes in door and window size to meet egress, Planner Richardson said #-I was 
changed to "'same stYle in the Si.UJ'lt location"; that gives Oexibility in opening siu. Commissioner 
\Vruhensaid ifadoor onlarged to meet ADA compalibilitydjdn't fi1 the same opening, often it would 
come within HRC Level ao.)'\\·Sy. PL'lll11et Richardson soid this ~vould a]Jow it t() be wilbin l.be same 
location, eveu if not the exact opening. Commissioner Wathen said we're allowing change in si:zc 
only for these two contingencies rather thau the peccentile: increase aHowaoce..Piao.aer R.ich.atdson 
.s~id this only addresses windOW$ or dOOr$ visible from streets on Nonhistorie Noncontributing 
building$. There were no comments. 

Hi.SaoricR~CoiNJl\$$j0f1 DRAF'T Mintlt6.,JMIUM)'14. 2014 
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Regarding poinu f) 4nd g), !here was no ehangc. Regarding point h}, Planner Richardson !laid ther• 
was a lo1 of previous discussion on Skylights. with points 1, 2. and 3 re-ordered, adding an .. ot". 
There was no objection. 

Regarding se<:tions .i} llJld j); there were no cha<>ge$. 

Planner Riehardsol' noted that commissicmers could allow dissenting opinions could be put on the 
rocord .. Chair Wathen offered OSU a chance to commcm: OSU rcprcsentath·es did not comment.. 
Commissioner Stephens asked to be put on the record regarding antennas, 2.9, 70.:z.a. 1 and 2, saying 
she would've approved it with staff's recommendations allowing for reference to 3.36.20. 

Commissioner Stephens moved that the HRC reconunend lhat the LOC Chapter 2.9 Historic 
Preservation provisions be amended as shov.on in the. pr~ third iteration revisi<>o,s to execnptions 
matrix. 81)d propOsed secood iterotion revisions to Direotor·level review criteria matrix, a.~ presented 
co chc HRC<>O January 14,2014, except a• modified by che RRCduring cheJonuary J4, 2014 H'RC 
meeting. Commissioner Jacobsen seconded; motion passed unanimous1y. 

Planner Richardson said the proposals ncxl go to lhe J>Janning Commission and lhen. to lhe City 
Councfl. 

V. ADJOUAA'M ENT: The meeting was adjourned ac9:00p.m. 

hge IS of IS 
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Commuoity Developme-nt 
Planning DlvbJon 

.SOl SW MadiSC')t\ Avcntlc 
Con'!llls, OR 97313 

D"RAFI' 
CITY OF CORVALLIS 

HISTORIC RESO URCES COMMISSION MINUTES 
WORK SESS ION 
.JANUARY 7, 2014 

Prt.seut 
<icoffrey Wathcnf Ch~ir 

Lori Stephens. Vice Chair 
Rosalind Keeney 
Kristin Benilson 
Cathy Kerr 
Jim Ridlington, Planning Comm. Liaison 

A b$~ni/E.(t used 
Tyler Jacobsen 
Eric Hand 
Charles Robinson 
Rotn Ho~ Council Liaison 

SUMMARY OF tliSCUSSION 

Agenda Item 

I. Visi1or Pro~iuons 

II Work Smioo. LOC Chapter2.9- flistorfcal 
Prcservatibn Pt6vision R4vi~i6ns 

Ill. Minutes Review - December J. 2013 

tV Other Bu.sinessllnfo Shnring 

v Adjou.rnment 

Staff 
D3vid CQulombe, Dcpury Cit)' Auomcy 
Kevin Young. Planning Oivis.ion Manager 
Bob R.ichn.rdson./\ssoc:iat~ Planner 
Carl Met~ As$0(;itdc Pla.nner 
Marll Lindgren. Reoorder 

~ 
Rebecca Houghtaling 
Saril RobertSon 
B.A. B-c.ierJc 

tleld for 
t·'\lnher R.«ommeodilttOns 
Review 

None. 

OiscU$$iOn on proposed LOC Chapter 
2.9 text runendmemJ, 

Oltt to lae!C o( quorum. minute-s could 
no-1 be approved. 

Starr presented updates, 

Meeting adjourned a1 9:-56 p.m. Th~ 
nex:r regu.lar meeling or the HRC will 
btheld at 6 pm.on Jrutunry 14,2014 
in the Oownrown Fire Stmon. 

Page I of l4 



Planning Commission Staff Report 
Package # 1 Land Development Code Amendments (LDT13-00002 and LDT13-00003) 
ATTACHMENT G (Page 42 of 149)

P
ac

ka
ge

 #
1 

LD
C

 T
ex

t A
m

en
dm

en
ts

 (L
D

T1
3-

00
00

2 
/ L

D
T1

3-
00

00
3)

 
Ju

ne
 9

, 2
01

4,
 C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
S

ta
ff 

R
ep

or
t 

E
X

H
IB

IT
 H

 (1
59

 o
f 2

66
)

Attochmen1S10 lilt )llntQI) 7. 'lOid minutes: 

1\ Materials di\"tributod by OSU on the subject of nntennu. 
B. Buildtn&" likely 10 r<<tulro new ADA mmpsand f..:llhies lutndoul, .rubmim:d byOSU Senior Pl•nncr Rebecca 

Houg)t~lln~. 
C. Memo rcy,ardlng Lona R11nge Pl:mning Opponun1ties;. •ubmltttd by Planning Oivi1110n Mat'laaer Kevin 

Young. 

CO,'TJoNT Ot' llJSCLI<;SION 

'The Chair opmcd lht mectm& al 6:06 p m aathc Do"'-nto"-n Fire St411ion \tttti:n& room &J 400 N\\ H.amson 
Blvd. fk noled th.tlalop;. of de~ lhol...,...up r<peAtedl) 111h< provioufwO<Io. session, "'IOIIbiJtonc· ,.,.. ... 
ag<. V.liS in the retmd, •nd will be comJdered 1\utber, bul aoktd !bot it no1 be ad~ dunn& 1on.Y,t's 
discussiOn. tie said lh< public in 11t<rKI11nee "ould be gi•en • ehA.,.. to ~d periodically 011 upeoming poiniS. 

I. VlSITO'R PROPOSITIONS: None. 

11. WORK SESSION. 

Ola11 Wathen -.ohcilod commission<B' comments repnbng wbc1bet lhcy feh lilt •IAII'• "'mlllll)' of 
!>«ember ) , 301 J discussion 3tld do:cos""" wuacc......,. Reptdins 2.9 70.a,lnoc:riN AlltmiOCIS. 
Cornmo<!;IOn<r Keeney sold h..- und..-gand.na wu olutt OSU Y<'ould repon 10 obe eomm<s"oo on lit< 
futu~ on \\helhcr 31'1) inlc:riors "A ere eaiJed OUl The"' ~ere no commiss.iotwr comrnenb: reptdmg 
he,. 2.9. ?O.b ohto1lgh 2.9.70.y. 

Reintdlng olem Z.9,70.z, Ground Level ond Roonop Equipmem Sc:rviein& 13uo1dlngs, PIIIJlner 
Richnrdson hlahllahted onalcrials dl<trlbuted by OSU on 1hc subject or Mtcnno.<, S4ylng he'd 
<neoum&ed OSU • chon« oo submio f~h Ide., for commission considemoion folio" in& doc 11"" ious 
commission wotk st$$i()n. (Attathment A) 

Regatdina 2.9 70a a., Requi!M Ground I.<:>< I S<:R:<llona, Plllnner RichArd.<On saki I hAt r<prdmg 
a o I •s, VCjJ<Wion. Planna' Ri<lwds<oft <Oid 11 ,... language IMgcl) Jm1l'l"<"l by OSU, "ith 
num ...... eMnp ooocfk<-t thestaffJ'<"P""h'~· llcmliS di5<1W<$ bowwgt1 .. 1<><1CO<IIdbeu$td (« 

=111¥- ho\\<V<r, sWI' ,_,.,mended 1hll o1 be rcmond. as a 13ndscaping stMdard h ~ 
!lpPropric.tc- u.ndcr C'hap'tr 4.2.. Commt»tot'la- Wathen noled tlw the cu.r~nt ilttation of aJt.2.4 
rCWrl<d boK~ I<> lhc 10' length fuund In lht ori;lnOII<l<t. 

Conunissloner Wothcu not~ 1h31 lht commission previously had pos!·po.ned djjeuulon or SC\'etal 
challenging ExenlpdOilS hems, Md \Wntcd to ensure there was discussion of 1hem this evening. 

Regardina 2 .9.70.1, Dt-molitlon, P.lnnnrr RichArdson uid staff rNommendcd leavina 1he c.urn::nr 
lmtsu•~• •• 11 """ u 11 wouldn'o save <tafT or OSU any tim<. Regordlng 2.9.70 e, All<rntinns 10 
N"onhi(tofJC.. NoncontribulmgStructures. staff comb1ncd 11 ¥iith 2.9.70.r. as i1 scc::med to make more 
OfB>""'"''onal J<OSe in lilt code 1'bc commission abo lllbled oU:ms 2 9.70.• and 19.70.< R<bccc3 
UougluallniAod OSU b""'ght mfotmJII/011 fon<.ud 011 ucm 2.9.70.1.. 

OSU Scnior Planner Rcbc<:ta Houghtahns $1101ed oluto n:pnlms 2.9.70.&&, OSU J>RIPC"'''CC kavmg •s 
in pbce, btu dtlc~mg t."\Cr)'Ching in lht llt:tll after the phrase " .. excepl ns follow' ··; Planner 
Ric.h1ud~on concurrod. 
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Regarding 2.9. 70.e. Ms. Houghtaling said OSU was tine with the proposed language. RegArding 
2.9.70.k, ADA ramps. Sara Robt:nson s.tatcd 1h1u in respon.s.c co Commissioner Kccocy's requeSt ror 
information} OSU compiled a lis! of the buildings mosl likely 10 require ex.,c:-rior modifications tor 
replacement or new ADA ramps in the fitlltre. She highlighted the distributed m~~pofthose buildings, 
saying lhat thcenlranccs fell into one of three categories: they would be covered under proposed new 
language, wilh a slig.ht height increase; or would m~.et the current AOA s.t.andnr<ls; or, due. to the 
muure of a pa:nicular enrmnet~ thert' would be no way 10 add an ADA nunp without ahcring fe;~U1res. 
nnd thus triggering HRC review. {Attachmt:IJI 8) 

She highlighted buildings tltat could porentially h-ave ramps josmlled tbat nletl the propo:sed eri!efia 
under propOSed «:xcmption language.. Bcxcll Hall has an existing bclow .. gmde ramp th1U could be 
replaced without triggering HRC rovicw,_ but the rear em.rn.nceswould likely require n.wiew. AI Covell 
Hall, rtunps could be ins~'\lled at a below-grade entrAnce from the parking lo~ but olterntio!IS to the 
from enrrance would require HRC review. A1 Gilben Hall, rampS could be i11$taJied at 1wo rear 
entrances, but ahenuiorl.S to the main north entmncc;o. would require HR.C revjew. Al Ole~~~) J lall,on 
existing ADA rMlp UlllY need to be replaced In the fu ture; it exceeds the 30" high criteria under 
cx.istlng language, but would be covered under proposed language. TI1e front entrance would require 
alteration of columns. triggering H.R.C review. 

At Kidder l·lall, the ~placement of exisling ramp '"ould be covered under exisung langtmgc. but 
altcralions tolhe north would require J.IR.C review. At Langdon HaiJ.t.here is an existing below·grade 
entnmce thilt exce<.-ds 30" where an ADA ramp could be potentially installed, but alterations to lhe 
main cntrrulce would trigger H.RC review. 

Cornmissioner Keeney thanked OSU for the clear pr~ettlalion on the proposed exemption language. 
She asked why two separate ADA entrances were needed (ora building; Ms.l'loughtalingrcplic:d thm 
OSU policy was that whenever possible. it SOll&ht to have everyone use the stt,mc cntro..ncc, to avoid 
users feeling they were second ..class cidzens. Ms. Robenson added tJ1tu there may aJso be an inle.mal 
rtason why entry co one $ection or the building m~ not give acc:css to another scclio1\, PfQnner 
Riehards.on said the materials illuslNH.! the second ilerarion in the packet; it is nol a new proposal 
from OSU. Ms. lioughtoling disagm:d, saying that it actually goes back to the original propos. I. for 
mmps to go to the first lcveJ, not to JO". Planner Richardson highti,lued the difference between 
bclow.grade exempt, and below·gmde to 30''~M.ying.lhat this was som-e•hing fortbe HRC to consider. 

Ms. HQughraling said OSl)'s original request, at the previot•.$ meeting. inst·ead oflhc 30'~, was to lhc 
first level building entrsncc. Few campus buildings would meet the exemption. but it ,,~ould allow 
OSU to install ADA ramps to rhe first level where it curremJy doesn't hnvc lhcm; ramps that would 
impaet1m atehitec:mral feature would still come before the HRC. Ms. Roberl$on S3id •hat among 
likely candidates ror upgrades, Gilbel1 Hall IY:\S the only existing obuve-srade example (under 
previously proposed language) to have a first floor entrance that would gtr a new mmp. Rcplll<:c:mem 
or exis1ing ramps often tequires dirnensionre1 changes; for exampte, changing t.hc grade or a non· 
complying ramp usunlly makes it longer. Replacing an exiSting R t:)lltp over 30 .. can trigger a.n HRC 
rcviewi the prc,~ iously proposed fir'$tl1oorla.nguag.: would allow for lhat; an example is Gl~on I tall. 
ln·kind replacements require using the same dimensions. 

Regarding 2.9. 70.7., Ms. Robcnson highlighted mnierfals proposing adding o section spccilic to 1he 
OSU llistoric Dis1ric1; the languase is mostly identical, except under 1..b.l, where there is- added 
language in a) and b). Ctirremly, osu :unicip:ues increased interest rn lmproving the wirtless 
infrastru~turc. Current languag.c requires :)C:rttnin& or wireless antennae and tc1ecommunicotions 
facilities withiJ11hc OSU Historic District. The p1'0posed languag-e would allow some of those 1·o be 
visible ifin$tal.lcd on buildings ill least :30" in height, o:nd if lhc equipmeut i,o;. 111J4:rmin~ u:;e within 
the OSU Zone. The only uses pem1iUed outright within lhe OSU Zoneu.rc whip antenna'$ under2S) in 

l'lutoric-~rces CommLSSJOtl OWT M1nutc;s. JtJ~ulll) 7, 2014 Pagel of 14 



Planning Commission Staff Report 
Package # 1 Land Development Code Amendments (LDT13-00002 and LDT13-00003) 
ATTACHMENT G (Page 44 of 149)

P
ac

ka
ge

 #
1 

LD
C

 T
ex

t A
m

en
dm

en
ts

 (L
D

T1
3-

00
00

2 
/ L

D
T1

3-
00

00
3)

 
Ju

ne
 9

, 2
01

4,
 C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
S

ta
ff 

R
ep

or
t 

E
X

H
IB

IT
 H

 (1
61

 o
f 2

66
)

height >nd Olh<r antcnnos under 10' in heaglu, U'l(Judang mounting equapmenl Tln• wouklaooude 
maJI .. JCalc ~ ~~ICS$ and telecornmunieatlonscquipmtnt and antenn3t". TheJm1ll an,cm1ow: \\OOid be 
vis•blc bu1 ""uuld 5et:m F.ttrly meoruequenHBl on a lArit buildlng. Thecurnnl code ) .36. OSU Zone. 
<till requhcs screening. and so even iflhis exemption \\trt approved by the HRC. OSU w"uld still 
luwc lO Sfillttn 1ht$C nntcn"ae, buttheantleip~lc:d C:.m1>us Master Plltl updJtl-' wonld hkely I ~CVisit the 
sc:recnin& 1cquireme:ot in 1ht future. 

Ms. HQU&)1t.aJing said strt:et~ing v.ouJd sdl1111pply to mcchanic:al equipmcn1: onl) 1hc antc:nn~ v.oukl 
not he oc:~ned Shesaad \\hen aau""'s an~ bo<k an the middle of a parapet roof 1 podestnao 
~>oulcl noc su u. and mcdwutal equapmtatt wall be $OtOtiiCd. Antenna. would become more 
noc~~ if they must be~ 

She t'<plaanc:d Wit the screco as already e.\enapt und<r Z.9.10; meebanieal equapment Is alrcad) 
aUo'"td 011 a roo( if die.re t$ already a p.'trapct Willi and one can't see it, "here 1hc~ is t..'lti..crung 
scW!nma,. Planner Richardson said ntWscreenin3 would n:qulrean Historic Prt$crv:ui0n ~nnil Ms. 
Robc:mon $oi~ thot OSU'$ 3.36 l>l'Opol\c:d modification> clearly ldonlificd wireless 
~clccornmuniclltions facilities separn1ely rrc~m 01her roollop equip1nen1 1h111 require' screening... 
Planner Richtudson osked whether II '"·ould be. more appmprilue to change Chnplc:r 2.9 '" lhc same 
ume., l.36JS rnochfied. Commissioner Walhtn added thDIIhe rcqu$ co aUo\\ somc1hln,a tn Chaplcr 
2.9 at the Mme lime that OSU states thAI It will ue.k change rn 1~16...20 puuthe cammlsJt()n in a 
situat><>n "belt 11 doa:sn ., ko<l.- "1at the <ban&• "'®ld be Ms. Robenson replied d1At the cxemplion 
was .spec ilk to on I) limrtc:d pc::mnucd O$tt, on.Jy .wcne ant.c:nnae... 

Kevin YoonaRatc:d thai 3.3620could be a ""*lcatea<>f) Ms. Hooghlallngrepla«<b) hi&hlighting 
pro,.,...S lonauage under b.8. noting !hat II b only mtcnded ror those u.,.; Pl11tncr Young then 
1gt'~ It "'M a (alii)' Mf'[OW Clll¢goty. 

ComtniS-)Ioncr WIUhtn o:sk.c:d irJ.)~ w:ss n:vl'OC'd. nnd 01 b.S renumbered. whc1.herthc re•numbcnns 
wou1d filter downro rhe IIRC's revisio•tS: f•lomu:r Vnung. replied that stal1'\\0Uid c:ha .. ~c down every 
reference in I he amended code. Ms. Ilougtuallna, suJU;C:Sted the phrase ..... antenna. A$ nllowc:d in 
3.36.20", "hic-h Hrnits h to.ameonS$ as the pennincd us~. ~h. Rol)ert.<;()Q argued ~£,Airu.i usin& 'l.y.,.·hip 
autennac .. ~pe<:ificaUy, stnc:e wireless tcJecommumeal.km amenna technology would h~dy chAnge in 
abe future. M~ HouaJn~lm&added thai the glaau KBVR antenna ourrently 1Uop Snell Hall v.ould be 
rtpll«d "'•lh a ntuch smaUer one on R.esel Stlld i um~ fOr example. 

Commissi<Kier Walhcn summoril:r:d that the eommassaon "uOK ,.;Jb propo>cd llnguagt. ••<q>t for 
>.b.l .b, • .the tquapm<nt is • P"""ined .,. anlelno wllhin the OSU Zone as defon<d in 3 )6.20", 
.scanlph l\ddtr\8 I he one ·word .. antenna~. 

Commi~ioner Ocr1ilson suggested jusr ndding" new a) ru read .,'£be ~uipmtnl ts 1u1 ftJHenna. rhe 
cquipmMI I~ lnJr~lled una building :ulcast 30• higJI'' Conuni.t.'i:ione:r Kerr .wgae.sttd c:h:tnglng R).so 
thnl .. 11lc equipment u; dcfin~d as an lln1cnnft., 10 be ln!:IHtlled on a building ntlwt 30~ high"; Plnnnrr 
RichArdson concurred with this \'trsion. 

Regard in~: screening an u.S on page 21, Ms. Houghllling ach'O<ated mnovin~ ,...lion-.·. 1nd 
lea' mg an ¥S, Pbnocr Riclwds<>n concurred 

8 A Octerle asked oboul2.9. 70.e. E.<empl Window l~~&llllhttions, whedter the «>mmis.<ion ,..,.. tnaly 
uneonccrn<d about materials. She said that a. lstot<J th•t "-m&> he repb<ed wnll ne"' wrndo.,~ and 
doors in the snmelocataOI~ and of the same sole"; tbe proposed <ode is s~cnt ~~~ m~knnl• 11 is abo 
tileot on tht: fl•nc;-hon o(the windt'l\\~~ n.- whtlher A window GOuld be replaced" i1h • dlrTerenlstyk of 
window. Co.nnunio•~cr Ketf'ley replied th1t11hl~ cO<Je only applied tO Nonhislonc Noneontnbuting 
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srructures. Ms. Otierle S.'\id tl1e proposed code: wa~ hard for a non-expe11 to interpret, so she was 
uncomfol1llble wilh il being an Exernplion, and suggesled moving oil of2.9.70(e) 10 be Oiree10r 
LeveJ. to promote sta!Tinvoh.-cmem 1h111 could othcrwi.-;e prevem a rn.sh of unintended replacements. 

Regarding 2.9.70.h.l.3.s.., Ms. Bei~rle expressed concern lhat it would Ill low construction ofrock or 
masonry walls without rc..,•it;w. Regarding 2.9. 70.h.2. sec-ond iteraticm, #2, on page 7 .she said she was 
concerned "Obout creating an exemption. 

RegMding the pro)XliSed cQde on lawn furntrure, she asked whether thcconunis:sion's 'on~;em wos 
thnt it would be fixed. Pltmner Richardson replied the current code reads thal technically, lawn 
furniture or tlllything could not be put in a front ywd. as il would be visible rrom lbc streeL He said 
the intent was to allow Small ornsmental·ion and l:,wn fumit\lrc. Ms • .Bcierlcsuggt:StC<I add.rcs$ing the 
issue clsewberc, and framing it oswhether it it suached; this could have the unintended con:;equenee 
of S-peculating review of things that no one wa~ panieularly concerned o.bour .. since tbty are not 
permanent. Planner R._ichardson said staff would take direction from the HRC. People can say that 
anything 1s movable; when S13ff look ;~.t this, the)' try to not assume the worst ease. Commissione-r 
Stephens said the language u:;es ''fu:estanding". Planner Richardsonsajd everytJ1ing in this sec1ion of 
code \'WaS supposed to be non· visible. e.'Ccept in the from yard. Commissioner \Valhen said that 3) 
seems as Lhougb it should be split into two seet.io.ns, an a) and s (b), eonn¢>eted by an "or"; PIMntr 
Rieh~udson concurred. 

Commissioner Kerr asked whether the intention \vas ro cncoumge portability of furniture n.nd 
omamenmtion~ she s.aidsomc furniture coukl be anchored and could be very ob1rusive. She suggested 
using "'porcable". Jllanoer Metz replied that 1he language w-as deliberately !efl Vilg\Je to Cfleompass 
both portable and al)c.hored obje-ctS (some things.lik.t iron furniture, could bes1ole.n otherwise). Staff 
fell there was probably not a great difference. A su-icl reading would limit what could be pur in a rront 
yard under the cunent code. Commissioner Kerr asked wbether the code would not affeet the OSU 
Historic District~ Planner Richordson replied il only impacted the 011'ter rwo htstorie djsrrietS. Ms. 
Beierle J)Oted that theJl of iron furniture w'i\S a serious problem find was a valid concem. 

Refllllding 2.9. 70.1, page II. Ms. Beierle sugges1ed including language on page 12, 2.9. 70.m.J,Ihe 
last sentence, ""This exemption docs not apply to Contrib\lling open spa-ce ar'C~ \Vithin lhc OSU 
Histone- District". She sai.d she couldn'l imagine OSU putting ADA vc.hicle parking in tht lower 
c:amp.us or the quad: however; this language: allows that Comn'llssionttr Warhen said thcscc.tion was 
regarding vehicle parking SpaCC$ to achieve compliance with lhe ADA. Ms. Btic-rle said she- wtt.o; 
seeking 10 elarify the lwguag•. 

Regarding 2.9.70.q.l, Ou11..-,, ~wospouls ~nd Sc11ppess, on pogc 14, Ms. Bei<rlo "'id she couldn't 
iind the dcu~i l she needed online. She suggesterl theeommission nay w[Sh co betarefol on providing 
laritudoon mhterials:. noting th;u ~;opper mat¢ria1s were very distinctive, for exampl-e:. In ·• .. di1Terem 
11um materials tJun match the appearaucc . .'', she propos¢<~ dropping the ... vord "appearanee'' in lhis 
item. Commissioner Walhen said that in the ease of inslallation of ngw gutters. there was a desire •o 
rnntch the appe~lraJl(.'e of rhose- rypicaJl)' used on similat style buildings from the same period ot' 
sig11itic.ance, and proposed .., .. match material tmtl appeal11nc.c .. "; Ms. B~icrle agreed tb;U that was 
elcarn. 

Regarding2.9.70.w, pag_e J 7~ sewndco1umn,.Ms. Be~rleoittd '".ex1emaJpipcs, venting::-n<i conduh 
sh.all be: paintcdn~ however, eMii~r in the codt states rhal paitu .shall 001 bt tegulated: she said tluil 
could prcse:nt a OOn{T8.diction in lhc code. Commis.s-ioncr Kerr asked why pain1ing was no1 a 
consideration; Ms. Br:icde noted that painting has neYer been considered if\ the code from 1he very 
beginning. Commis:,;ioncr Keeney added Utat painl was considered personal and more impormmly. 
rcvc:rsiblc. Planner Ri<:hntdson snid the color of pitlm was not 11 cons-idc-nttion. but that 1hc idea was 

tll~or1c Re$0UIUS Commi:s:s:~oo DRAFT Mmuu:s. JAIIU-ll)' 7. 1014 P31e S of !II 
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simpl) tO cover shmy galvanl210d met>l nwenab and SUJ~l<$11:d removing the l.tngu.,gc MJ. Bctcrlc 
saki s~1ff could sugest 10 appltc~n-cs painun1 Sill van auf materials to tmprovc kln&c"•'> or the 
m:neri~tl Camml ... sioner Kerr said the intent wa.\ 10 m.ake tJ'Ie appearance or conclull 1nd pipes :u 
unobttUJi\'~ a.-s possibte: Planner Richardson s11id th~ desire was to have language lh:u wM llt cleM 
and obje<Hvc os JX)$$ible. 

Ms. Beierle <old she "'liS uncomfbn>ble ahout the dirctlX>n or writing diiTcrent code ror dlllcrent 
are:u; mldtntlal, comm~cial, induscrutl, OSU, etc. Code s;hoa,dd be universal. 

Rq:ltdtn& Ms. Bclorle's proposal tO mmc cxklln& l.tnauap in 2.9.70 eand 2.9,70.1 (wtlic.b sWr 
combmcd), \1~ Houphngad¥0<aled lhccommi!:>lco not limit it boyond,.h>trteum:rotl) is."""" 
than"""""' thon&.'lb ~ ~d rcv10w. Some or the thinas 11m are cuncntl> •tmdyollow..S 
would bcalkcled. Onpagc II, inrcprdstOeon•crstOIIor ADAp.ul<ing..,...., OSU'•ontcncO.not 
10 be pun1na 1n ADA p&&rking in ~n space. ,,~ currt11llrutgttage smtes that ~ .. thtn: ' 111: no ar.dditiona.J 
unperviout sur rACes crtah!<L '~.which llmllJe>tpalll.hng an ADA spxe. However,wmetnncs,. co ma.kt 
M A Ot\ p.~trkfngspace complain a, an extra 6 .. z~~ .. ore needed for the. aisl.:, f¢r cXI\IllJIIt. lnlhls ta.st. 
tho Wuo it 1101 (or~;reating new !Spaces, but rnlhtr, convt.rting txisting spaces.. nnd 1he c.oncen1 i$ for 
definllions in open spaces. She 3d\10Cllted tluu any definitions not be in contliet with those In Chapter 
1.6 in the LOC. 

Conlmo~lcotr Wathen said lh• ptOpO$Cd lll1J:111p ch•nge was from OSU; he asked wh<lher OSU 
would prefer lb tmiUluc 10 usc OJ<istin11 l.tn&""l•· but odd IJUiking 11111llowonce for c>poosion of 
ADA •isles. tho> """ld efTectiYdy blodc cmllnJ•II<h ~in Oj)CO $pa«<. Mo Robcmon asked 
ror """"'htna lll<)fe nlllUI«d lhan simpl) calling out aa:as aisles, h is lwd lb onlicopate all the 
configuntllons rtquircd co eonven •• cxistina pat~. in& spoce co an ADA SP"" 

Ms. Hou&)ltallngsatd the mtcnt \>a$10 pr<MdoADA compliontspaccs within cxo~in& llllnl<t<tpc ond 
cnscin& pa.rking lots ~and odjaccnl w1Jlkwny1. Comm1ssion.:r Walhcn a.ske:d '"'helher h ''ould be 
hel,)(\llto usc IJI'CViOUil IAnguaae along with ~ddtnalllnguage to allow a limiu~d exp:ulslou or~pace. 
Ms. Hou&)ltollng commented II would he lmJ>OriUnt noltospec.ilic wluttthec•paMion of$p•cc: would 
be dimensionally, sintc it'S harcllO {;\lt:S$t she qpposc:d a numericnl incrtaso 

Planner Ri<lwWon said tb= could be, wichm 111<: cxbting bords<apcarca, an unllmotcd omount of 
cortYcrsion J)O),I•bk. but a limited amount o(ne\\o Pl'emcnt..&halcou.ld be done lfvou&h an cxmrpdon 
01' 11 OiteciM ~•L Thcreiun <><emption "' tht currtntlll1guage. The ntw lll1tua&1' was ml<nded 
ro allow new ampcrviousSUff~e \\Mn nee~ to Kalmmodoue d:tc: nt" mk ''-"Khh or .. kkwaJ.k·, or 
lo s1mpl) c.xcmpt all of lhl$ ADA at-tiv1ty. lie sumnwiad that lh~ «>mmif.sion could consid<:r 
options of convc.n•~n; expansion; or just pur a p311Lmeter on it. 

Commission(r Wathen noted. that under Lhl~ propos,•d l:mguasc:. a parking lot with ADA Jit)i"\CC:!COuld 
have iho>t spaces removed. 011d sine~ ADA p~Srking spaces are exempt, new ADA pflrkin& t.pne:e~ 
c.ou1d be bUill whc:ro thcro '"ere no ~uking ~paCt.\ boron:, tbtm:by building new p31king lo's undc:r 
exomplion. MJ. Houghtaling said it JOoemcd hnpracrtcat, lht rcasofiS 10 ertare: AD;\ r.pi\Ct..4 I'll'~ 1o be 
ntar 1 build in~~ it does:rft make sense to rft!att ADA spaces in an open s:pacCI. 4:i,hc g&Jd It was 
impMirltto .....Cullycnft the language, soncc cteatmga~sibilil)' wassomcthina tbal OSU had lb 
do ln<Ta>OI>&Ir She"'""".., going batk 10 fom ............ ond include ...,..,.ion or ui>long \'dol<'k 
parking spac~ co oc:h.., .. rompfiii!Ce, stnkinache.. ptovided no impcrv;.,us sun.xe. ,.qmrtd • so 
tbal h ~ the cotl\'tBion or cxisltnc >J'1<CS, With no d~ limiL>IMln Pl.voner 
Rtc-hatdJOn n:mMkcd thaa dun add:ressed che 1 \SUCOfonly('Qo~;-t:rting.cxts:trnespoc;~, UK~ "ouJd not 
be"" expomion or spotcS: not unde< an exemption nnngs like sidtw.IIJ;s.,. extmpt uol<l<r proposed 
l:.rtsua.s•· M•. l Joughlllling said he.r propcttN h111gu.agc wouJd aUow tmai.sle. or It walkway. 

Hl5'oric R.c50urc<l Con\lniKJion l)ltMT Minutes. Jam.wy 7. 2014 
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Commissioner Stephens suggested kee,)lng the second iteration, but adding" .. this exemption docs not 
apply 10 Contributing open space ll!eas v,.lifhin the OSU His1orlc District..''

1 
so that OSU would h~ve 

to come before cbe HRC lO build such spates within an open space. Ms. Hougtusling clarined that 
OSU would only suppOrt such langvagc regarding 4'Cc>nrrlbutmJt' Op¢n spau, but not j ust "open 
space•·. 

Commissioner Kerr suggested keeping the first itcratjon, substit\lting .... couversi<m of vehicle park[ng 
required to achieve ADA .. " ror " .. creation of vehicle parking; .. ,.; Lhi$ would prevent using the 
languag-e in a shell game forbuflding new parking lolS. Commissioner Wathen said tht key pohu was 
that it would wevent it being an exempt t~c:tiv ity~ it would ~quire either Ofrec10r Lc\'CI or liRC Jc\11;) 
approval He queried staff on Commissioner Kert's lnngllage. along with s-triking uno additional 
impervfDus surfaces." PlatmerR.ichtudson :,uggcstcd usmg the current draft lsnguageof2.9.70.1rmd 
5trlking the l:.st cla.u...e ".,no additional impervious s:ur(acc cte.·u.ed .. ''i this convert$ ~x:is.ting v~hicl~ 
parking areAS 10 comply wilh ADA. 

Ms. Houghtaling suggested adding baek "Diret:torle:·vel item c)"", sin« 1hesecond lteratiOJ\ eliminated 
the Director level review for addiriomd ADA SJ)o1Ces. Planner Richardson said thai under c'1rren1 
langu3gt, if an applicanL complies with ADA, lhc:y can create new ptttking sps,c;cs. and don't need 
staiT to $8Y that C'.ommissionc-r Stephens said ADA spaces were a requirement; and suggested 
specifying ~· .. required ADA parking spaoes .. "; Planner Richardson replied that cuiTenl language 
specifics "if~quircd". 

l,lanncr Richardson suggested keeping lhe· SlaiUs quo: it has been working. Commissioner W~thcn 
.said by ~hanging 2.9.70.1 by striking ••no additional impcr.vious surface created .. and .specifying 
eorwersion, it would free up applicants. Con\ missioner Wathen said lhal having i1 be Dlrector level 
allows s1aff m have an eye on h. Commissiohtr Kerr asked if lhCTe was any objection to addi1lg .a 
elu.use stating 1ha1 ttThe exemption does not apply to Comributfng open space areas"; this would 
nddrc~ why 1he issue \\'a$ originally broug.ht up. Commlssioner Keeney said ifthe word comoerslon is 
presc:m, It doesn'l create new spaces~ adding addition::tJ spaces "ou1d be Director Level. Planner 
Ri¢h.ardsoo.said i1 makes sense, slnce at Oirec~or Level, th'"·Y wu1d add pnrldngspaces anywhere. so 
we could add ru Director level " .. exeep1 for Ccnti'lbuJing Optf) spaces,.,. Commissioner Keeney 
surnnmri7.ed we're ke¢ping il ns it is now. except eliminating the la.~1 "providtd no additional 
impervious surfaces crentcd'\ and adding 1be C·ln.usc m Director Level ..... except-for Contnbutl'ng open 
spaces"'. 

Ms. Houglualingsia<ed tha<regarding2.9.70.eand2.9.70.1, OSVwould 1101 b< in favorofr«;!riCiing 
beyond the exisring lar\gu:Jge ~l lre3dy present in the far left eolumn. Ms. RobertSon add~ thAt OSU 
would not be in favor of Ms. Beierrc~s comments regarding-freestanding ftteessory stmcwre rock or 
masonry walls as an cxemp<ae<lvhy(ou page 6; 2.9.70.h.3.a); OSV advocated leaving 1he l•nguage. 
e-xactly as it was. 

Chair Wathen sugges-ted commission eonsiderntion of'2.9. ?O.e, stt) ing both visiton; had commented 
on it; and nothtg tbat il wt\S tied to the language issue arNonhiscotic. Noncontributing. ·rhere W.lS a 
qut.stion of materials of windows and doors on J>Oiraa.3. Commissioner Keeney concurred with Ms. 
Beier-le''S recon\l'litnd.ation to make it Director Luvel, since it helped give staff the opportunity tQ 

educate 1he public on what would be nlOrt compatible. 111ereare manyNonhistorio Noncontributing 
resources: it gives an opportunity for staff to make thoughtfuf Sll.&gt::stjons and distribute handouts. 

Planner Richardwn said the. commission should fil'$t look at propOSed Direclorlevel e. 2; sta!'f\\'()U!d 
not support making it more restriclive. Staff combined current c:<t1nptions 2.9. 70.c And 2.9.70.t, and 
broade-ned it byspet·ifying.thtn it was only in regards fO toeatiou and S11..e) and nOt materials or .style. 
Commissioner Wtnhcn noted that rhe Council's directive was: to streamline the process and make il 

JfilRorie Rt$()(1ttesCommiSS~on DRAFT MtnUtt.S. }MUM)' 7. 201~ 
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easier for mJT and the pubho. P!Jw>er R~<'lwdJon suuested fitS< lool:iil&lll "'""' .... lJJeod) exempt 
and thtn loo~ma xt wh.11 else could be moved to Oareetor Lovd rcvrc.w 

Commissioner Wndnm s.,.id rogtudm& M.s. Beierle's c:onc:am l'tbout the ease orlnu:rpretntlon on this 
ex:e:mption, he a~ktd staff to try 10 elarify the lnn~uagu and 1nnke h more stralglurorward. Plann<:r 
RichArdson snld he could bring b<Jck that hmgul'l~ at next Tuesday•s meeling. 

O>mmiuloocr Wo1lt<:11 Slid Yisitors diJTcred on 2.9.70.11, constnKlion of n><k N ma1011ry walls, 
SO}'inJIK feltrod<Otmasomywalls"ould foil undel Ftncing. no• A-•""'l Dnelormont PLanner 
Yo• .. roasaid lhe« \\tteSt:tMrioswhttea rod. or mtsonr) wallsef'\."'Cda funmon u arc.tlmlftg"'~u. 

so 11 "ouldn't be consKicred 10 be feocm~o ctwr Wathen said be .... h<.,.,l 111>1 tbe oocond 
i'm••on t•nsua&c ""outd stand. 

R•CJ1tdina laM fum•M~. Ch>ir WaJbcn '"'"'""'"cd Jhlttlt was addres>cd by mat-Ing painl3 be "a) 
or b)" Commissionor Keeney asked ,.,."hetht'r thtl'e hJKl been ader:i:sion on incliJding ••portttble''; Ch!lir 
\Vftlhc.n roplic:d the general consen$liS was lhrt!lhcrc could be sorne f\arnilure thAl OWI)Crl woukl wnnl 
10 be bohod ct~wn 10 provcm its tl1cfl •and Jhus would not qualifY as partablo, bul Wil$ lho kind of 
slmplc actlviry thai the commission would Mill aiJow ut exe.rnpt. 

CMJr Wo1hon 50Ughl fcc<l~k on A<CCSll Ramps on llis•oric O>nuibUJinc ruoun: .. in ii<m 
2.9. 70 k. I lluo•d OSU sough! S<pOTAl< c6dcthal onl)' applied theOSU I h<l<'titi>J>Iri<t R'prdi.ng 
rampH()mma up 10 fust le>'<l (outside tbe OSU Diilnct d """lei S1ill be 30").1fe asked 1ftbe"' wm: 
M) obJCCIIOIIS 10 lclll!ll OSU ha>·e nsmps belo,.·peck<>< up to 1hc li"' le>-.1 insldc 1he0SU Oisuict; 
be heaJd "o obJ<Ct-s. P""'-RiclwdJon soi<l n """'lei be changed for N.,._,lnl>ut•naresoorcos:: 
CotnmJSStlll1tr Wo,.., ~thll Illeume would abooppl) 10 Nona>mribultnJ. as well." nhm the 
OSU tlbtoric Di.~Jric" Pllmner Richud- .. td •"'JT \>Ould word$null1, it' d•r«Jed. Chltor WaJhcn 
susgc,;tccl l.tlnaunac be ndded that a rnm.p wQuld nQt ntrect architecnaral detnils. ComrniS~•oner 
Sieph<n' sul!lle<led clarifying that il could be a full level, above or below gmd<. 

Rcgard1ns '2 9. 70.q. mat.Ghing the nppenrance. ve:r~u~ matching g_uuers nnd down~J)OUI!i, Plannt"t 
Richnnbon commemed lhal curren1ly il gi\'~ a lot more freedom for lhc avcrbge homeowner to put 
up guucrs. If they are rcquirod to ma1eh mttcn•l, 1M:y mighl have to then pol up more white \·inyJ. 
Unleu ol If • hoSWICIIty imponant guner, )<>U can put up new gutJeB. Howev<r. 1f )OU ~n#kethem 
mmlt nu~enah, n becomes more resm<ti'l< O>mmossloocr Waaheo on!ed t1w SOOl< &•ucrs and 
do""'"""" US<d lcad·bo><d pn>ducJS, and tnAo:hinc lhose"ould not he .,...ible"""' Olnllllwionct 
Otrtil<onsuu<Stedr=ovingthef..,ustof~";P~Rklw<konrq>ltcdl!r&tl!r&tmade 
sense; Ch..tlr Wathen concurred. 

Ch•ir W•lhen snid poinia.a wns well covered, wuh rtmoval ofpaini5.a (no! Mit of S) for OSU. 

Regarding Olreelor Level Review~ 2.9.1 00.03, items o. b. c, nnd d: lhcro were "o vi11tor .:omu1ent.s. 
~cgftldinll SOIBr "quipmClll, Commis~i<mtr Wathen rtlatcd thai his own persol\llloxperlcnc<l """ Ihltl 
tJ1c Director LC\·el approval process was c:O$)'. When I)On..wmplhun sola.r prOJtclS come to 1he IIRC, 
\\htff appliCIInt$ canno.1 mounr them at per Director Level. he ad\'Qea:led lll$1 tbe eomntission 
«>nsw!er 1he prnpasttls from the sundpo!OI of <IUIImabohJY as much as poSSible ""h•n Jhe cede. 

Rteordinsl9100.03.b, Replacement Usona D~»tm!l.v M111<rials « O.if.,...t O..ip or SIYI< for 
S..lcel L111111ed Silc f~ be said the rtCOmnl<'ndotl011was suiking "paths antl<ide"•lb" TbeTe 
was no comment by conun$S$f.oneri.-

Regard•ns '2 9 I 00 OJ.c, Addi1K>n of Vehl.:ult., Sp~ Need«! 10 Achit\·c Compliomco with ADA. 
that Wa$ pn:.viousl)' discvs~d; lhert. were no "dditional comments. (He not~d the: ~:ommlssion 

I llstoric RC:$QUfCt:$ Commh:,lon l)tv.f1' MU\1.1{($.. Jenu~ 7,l01o4 f,~~. or 14 
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m:ommcnded rc\'crsing, the Jlrst in: ration revisions, to have chis eode not deleted). Chair Wathen 
clatified the cottuuission proposed k~pina oLS it is, but adding .. c(mtributing open spaees". 

Regarding 2.9.70.03.d, there- wQre no 'hang~s tmd there was conSC"nsus. 

Rtgardlng Director Level e). there were no visitor comments. PbtnneJ' Richardson said staff proposed 
combining exemptions c) and t), since they both deah wjth Non.hist'otic and Noncontributing 
S1.ruo.aurc-s. It focuses on alterations {tbeeurteiH language addresses: nfrennions and neweonstrUc.tlon); 
this section is on additions nnd alterntions, nut frecsfn.nding sl.rUCrur.:s. Regarding Structures and 
flropcnios not Within the OSU Historic Oistri~t. 1he first p;;tn, a} is new: 1ne \lheratioJl does not 
exceed the height of the structure being aJrered; it shall not exceed a footprint of200 square feet". 

Hf; said thai item$ under N4 would be permitted as exemptions if they ~re no l visible- from ~ho rights· 
of-way. Regarding, #3, window'S :\lld doors offueades nQt visibJe from the $treCt may be ~placed wJtb 
any window or door, regardless of1oc.a1ion or size. MaterialS and.s.hape are referenced in t). In Lhe 
case of a Nonhistorie Nouconttibu1ing struct\J..e, the currem code langt~age seeks a cl0$e match. He 
said starr ptoposcd th!\t in locations tha.t a.re not visible. it be expanded so that any wfndow or door 
could be replaced with any window cr door. regardless of site, material, of style.. Commissioner 
Wtuhcn Sl,l&&e.«ed that ahe h1.1ge p3ragyaph of a) be split into windows and doors, poin-l 3: a) visible 
from n right--of-woy; and b). not visible from :t. right-of. way. 

Commis!>ioner Keeney cited Ms. Beierle's concern retru'dint function, $Uggt:$tinS adding loc:ttion and 
I he same: sl2.e Md function. so that sJidersesn '1 replace double-hung wi,\.dows. Co1tunis:sioner Wathen 
noted tho HRC must decide what is allowed as an exempt activity; \\'C want to strike a balance 
between mak~ng it easier for the public while still providing SOlD$ prorec1ion for re:sourees within 
historic dis.tricL~ that may have missed the period of significance by n ycaror1wo. Planner Richardson 
noted 1he definition "'visible from the s1n:ef' in pmcticc was interpreted as the ftOnt fa~ulc. PJnnncr 
Melz .said the cxcmptj:ons IMg·\.lllS.C under t) allow$ the repJaeement qf existing wind-oW$ and doors 
with new windo\\'s and doors with double~paned glaz.ing and meeting current building codes: beyond 
dun~ t11ey mus1 match dle mnterjaJ, dimensions. and shape. except that wQOd or metal-clad wood may 
be $Ub$tltutod for the original non-gl.a$s materials. 

Commissioner Wathen said the old language djdn't addr~S design or funetion; you ~outd change the 
number or divided lites or from a do'Uble--ln.u'g to. a slider. Co11tmassioner Keeney said the oJd cbde 
SJ>eeified ••not visible from du:: public right·of .. wsy·•. Commissioner Wathen said t. l . is in relation 10 
visibilit)· from 1he public right-or·wuy, Plann~r Mct-z Sl;lid 1.2 allows the same provisions as the 
1>roposed lingua,ge that allOW$ ony additionalne,v windowsordoott. Planner Ri<.hMdson highli&Jned 
the difference between ·•replacement .. and ~new·• in the current code: you can repJace existing 
window~ with double--paned windows that match the J»3tcrials. dimensions, 3nd shape., 1)\1' nor the 
style: the big: chnnge is ~g.arding materials. 

Ms. Houghtaling proposed under e), s~ond iteration as propos.ed, 1he items undt:r n.3 and a.4 are no~ 
included under b), the OSU National Reg1ster of Historic OistriclS. She said that under her reading. 
OSU could notreplnce wlndow·s uodet this exemption; eurrenlly, they can be replaced -under 1). OSU 
proposed leaving t) as ills, or addlns language similar to #3 or N4 under b). Planner Richardson said 
that lhe intent v.-u oo1 to not allow that for OSU: St3ff will took at it Planner Young said th:n one 
read is that for alrcrations to Nonhistoric Noncontrlbutingstruct'urcs in the Historic Distrtcr, these are 
the parrunc1ers under which changes can occur~ the fact that h d.oesn~1 stipukne windo,vs or door~ 
cou1d be read to al1ow for broader e.xemp-rions. Planner Richardson agreed that it needed ro be 
clarified. 

Hlssorie Resoorces CommWlon ORJ..F'T Mi nv.tes., Jam.uuy 7. 2014 PO&< 9 o( 14 
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Commi,.IOnet Ketneysugaested deleting JJ ond Jl from e). and puuing lh<m uMcr 1). arputtingt) 
in c). Planner RicbJirdsoo S>id t) i.! olr.,ody port of e) Commissioner \Y11thcn ~uuc~ed pulhn& •3 
and#4 oultiOtholljl) and #4 ca.rneundcrpointfl), and shi.Ringtheothcr leucuout:sudlAt~] and 1i4, 
os tll>ply to ''indows, e~pply to ~~ny wil)dOws under the c:od~ and distincrions between lhe districts 
would be ·S.t>lll t.,ohu n) would_ apply to windows nnd doors; 3nd b), nlltrati()n:. n<H in the: OSU 
Nistoric: Dis~rlc&; 11nd c) other ahtmrions ""ilhin lhc OSU f..llsto-rie Ois:bic.t. Point 4 (""unlos!l exe1np1 
under the ubov< <ri~ria") need$ to be pulled out IU • pOinl d) that appll .. to evcr}1hin& above. 
Plan""' RochAtd>oo agreed thai the stru<tun: mldc "'"'"· 

Comm ... tontr 1\'alh<n asked for diswnoon on the loO«!nmg of the m3ltrill I 'Strict iOn. adding that 
~ ""' no spc.ifrc:ation on 1\mc:non b<for<. liO lh<re rs no change in Ill< k•cl of sp«ifoci~ 
CommiJ.&~r Skpbau said duu for ht-:r, fufl(_IKW'I owu m~ imponant than m~'"'*-ls, ~ng that 
n:pl~ina a •lntle-hunl window "'ith a slider wa. men visible <lwlge than repl>eina the moteri3l 

Commi,sioncr \V1thcn s:ud the HRC could loost'n on mah:rials bul tighten on furtehon PIMner 
Rlchnrdson s11ld BtiOITv.as comfortnble with ohonalng onr; but not both. 

M~ Jtoben!'on JC\KI that in regards to re<;trictin& 1'\Jnetion on windows. them are case...• that when 
required for tire egress-. OSU changes funttlon of\\-indows.and when it is nat vl~ible, ~11ch as on ahc 
m1r of ~uildinp. CommrJJioncr W01hcn Aid thO\ IS the code i$ stnrcturcd, It wouldn'r re$lnct 
funct1on on windows ool f"ac:in& the rl&tn or \\A)': Commmioner K~ey ldd~ thiJ )'OU can do 
M)thina on the b.:~ or a build~ \Is Roberoon qrccd. but added dw tn gcntral, on Nonhisloric: 
Noct<onuibutln& burldinv, OSU "Wid ""''the option ro h.n.., change frmc:~ion, for c&S<t such"' 
fore <J1"U. Commrsorooer Watlcen sold the IIRC mtcnds 10 look at thrs under o) of Dln:ctor Level 
Rme,.,thls OJ ooly • quesnonofExcmpt a.:crvltrcs Ms RobettsooobJooted t!r.11 tile: IIRC ""'llddong 
a lc\ cl o(rcsttktion. ConunLssiontr W1nhen countc:red th.'"l.l anocher \.\.U also bclnsrt~mo\<e:d 

ComnHs.s1oner Keeney said a residcn1lal buildinals diffcn:nt from a dom1, so the crhcril'l eould be 
ditTerom. M". Robertson Sftid 1ba1 1he way I he (ode is bcmg struetured1 diG)' arc being combined, 
CommiSfJIOntr Ketnoy said lfuu we may need to repamte them. 

Cootmi~loner Stephrus $aid horizo·nraJ sHdt't$ cypictdly wc:rcn•t U$Cd for egres.5 Planner Rkhard.~n 
nOted dw wtndow "funo11011' typieall)• ,_,. "$t}le". CornmossionerKerra.kod about the illlention 
of the llnlW'ae: Pllnn<r Richardson rephed thll one oftbe goals was10 find wayno mlllcc tllm' and 
taOUrt:C'S CO the ~~'icv. o( hmoric: •pplicatiotl$ that don •t neet$$Mil) need IO be rtVJC"'"'td. 'Tbc: 
Couneil 1> ...Xing 10 iesSC1I the amount Ofrt'quin:d "''"'"'II is a pita of a b<o.Nkr •ffort. 

Pl:mner Aich:ud.son sugges\ed giving 5tllfr direct ian to drafl lang.uage 10 :tddress commwtOn concerns 
nnd OSU comments, tspeci:tfly regnrdin£1, windo~ and doors. He highli&Jna:t a), \~ 11h crruun cnteria 
for CICVllllOil1 for facing $U'tCl~ and '3 StpanUe 1CCiiOI110r tbos:e-faea.des nOt Ca<:ing.stre<:tS (matching 
the cu1 ~nl c()()c s1n1cttne)so that It apJJiies 1.0 nil d~:Si@mttcd resources the same: OSU and not OSU. 
R•g.1rdinc tlevnuons f3cing the riglu-of•wfty, Itt was bearing concem for mnmutining style. If 
i;han&tna ~')'1~. that could go to OifC'Cltor l..c:vtl rcvlew. CQmmissiooer \V:nhen sn•d lire egress 
requlmneniJ '~ere one criterion 1ha1 eould be applied. Planner Richardson said dutt e:~tnttnn \~ 
needed ror Otreclor l.e~"""el ~view 

M.s. Hm•ah1ol103 S&Jd fOmc:ti:mes windo"' ~P~~ \\"ete concerned w11h ln'I)H'O\ tnt en~ 
t!ft<oCilt). so thll <OUid be un&r a tri~rion. Commi<siclna Walh<o replied thill thlt fcll undtr 
E\cmpcion e). Ms llouzhtaling repll<><l th>r th>l ,. .. berngsuicl<en urvdc.f'OI'OS«l t). Commr»iclna 
Wathen .asked stAff' to look carefully at e) co nat tl•minate higher tneray efficiency. Comms:SJioner 
Kerr asked iflhco UU:«al Wll3 exempl itcntt o(windov.1 and doors. wh) loc:111ion. :li1:4:, tl)'IC v.Cfc not 
s irnply ~:xcmp1 if they were matching. Cornrni.ssion~r Wathen said th:u dtose would~ CX(tnpl, and 

Hi:sl.Ot"ic Resoorcn C:MUr~\S)JOO Otli\Fr Minu~.es,/anua.")' 7, lOiol 
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OSU brought up tbm i.n adding In style, th(it re-stricts mor~ than the (Urrcnt code, which docs no\ 
restrict styles. but does restrict n1a1crials. PIEU'IJ1tr Richardson cn\phasiztd that these were only for 
Nonhistoric, Noocomtiburing buildings.. Commissioner Kerr saJd she'd rather see the windows match. 
Commissioner- Kc:.ency said that white the intention is to ma.ke it easit:r for the applicant, in a district. 
th• neighbors should be resp<-cted. 

Planner Richardson sugges-ted kee-pi,ng the current Janguage for e.xem1>tions for windows undc·r 1). 
There rnay be conniclS with t) and e) rcga.rding oddilions with wlndows~ Md the. HRC ¢0~tfd Focus 
language for Oircc.tor LeveL Under Director Level, you need to either use a metnl~lad wood ''indow 
or ms'tch 1bc materials, design1 size, and St)'lt or the existing window. ,_heres no sense to Jto\•ing 
.Oire<:tor Level ifthcrc•s nothing to check. Commissioner Keeney said thallhat proees.~ allowed uafT 
10 gh'e advice. Coronlissioner Wa1hen said thai in his experience. Dlrcctor Le\'el review mea01 filling 
out forn1sJ and scafl' either approve or no&~ i1 ls supposed ro be cut aud dry, and anything needing 
judgment goes through the IIRC; Planner Youngconem:red. 

Commtssloner Stephens. said she was in favor with how it is worded, io tcnns of whether it is visible 
from publle or private s1rott rights-of~wuy, not just the main facade. Reg3tding e-gms w·indo,vs, lhere 
wuld be language requiring matching the style unless it is required rorcgrcss. Commissioner Wathen 
snid tbat if you need to enlarge the windov•• to meel firt egress requirem~ms, then that would butnp it 
from qualifying for an ExemJ>Lion. Commissioner \Vtnhen summarized thai style can only be: changed 
in the event that it is needed for Fir~ c:gr~ss. 

Commissioner Kerr said in a historic district, you•re expec1.ed 10 comply with more rules nnd 
rcstrie~ions-~ by loosening up materials, you're openfng up 3 cao of worms. even with Nonhistoric 
NoncOJltributiilg structures. Plasm<-r Richard$on suggested that the commission could think about it in 
le.mu of eXisting marertals. Commissioner Kerr said vinyl wasn't the only issue; aluminum can also 
be bad; s-he said it wa.s an issue or <:OSt Commis."ioner Wathen said th\'lt in his experience living in 3 

historiedlsttie.t~ allowin& vinyl ~n Nonbistorie NoncOntributinB sttuctu~ wasn't that big, a deal and 
allows owners of non·proteeted buildings more Oo~ibilhy \Vitb their propenics. Commissioner 
Srepheos. S{l.ld she \\'tlS more eon<;cmed with styJc tban materials in Nonhistoric Noncontributing 
buildings; Q)mmission~rs Keeney and Wathen eonCll.l'J'Cd. Conuni..~ont-r Kc:c.neyadded th-at she was 
also concerned with size and locS"tion. Commissioner Wathen said there was also Commissioner 
Stephens• conc:e:m whh a-dding a level or restrictjon of facades or more lhan 90 degree.~ from the 
street, but not resrrieliQtl s-i1.e nnd locaLion as much as the front. Also, visually matching to some 
degr~e bt1ween the front cmd :side cleV'dlions (visible fiorn the right~of~way). 

Commissioner Wathen said Commissioner Stephens suggested giving an exemption for&tyle outy if 
required for fire egress. as long as iL doesn't che:ng.e the: size of the opening~ Commis.siontr Keeney 
CO!iCurred. 'l'bere was a discussion on angles oF,,isibility, 

Ms. Houghlllling cited Chapter 1.6, saying tbat "visible from pub lie rightS·of-way, ""eluding all<)"" 
'vas diagrammed aod defined fn the eode (in f-igure 1.6.28); it's bast-<! on the 90 degrees concept. She 
urged the commission robe careful shout changing existing code language. 

Commissionct Wa1hcn asked about the departure of Commissioner Bcrtilson; Planner Richsrd$0n 
said lhe commission was simply making recommendatiolls and so cotJfd continue its discussion .. 

Planne.r Richardson .s:umma.ri7.«1 that he was hearing th;u for elevations visible from the suect, i(it is 
an exempl activit), then wind0\\1$ should be. thes.ame style, location, and si1..c; except that if required 
(or t-gress, then tho style could change, but not the locallon or si:r..e. He said tJu:: diffcnmtmruerial is a 
big change. The Director Level review proposes allowtng :m increase in Si7.e of up to I 0%. 

Page II on .a 
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The CUMnl Otrt'CtOr Le\'el is only ror Ht>tOrte Contnbutmg. Rc:gardma w new e.l. t~ txbtm& 
Du'tctOf l.evtiiAIU abour windo" and door replawnents on Historic Contnouting. ond lllsroric: 
Noncontributin& re..\Qurccs. The propo$cd Oir«tor Level addresses Nonhbt\lrke. Nnncontrtbut1ng 
rt.s()urces M welt lie-suggested a provision to nllow window enlargement o(up ro 1t e:enatn amount, 
and to slick with Ute si7.c, styl~ and location ln order to hnve clear und objeclive c:rheri!L 

Ms. lloujlhtallnK ""ld rltal in geneml, OSU wauuppartive ofincreasing the perecniA&e of a certain 
size of wlndow, \o\Jth no eh.an~o.c in toc-acl~ or 'l)'k. ash promotes addres."ing ADA compliance. 
Pl~~nn<r IUclwWon oskcd if the draft fil••• of I 0% A<CM1pll$hed 11\ar; Ms. lloul!hralina rephed that 
wmliY J••• • frw inc:bes v.os enough 10 11111<< Ill< cgn:ss pGSo~olt. Ms. HO<Jghuhna su~ 
lanau""" of"up 10 a$~ .-y 10 ochic:'< ADA <Ompliana". Mo. Robcruon norcd that AD,\ 
com pl...,.. mjuu<mcnls can and do chollll!"> 10 I 0% m.>y DOl bo enough 111 lh• fuiU~ Pllnner 
Ridwck<>n sard rha.l M.!. Houghraling's bnau>J< WI$ OK wuh stalt 

CommiSSIOner Wathen said lhe pr~s~ or chang,mg lht' sV..o or an opening dOt$ not curreruly IUrtt 
Oirtelor lA\•tll'IJ'flrOv1tt Planner Richardson $i!id )ou·d want to H)' to A<:c.cuumOtfnhl su~:h changes. 
Ms. I lougluallng >t~ld II may beet'S fer co ust- .. th~ S.l\me location''; it may rtqiJi•-e rumt'tv1ug ~ide Illes, 
tOr O!\runple, nnd not be n s1ruetur111 ch:~ng~. Plrumer Richardson agreed thnt If 11 door mu111 be 
incruscd In we, then side !ires rn•y need 10 be ~hrun~. Ms. Hou~lnalina said rhc l<rms "same 
opening .. and '•fncrease·' conflicted; Commi~ioorM:"r Watht'n noted that this C:odc: w.u re$U1tted tO 
Nonhl<ronc, N~~nconlnburing >U\IelurtS. 

Plonntr Mct.t ISkcd if Ill< ,_..... in 1M d•mcrhiota Ultluded ~) t8ft$< Of only ADA 
complr.t~~«< CommiSSioett WOJhtn ossumcd II sboukl bo bolh. Comm'-'SJOO<r Walllrn roo<u....S. 
CommlssKmrr \\alllrn said regarding rhc 10% flawcon aNonhisroric,Non<onrnb<oUJB bulkhng. the 
suuc<ural wlndowopenlosisrypicolly l.rg.e enough to 1llo" AIMgormodtm window 10 go rnrn IbM. 
and rodo so under Obc:ctor Level review. The I 0% gi\ll!S a 1ntle wiggLe room,IL't well M tlte louJgu;lgt. 
lhat 1\01\ complirmcc and fire safety 11rc not mtritlcd by th~: l 0%. but have their nwn separttt¢ 
rcstric:Lion'i 

PIMntr RIChardson said a pe:rcen~gc: h: .. ·el wus .ome.thing lhat a Director Lc'>'cl review could adhere 
to~ some1htnJ~tAfT could cheek. Commts.stGJlcr Walht•:~tsajd there were f\\'Oc:oncepuo· one was m tht> 
sam• openo11g. allo"'onga I 0% cbangc,and onorh«•n 1M sam< location, allo\\1118 change of$it.e ro 
med ear<" 11\d ADA compli= Plann<r Roc:har- wd !hat's "'ha' he .... hc .. ing. apart from 
rhose J"OVisiaru, ~ou ha-. 10 keep ohe...,.., ''""and 51)<~ Ccmmiss~r Warhen SIJd 1'-IR an 
wrndo\\~ and cklors vi•ible from ...-and publoc nghrs ofwa~-; noo-,i!.lhlc fiiClld .. .,.. "ode open. 

Rcg;vdin.& lfcmJ. C. 1o i.and j; thtre \\t:rt no ChM&eJ and Chair W:.tb~n heard no ObJtctio.ns:. 

Rcgurdini' hem h), Skylights, Comml.$$ionc1 WatJum SJ)id the big change Wit$ the elimuhition of the 
Nonhistorie, Noncontnbutin,& ttslrletion. l;.lonner R1chardson suggested checking the 2.9. 70.x 
cxtmpll<m. ~I nee lhcy work mgethet. He rtad oulthc cxemplion ·•Jnstallation, rem0\'111, or alteration 
of $k) ti&fus on Nonhistork and NonhiMorie Noncontributing Buildings'' CommiSJ.I<>nct Wathen 
no1ed thftt eac:h of the three points \\'He •ndtpct\Mnt and not eumulaJh .. c. Ms.. Hnup,.hUIIing summed 
up d\lt s\yh£)ou """'allowed, u long as )OU urn sec lh<:m. Plann<r Rkhard$0n ,.ld there was 
common< rhat rho IIRC wos -rncd abourallowrng >k> fi&hrs oa His•on< Conrrlhuhna bujldmg.s. 
..,en oflhey"rno \'Uoble PlannffRidwdson nOitd rhat !Ius OU.CurU\'01 r""" ""'"mien cootnu)' 
10 pR>ious tiRC dit<c!lon 

Commissioner Wathen said the keyquestJOn \l.as \l.t\ctherlhecrrteri;a v.oere intended to be c.umul..1ll\~ 
Ms I loug.hiBiina J.'lld 1hero was ronc.om •bout cunlng_ in1o a roo( of A dt"it.nnted Hisloric 
Contributlna •tructurc:f wh1eb may be a d<:siamued (cature. 1-IO\\'t\'er, Nortc.onlnbullng Nonht.ttoric 

llislorli; Re;soy.r«S Commission OMIT Mumtq, J&nWl1) 7, lOI o4 
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resoutc.bS .;vere different. and if it is not visible from righlS--<>f·Wtl)', or behind a parapc.~ theu that 
should be: COflSi<le•W. and is allowed under the second ilera1ion of Exemption under I), lnstaUauon, 
Removal or Altcra:rion of the Nonhistoric Noncontributing Buildings. Planner Young said dun the~ 
"'ere three types of structures under considerotion: NonhimorteNonwm:ributing siruetuf(:$; sliUetures 
with nar roofs; or where the skylight would other\Yise be obscured by a parape1, or penions, of 
structures not visible from pl'lvtue Streel ri&htS-of·wny. el·c. llecou1d envision scenarios whcrt #2 and 
Ill weren't nccCS$8rlly the $3me; and because of that~ it '''ou1d not be an 3Cfditivc: requirement. Ms, 
Houghtaling deemed it \Vli.S superfluous, since it ,va,s already covered under :d; Planner Richardson 
said it wBS struck out, 

Commiss1oncr W:uheo said lhtn ap<'lrt from the original inlent, h comes down to how the commission 
feels aboutaltQwingskylig.hu to be installed on Historic Cqnt·ributing bnildings t\S a Oirec.tor l,..e\'l;l 
apJ)I'OV41, if the: skylights are on s1ruerures with Oat roots, where the skylight would otherwise be 
ob.\"tructcd by a parapet: or is installed on a ponion of a strucrure not visible from pri\'atc or public 
street rig.ln...of.ways except ror alleys. Planner Rich,t.rdson eoncuned \Vith J-'lantter Young, saying tha1 
currt.nt1y skylightS W'Ould ~ aHowed under Director Level mvtew undtr rhe staled conditions. He 
suggested looking at E:<tmptjons to make sure: they com:spond correctly. Planner Young sa.id lhe 
tbrost is to not apply additional N.'Sirictioos beyond what is e-urreotly in code and it appears 1.hecorrent 
code would allow for this, J Je could not recall recent eXllmples. 

Ms. Robertson highlis,htcd a rc;:ccnl example of n skylight rcplac~ment at the Memorial Union 1hs1 
required slight modifica1ion. so it \V"dS not rcplaccmcru in kind; it was not visible rrom rights-o(.way; 
and was Director Level, and il \ VAS not interpreted as curnula1ive. Commissioner W:nhen highliglued 
Cofnmi.ssioner Hand•s prcvk>usly expressed coneen1. Commissioners were OK with the proJ>Qsc<l 
a1tet3tion; Planner Riehnrdson said it was itnpof1ant to <:larify how h was reud. and suggested adding 
an .... or" to make it mort undmlandable. 

rn. MINUTI!:S RI<:VIEW- DecembcrJ, 2013. 

Since there was no quorum, the December 3, 2013 minutes could nol be approved. 

IV. OTH.ER OUSINESSII.NFORMATION SHARING. 

Pl:tnner Young highlighted a memo on L.ong Range Planning Oppc:ntunilies tOr cho months and years 
ahead. {Attachment C) l-Ie said it rcOcctcd 11 consensus of the Council omd thecommunil)' 1ha11ht~ 
\\'AS a 1\eed to update uUUl)' long..raage doewuCllts. A ttcent levy will fu1ld a ft.IJ.tjme position to do 
l<tll,Q.·rangc: planning; however, it will require mo-re than one F'l'E, as well :.s streamlining other 
planning efforts. He highlight«! Package #I, which includes LDCStrcamhning. The Package #2 
ineludes neishborhood dcsisn staodtl!ds. Public Works got a signifi<nnt ODOT grtlnt to update the 
Transponation Plan. The Council has a goal to complete 11 housing study. The Buildablt6 Lands 
Update was ftnaliz«l in 1998 and needs to be update<l, along with the Vision 2020, saying lho 
ambitious plan 'vns ro tty ro complete these by 201 8. 

He highilghte.d the meeting this week with all Planning boqt.rds and commissioriS> saying that while the 
department w'ils- in good sh~pe this fiscal }'t'tlr,thc Ciry wilt have t6 Jearn to do thin~ moteclfr.cientfy, 
including efficiencies in reviews. and he welcomed suggestions nlong these lines. Commissioner 
Walhe.n replied that the deparcmcnt currently help!' pcQple lQ prepare good ppplic~tiOJlSi the 
dtparuncnt could consider stepping. back to allow private consult&J:US to do thi.s (though he wasn' t 
advoca1ing this). PlannerYoungsaid st.afrdoes a fair amount ofhandho1ding on some applications. 
hut the mission has been co suppor1 hi.Sioric prcs<:rvt\tio•l. and coming in shouldn't ben negative 
experience~ b3laacing than is a challenge. 

HtSIOUC Rt:;oun:es ComnussiOIIl DR.AFT Minutl$.. J!fiUII) 7,10101 P~e-13 of Ill 
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Commi»IOI><r Keeney ask<d if then: »<~ IIJl) "*Y 10 IJI4l<c applo<ations .shoner Commwion<r 
Stc'pbtni :Stlld OSU ;pphcations; wrre cornph:tc. but some homcowncrappHcations \\tn: qu1te short 
Plan .. , R.ichlldson Jaid the Jenglb •!Jo lends lO Vlll)l nocording 10 the kind or applleauon. 
Commissioner Wathen said th.at osu had probab1) dc:tennlned thaL irsnpplication$ co smoother when 
\hey otc moredotoiled. PlauncrVoungsaid lht deve1opmenl oflhe stafTrcpori i5 the lhnacon.suming 
port. Md if il ~0<> 10 LUBA on appeAl, • detAiled stall' "'POri Is itnpor!Ant. Conuni><loncr Wathen 
uid >tafr; lanauljle is very rtlldable and wid\ linlc legalese. 

PlanMf R "'hardson wd the Historic Pn:solvation Proj«l a<11J1 prowarn deadline o< J:mwtt} 3 I. 2014 
He hb not b.od appiJCaii<'OS ~but~' • c:o..plc. A <p«o>l mee11n& IS hned up lor fcl>fvlll)l, of 
~ A J.U~ could re'\·icw the apphc.uon" 

Commmo"""r 1\ athen sw<d that il wu 00\\ dlrf,.uh for him 10 meetao 6 p.m., and p«Jpt>><d 100\·ing 
io bac~ 10 6.30 p m. Planner R.i.:lwdson ..,;d ono poosib1hl)' "'~ "' go lht0\1&)1 some business bcf'ore 
the pubhe hcariNV and said it could be: funher db:cUJSed a1 a future n1«1ing. 

y, ADJOUI\NMENT: Thcmecling was adjourned 01 9,56 p.m. 

H•)lOI'k ~ Cortltrtlulol'l OflAPT Mlnu~.Jim\IIU) 7, 201 .. l'•cc- 14 ofl4 
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EXHIBIT H (174 of 266)

Possible Exterior Building Modifications Required to Comply with ADA 

OSU suo.H rfi'Mwed el buoldong locations 
where d is oo"enlly anlielf)aled !hat an 
Gl<ler\of building modlficallon Will be 
roquied to comply Wllh AOA provisions. 
The anticipotod modifiC8bonS genetafty lei 
into lhroe eategor•as 

I Moctdlcations !hat WOUld likely meet 
proposed exemptiOn tt•leria under 
Section 2.9.70.1<.; 

2. Modifications t.tuu would llkely meet 
currentexempc!on cr~erfa under 
Se<;tion 2.9.70.k: and 

3 Moctrllcations !hat would not 
mBGI eltner existing Of proposed 
~xomptlon criter1a This last group 
of moctlficallons would likely require 
an allerotion to another architectural 
leature. whlcll would trigger llll HAC 
level review ot criteria. 

In genemt. tho building moctificalions that 
would be exempt under tho proposed 
Socuon 2.9. 70.k wore oxlstlng below grade 
entrances or existing non·compllanl ADA 
rnmps over 30" above or below grade. 

Buildings likely to require new ADA ramps and facilities 

"'" 
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EXHIBIT H (175 of 266)

ADA access upgrades that would be exempt under proposed exemption language: 

Bexell Hall 

Exlsbng below gtade AOA ramp c:<Xlld be 
replaced 

Ramps at rear (noM) entrances would 
lil<ely require HRC nM8W 

Covell Hall 

Ramp could be ins1alled 8l • below ~ 
en11anee from park>ng 1o1 (MN anll8n<:e) 

Meralions 10 U>e hont entrance along 
Campus Way wool<! require HRC ,_ 

Gilbert Hall 

Ramps could be inslslled allWO rear 
en11ances 

M01a1icns to main nonh entrance alOng 
Monroe Ave. would requwe HRC,........ 

.... 

No 
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EXHIBIT H (176 of 266)

ADA access upgrades that would be exempt under proposed exemption language: 

Gleeson Hall 

Ramp at west oollaoce could be replace<! 

Alterations to SOU1h entrance along 
catl1pus Way would require HRC reYiow 

Kidder Hall 

E>tisfing ADA ramp at south entrance 
oould be replaced 

Altom~ons to north entrance along 
Campus Way would require HRC review 

Langton Hall 

ADA ramp to existing below grade 
entrance could be constructed 

Alterations to main entrance aiong 
Jeffefsor> Way would r<t<juire HRC review 

3ol3 

I 
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Memorandum 

Date: December 16, 2013 

To: Mayor and City Council 
Planning Commission 

From: Ken Gibb, Community Development Dlrecto~ /~ 
long Range Planning Opportunities Re: 

As the City Council reviews VISion 2020 progress and the need to update the City's planning 
documents Is discussed, the following Information Is Intended to help infonn this conve<satlon: 

• The Planning Commission re<»mmended and City Council appro~d 2013· 14 Planning 
Worl< Program Included several Ions ronse planning proje<:ts for 2014 such as updating 
the Buildable lands Inventory, and updallngthe Vosion 2020 to a 2040 Vision 
Statement. At the time of adoption, the work program acknowledged the Hmhed 
capacity to do all of these projects. 

• Community Development will be prepared to hire an additional staff position as soon 
as possible In order to provide ihe levy supported long range planning services that will 
be available In FY 14·15. 

• In the meantime and as recently communicated to the City Council, we will be working 
on 2 LDC update packages related to Collaboration recommendations over the next 10 
months or so. 

• The City Is In the pro<eS$ of securing OOOT funding to update the City's Transportation 
System Plan {TSP). 

Here Is a rough outline of a potential game plan for the next few years relative t o long rana" 
planning activities: 

Prepare LDC Package H 1 for December 2013- March Work being done w/ ln·house 
Planning Commission 2014 planning staff. Council review 
consideration should occur In ADrii/Mav 2014 
Develop LDC Package #2 January - September Consultant assistance with staff 
((nclshborhood design 2014 and advisory committee 
stand~rds) for PC consideration engagement 
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Initiate/undertake TSP update July 2014 TBD (likely PW will take the lead-ODOT 
2016) funded 

Complete housing study ICC goal) July 2014 Consultant will be engaged -
staff support from CD 

Initiate/complete BLI update Summer 2014- early Consultant will be required, CD 
2015 to manage project assuming 

funds are available through 
housing goal S and/or grant 
application approval 

Develop a scope of work for Fall 2014 ProcessTBD 
Vision 2020 Update 
Develop Vision 2040 February - September Presumably, a cit izen 

2015 committee will be formed to 
assist 

Update Comprehensive Plan Fall 2015 through 2016 Staff managed with lots of 
citizen work group Involvement 

Major LDC update t o reflect 2017-18 Staff managed with PC/c~izen 
Comp Plan changes work group guidance-may 

require some outside expertise 

While this may seem like a long time frame (2014·2018), it is aggressive In consideration of the 
amount of work and public involvement required - and this timeline generally matches up with 
the last round of vision/comp plan/LDC update work. 

As we look to the long range planning projects ahead,~ is useful to reflect on significant work 
done in the late 1990s /early 2000s. Here is a brief review: 

• In 1997, a citizen based Vision Committee (led by Chair Julie Manning) and with the 
assist ance of staff, completed the Vision 2020 update engaging 2000 citizens in the 
process. The project was essentially completed in about 6 months and garnered enough 
widespread support that it was officially adopted by the City Council, unlike the previous 
community vision project. 

• Managed in-house by staff with the full involvement of multiple citizen-based work 
groups, the Comprehensive Plan was then updated, reviewed by the Planning 
t:omm•ss•on and approved by the t:•tv Louncd by the end of 199H and acknowledged by 
tho State of Oregon In 2000. 
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• The LDC Phase 1 update was then completed and approved loeally by 2000 (althougll 
various appeals delayed Implementation until 2006). 

• During the same time period, the West Corvallis I North Philomath Plan was approved 
and the South Corvallis Area Plan was initiated, completed and approved between 1996· 
98. 

• In the early 2000s, the North Corvallis Area Pian was initiated, completed and 
approved. 

• The Natural Features Project, a landmark effort to Identify natural features and develop 
tools for protecting highest priority resources while accommodating efficient 
urban.lzatlon within the Corvallis Urban Growth Boundary, was undertaken In the early 
2000s. The resulting protection measures were incorporated into the current LDC. 

In my opinion, these projects were conducted with the right mix of staff support, citizen, 
Planning Commission and Oty Council engagement along with a strategic amount of consultant 
assistance primarily the area plans and natural features project. While circumstances are 
different now (including less staff and contractual service resources) and we don't want to 
necessarily be locked In to how things were done In the past, I believe that is a good model to 
start with. I can assure you that Community Development staff are very excit ed about having 
the levy funded planning resources available soon and to be part of the upcoming round of long 
range planning projects in Corvallis. 
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To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

Memorandum 
Historic Resources Commission 

Bob Richardson, Associate Planner')(AQ. 

December 30, 2013 

Revisions to LDC Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation Provisions 
(LDT13-00002) 

On December 3, 2013, Planning Division staff presented the HRC with proposed 
revisions to LDC Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation Provisions. The intent of the 
proposed revisions was to meet a City Council Goal, which broadly staled, is to more 
efficiently use City resources by reducing the amount of resources dedicated to the 
review of Historic Preservation Permit applications, and particularly applications 
generated from the OSU Historic District. 

To this end, Staff proposed revisions to LDC Chapter 2.9 that could reduce the number 
of Historic Preservation Permit (HPP) applications by expanding the parameters for 
activities specified as exempt from the need for an HPP, reduce the number of HRC
Ievel HPP applications by expanding the parameters of some activities that can be 
approved with a Director-level HPP, and clarifying text to reduce the number of 
occasions when more subjective interpretation of the Code is required. It Is hoped that 
this effort will reduce the number of historic reviews that are deemed unnecessary by 
the HRC. 

Proposed c11anges to the Code are driven by a desire to reduce ihe amount of 
resources dedicated to review of development within the OSU Historic District, but also 
would result in amendments to LDC text that would affect other Designated Historic 
Resources. Benefits anticipated from proposed text amendments include a greater 
ability to apply more City resources to other priority planning projects, and more support 
for historic preservation goals by those that own and maintain Designated Historic 
Resources if related regulations are not viewed as unnecessarily onerous. 

Revisions included with this cover memorandum are second iteration revisions to the 
exemption section in LDC Section 2.9. 70, and first iteration revisions to Director-level 
review criteria in LDC Section 2.9.100.03. Both sets of proposed revisions are 
presented in a matrix. In most cases the second iteration matrix provides existing LDC 
text, first iteration text, second iteration text, and staff comments. Similarly, regarding 
the Director-level criteria, the matrix provides existing text, proposed text, and staff 
comments. it is hoped that these matrices will make it easier to understand how the text 
language 11as evolved, and will document reasons for the proposed changes. 

During the December 3, 2013, work session, the HRC recommended several changes 
to the first iteration revisions and also suggested ideas for further staff consideration. In 
many instances, staff incorporated HRC recommendations. In a few instances, staff 

1 
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have not incorporated the HRC recommendations or concepts presented during the first 
work session. Reasons for the staff recommendations are provided under Staff 
Comments column In the exemption matrix. 

Non historic and Nonhistoric I Noncontributing Structures 
One concept that ran throughout the December 3, 2013, work session was regarding 
the use and definition of the term Nonh•storic. Several proposed leX! amendments 
affect structures defined as Nonhistoric or Nonh•storic I Noncontnbutlng Some 
Commissioners raised concerns that existing and proposed revised exempl!ons allow 
alterations that should be reviewed by the HRC because in time. these Nonhistone and 
Nonhistoric I Noncontnbuting structures would be old enough to qualify for listing in 
either the Local or National Registers. Allowing 811erations without sufficient review now 
could change the structure in a way that would make it difficult to satisfy eligibility 
requirements for future listing. To address !his issue. one Commissioner suggested 
replacing the word Nonhistoric with the phrase "buildings that are not yet 50 years ole!". 

Staff do not support instituting such a revision at this t1me for three reasons First. such 
a change would be a partial step toward reclassifying structures within Histone Distncts 
that should be done through State and Federal processes. and with greater community 
involvement and awareness of such a change This de facto reclassificahon would be 
inconsistent wdh matenals property owners would have considered when deciding if 
they would support formation of a Historic District. Second, to appty a historic 
designation to a property other than through the National Register process must be 
done through a local process of applying a Historic Preservation Overlay. Applying such 
an overlay requires owner consent. Changing definitions to regulate a structure 
currently defined as Nonhistoric as if it were "historic• without owner consent would be 
inconsistent with state and local regulations, and owner expectations at the time the 
overtay was established Finally. having a movtng date for Nonhistone structures within 
Districts would seem to require significant staff time to update inventory or survey 
information every year as each year more butld1ngs would tum 50-years old. This is 
contrary to the Counc11 direction to reduce the amount of staff lime required for revtew of 
HPPs. 

It should also be noted that throughout LDC Chapter 2.g, Staff understand the term 
Nonhistoric, when used on Its own to refer to structures or properties that are 
individually listed In the Local or National Registers. When used with another 
classification such as Nonhistoric I Noncontributing, the Code is referencing a structure 
or property In a Htstoric District. 

Remaining Review Process 
It is expected that the HRC WLll suggest addn•onal revtsions to both the exemphon and 
Director-level review secllons of Chapter 2 9 Staff Will consider those suggestions and 
incorporate them unless they are believed to be Inconsistent with the goals of the Text 
Amendment project. or create some other unintended conflict or issue. There will likely 
be other refinements to the revisions presented to the HRC as they are developed for 
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Planning Commission review. Time permitting, issues not resolVed during the January 
7, 2014 work session could be discussed during the January 10, 2014, regular meeting. 

Considering the above, the following is the tentative schedule for the Text Amendment 
project. 

January 7 

January 10 

February 5 

March 19 

April/ May 

Second HRC work session 

Regular HRC meeting 

Initial Planning Commission Review 

Planning Commission Public Hearing (recommendation to City 
Council) 

City Council Public Hearing (decision made) 

3 
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fEiiiung Text In LDC 5eedon z.e.ro 
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Exl1li"9 Tn t In lDC SUtlon Z.9,70 
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E.1lsUn~ Text In LDC Section 
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b, 'til'~ 
Wl.lt41.1ft. Ieee ~It* 300 t:q tt. 
Pnd les6 ~han l-4-'fLr-in ~he! .... 

3 lft all CHSS, n'lO'fflg Of dicmo!l:lhinQ 
lht •Mul:lurt, shaD 001 damQQe. 
obteuto, Ot ~tvety impact a 
O..lgnaled ..._QC'iC Rc'Kiu~a. 

a 

tecommOrWJ ll)aVlng IJlO l.:il'lgUOQI In 
Section 2.9.7011!15 11 1 .. 

Ont fti$0n fot thlJ ...:0~1'1 IS 
thai iho primM)' IMPOiiO for tl'wt flf'll 
ltfndon rovltion wu lO er•tto 
eqc,liv*" regulaliona foot Nonh!Mofle 
.Wcm.n. nol 1n C*VIolt, 11'1d 
~ I Nonc:or!lribuUn tir\4.1r" 
In ~· 14 ~. Nor~ """'*""' ... .. lldwll• - bt 
6etnoishod ~ ol She CIP'flooM ., 
SecOorl 2.$ 10J.z.b llMt ..,. dO 

l not ~ ID ~ I 
Ut'lfliOOIIldlulftO uueLn& In~ 

Hri:Mww, ,. tin.l illf:llllon ,...,...., ..... 
was ts~*'*liiCN•IJ men rellni:M: lt'IM 
U,. ~ IMguagil I .rlito ___, 

I 
Ulal the first Jll.bs : I I mey he~ 
been il'lCtJded ., enor . 

A MQQnd ro~ ror IN'Ytn; 11w curt$ 
language Ia that tho NoMr.1orlc 
$1N<;:bNU 0\1~ of 01~ WOtllo;l ~ 
most aff.oc;tod by tho irl1*ndod nwitlont 
10 IN& socl)of'l S1t1eo 1he l)rimary goal of 
the Cl\aptsr 2.9 teXI &Mtndmtnl Prote<ll 
i1 to n!ld~Ke ptCCest, ~IMy fOf 
OSU. r!)tli$ii'Q 11'10 curr&:Jnl W~Quago, 
espedaly in a WrJ tl'ltl 'INOUid nw_W II 
more te!lii'JCI.Ne, MCIWO!Jtl not al!«:llht 
OSU Oi$YIC:I • nol ~en! Wfth thlt 
... of .... _ 

PleaSe a1:so tetw ao ._ OicMiblf 30, 
2013. mm'IO 10 lt\6 t«C ~ ~ 
~ f'illoiMO rop!'dirs ......... 
delftilba cllM..,. lb~l(O. 
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Exl.stlng Texl ln LOC SctGtlon t .t ,70 l'lr~t lterpt!on Rtvl'i1ons Seeond 1ter11tion Revt,lons Staff Comme.nta Reg•rding Second 
ll•r•Uon Rt"'slon• 

29.70: 
J, lnatallltlon ot smlJtw Dlah•• - ltwtalletoft or a 

Ntolifte. d~$~'! ott • ,.._,. r'IC4 t.c;w,g ~ or om•-~_,.. ·-"'-. .... _._ ... _,........ ... _ .. _ 
IN!n30 tJ'\i!t~ 
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3 ~ WI ' fiW Rlltnol • lrl pgb1ic 01 

PI'I'J3t& IIINel Pdl• of WGY. prcMdeO lt1ey 
~ lnSralted 01' ttOOI'IIW\IC;Md " Cly oC 
CoMIIWS &o& ... •iiO OMiion SC:.nCI~ 
Specibtionli lltld .... ~ a: 
me <Same width ot tho ollle:IIIIQ aldewalk 01 
vdci&Md ~ 10 thO mhinvrr. 611tenl 
neoc$&Dty 10 COI'I\pty wilh Amorbn$ witl> 
O.Ubllluos Ac1 (ADA) ~rre"*"• 

•. F"n/LJfo S.ftty 0.~ • tl tl'llUOnty Cl 
&tone bl.llldlngt. .. ~. ~ 8nd ..wing 
... be iMta!led itt ti"'IO\\f JO'rd• .,; ~ tmough 

"""' ~ """" 

10 

HRC comm~ o~ e 
..... _ to OQO.,aa, ~ fwt 
'#!101M ..,.. ~ to .,. ~ """* ~ ..... o..tft'el"tl lml1• lot 
.,~~~-
~ on ON lads by • .,_.. to 
~ ADA CCC!lJIIiltll aoceu. Md crt! 
1M ..... $il9 by • dHJto 110 lltllllft ---.. St,n blllt¥• ltlt t:rempdom n currenuy 
Pf'OPOH<I .. V&f~Cbfy ~~ IN IWQ 
•ldtt (If tht !Muo. and ~ rO'\IIIJW of 
h'iol* r'.lmps by the HRC ~ flO( 
lnctlc:cllo • ., ~ to ~ 
'""'l.h th4l /IilJA, bQ1 ralhor diffkl.ltty i\ 
CfiiUng dear and objective 18ngu9 
.,... wll tlloW """!)$ to ~ ~ .,. 

N)A ..... - bo h-.. --. 
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l£1d51lng Te:xt lrt LDC s .. ctlon 2.0,70 • - -- ----- __ F ___ ._ .. __ •. _"_" __ • Uon RtYI.tlons J StcondllertuOnRe\lf$ ons 

2..8.70: ---- - --------
L--Con'ICI'rslon qf & l .. tlng V•hk-\llar Patklng t. ~rwt~ o1 Eti1sll4f~Veth~cu~At- V&hielt abilities A 

Sp.~• to Adl&.~ ~.nc~t Mth 1M P.arklftg S~ lO Ad'l'-vre Compl~" with the VtftieM Ptf1dog • C!Q!m o! 1tqu!!4 AQA 
Anttricant wtu\ OifabQitiH Act (ADA) - ~• wtth OtublllUes Act (ADA) • 'tfthrJt pr1yM ft::W'r 
eon--of~ ¥11'weuW~~ to COA!i'eN 0 II .. IJf• I e• • ' 'WOpmjoo d,.. 
~~~""'.,_~to ~~llrl.......,lliiiNIIOi • •tat 
ecNeVe w;;Z I Mh H ~ W#l ~1'!51t!Jdto~CXI(niAi .... AS_..tN 
Olsablbe!l Al:t CA04). ~ I'ID ~ ~'lllllllftD 1 aAci(ADAL ru• dei.o 
~surtxala~ rlft'r ·alro.r awt~~o~-••~ 

II 

$ta Comrn• nts Reg"l!rdlng Seeond 
lt.tratioo fte-vlsic)n s 

rhfi MClO!ld llo~ llOO ~ !Amr*. Mel 

lrllerdlci to be dear lt'lal ~ ~ I N)A-pring--bo 
__ .... _ 
n.o---an bt ~ bMbd ot1 HAC 

~1'\Qt Gl fvt.t ·~ .X."'CCCCIff l ....... 
c. AddiUon of Vei'IJc::utar Partdn; 

Spac.s Needed to Achltv. I 
Complfanc. with ttlt 
Am•rbn• wi1h DJ:tabllltl .. Ac:t 
(ADA) • Addilon of va~ 
J)lrtlf'G $p80e:S, II' required w. 
Mlt'lleve CIOIIflplianC:e 'Mth 

""""'''"" - Dooobiiloo ""' CAliA) _._ -
~per Sec::ion U .70 I 
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fxl~••'-•::o:-irf:c:;.,;;,.,::-r~'iio"'c<so:,:::<;;llo::;•;-2,-,ao.>r.------.,-----F;:;I;;,.;;l;;ll~tt..-tiltfOMRtvltJor\s.=-----L.---.s·c•=oc~nd=-·n•eraii'On ReVIs ons 

U .70: -::::--=:-=:=:;;--!-::,..-"<. i:':""'7:.'::0::o;=c=---.,===--;; m. F~rteinv lnft.IJitlon, Utfnt!On, ~ ~moval • m. Ftt'lelng IMt.lltUon. EJ(Ienslon, or m Ftnc•nv ft'11~Aation, El:ren.sJon, Of 

~tion or .x<..,..lon ol MW wood ~ or R•mov•l Rtrnovlll o.:: 

"· 

the !ei>W 01 Hlf/FCI 'ltl'll ol ~~ wood 
_.........,....,,__~ do-···-b'-"• ..2.50. , 11! ill).,..,.,.. of an existing 
WOOd ar ~ ,.,_, WI .... Of 1t1 p;wt.. ..-... -.... - ...... -'" ~ Standil:ane beMcl on MY of the 
soutees of illfom\allon IIIICI 1r1 SediOn 2 i .60..c:. 

$lc:r)nd .hetelion R~ ID ~ 
12131/13 

!-IIMllllltlltiM Of ~ 01 .,..... cot 
lon(lirlg or the AIPM or ,..,....,..,,... ol ____ ..... _ 
..... .....,. "- IIOCI*'*'t S!8ri'Kla1:b b 
_ .. _.2 :50 

z._,MtW ef'itllor !lilt ,Botnoval or ..,. amana 
~~ 1 ,onc.,ln whole Of II\ Ptf1. 
provided tht fenc;e 10 be nwno~ '- not 
tcto-At1Hod 01 Hlttorleelty Slgtllr.cant ba$0d Of\ 
"">' of 1'- tQUttes ~ lrd"6r'IM'ti6r'l 11&-t&d lA 
S..lloo:1.000.0 

12 

Sil" Comments Reg•rdino tton 
•ttr~:Uon Rtvlsk)n.s 
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bi.-Ung Ttxlln LDC su.uon 2.1.70 I Flral lltt~tlon R"e=v"l•'-o..,=.- ---,, 
2.1.70: ~,-,=,:-1·-..:=--- . . . 
o. cw, R._patr, or lt•~n' -..nck;c;aplng Hone. l Hont 

.,a Tree PW.dng . ~ d ntW, !'91Mif, oc I 
• I ..... tr.d&<a;~C~ ~ .... ~ 
md ~ e.pp lt!IIIIIIOM. -.dt •• ~ I - Tho __ ... .,..,_""' ..,...... ___ ., 
Oes!gnetect Kuoric ~ tii'I..ICtiMeS. or 
d~~tjlllt!of~~ T...s OIOiher 
~ ..,-COliC hlnd~Ceoir'~g or _. fl :a~ 
on lhe ~8CI ~ Rtiourc. site, as 
klontdled in the offtcqf t!IIM lnYff!IIOfy or 01her 
tot.KtO$ or lntormauon 11610CI r. Seetlon 2 9.60.e. 

p, Uuildlng Found•U0"-1 • Maring ('I tlullcllng 
tounctalion or iniUIIIli'IQ 41 oow foundation, 
prcwded •he foundttlion mcttd'W lit not ~ 
ldenllfllld a HIJIOOI:ally &on&am. and. 

1't» Allomlon 01' ,. O:w. f • 1s 

- .. - _.,. O..oldiog Codo--
2. Tho ~ ~ • AOI ,_.., I:P/ 

l'n0(61Nt! 'f?lft._; lf!d 
1 Th& ~ ~tO" " , . "'-- !'11gb 01 ..... 

l l.eii'Commtnts R~~rdlng S.cond 
lt.otation Revisions 

----------------~~~==~~m~~· su ·~~ ----· -- 29.701> Tho--
~ Qciucln • exe'!lCIIbn tor 
................ and~ 
OfT\IIIII!'IOII~ 
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Ewlatlng Text In LOC S.Octlon ~.9.70·------,~----,,o.,,::,,;;l"t'•"";;;'"'•"•c'RoYU''"'•'"•"'•----,---., •• cond ltvratiOnRhiSiO·~n:-, ----,nr.,,:lrc7;o::m::::mo=n::;t<c;-;;R;:•::o,~•""';;:"::"~S~..,:::: •• :::r., 
lterlllon Revlslons 

2.9..:.10.~:===:----;:;-, =:-::---:-::+-:---c q, t~t.a1Latloft of New, -.nd Rep4111r or q, lnsu llallon -ot N•w, Mid Repair 01 q. 1n'iiiiiai1on of New. and Repalt Of iir prnpoMd incfiJclt1g ltlO 1ri6i I tho 
Re~•«-fM'" of Gun.r. and Downspouts ~ A•plK•m.nt of CututW. and Oown•povl$ Repl~t of Guttf'fe-Mtd. Oown~pout•, ol' MW ICUPPifS &$ an eomcG SCif\llt)' 
~ af new, wd t.,.r ~ rtO*t I'*" tJf • ~ ~ rww. and repar- Of and JsyPP'A-: Tht HRC had conc:etl'lf lhe1 '*" 
~ ~ ..,.. ..,, c a ~ "'*"'* "'PP Mnl ol lldlitg ~ lltlf ! ~ d new. and t~ or ~ miJillhl not be dollgneO or 
thai rne6ch h IHIF'a'W. ol 1M QUIWft llfiO dorm I "t b 1tl'k'P 'P'!'J"'Qt ~ •W I •• of ~ ~ -"' \nl&lllld DtOC*'Iy ..S ;gr hd lhM 
dowrr a ~ ~ or "*"' m. IUIMIIal'lt""*"'"'': ....... of.,. do•= r•••ldlfl8~'*N~~ct~ ........_»~W'Ist-..e~ 
IFF aiiC* ol fJoH NC _.,. ~ UMd on QtatW$ tltl4 ~ ~ ~ Of tnt I *ICie d the ~ and tom •f'P,....,... ~ r.nud ~ ~ 
.,.,.s.,~ buld'ing5 fnlrlt 1N U1M Period of ~ N I PIC ...... rJ1 ~ Chll _,.. Oot~~NQQ\Ib ~ ~ 0t m..ech Cht -.tf Of tMtng ~ 10 mMC I 

on .. mller·styW blild"W'IgS fnlm Signlficance b>sed on--oy.,. - uood 
~ ownor. ltla MW. ~- or ~ir.o 1t1e 1*1'11 P«ood .. ~- .. by!hto--. guttfn and downJPOU'l lhlll flOC dOII'Ylil98 Ot O"'k:fente MIPPhci 

Cld, or repaired ~tiM$ and obicure any s4gnillcanc ttn:hilttt\lrts ~$~lures ot The MW, ttSIM 
6han not de.fn<\ge the t!rUt1Uiil, down~ 

0t ob-• 
fn~~.trOtol ih• '¥'"""' tta:l'l~t~6tl.i'aJ .. , 

•vvawre 

•· UnCCMtre-d R.e.u O.C~ ot PtuO"A4diiiOni::"'3;.50;;--:._--;u;:nc:::::.,_::iii""-R Hr o.dt or Patio Add'Jiton• 
w..- lnslallati:x'l Of temOval 

dftCk" or pat!Q, l)i'oYidrld tho 
1, ~ from \'law from 

Sq. FL or L•" - IN~tJon 01 1emcwal ol an a-60-h re ot 
un~ deck or patio. PI'Qvldtd tht deClo; or of en unc;overod 
patio it. ob$C).IfGCI lrom vtow ftom cQllc ri(lhtt-Oi· dtok Of 1)t110 
way af'ICI private IUMI tiQhl.t.or.way tJv a fellCO. out* •IOhw.of •Wll'/ end priv;;l'o $troctt ~to 

ct. Mdge, or oth91' ~ru(lluro . 

1\ mo:y bo vi~ from aQeya. 
P tM 30 1n « less 11'1 helghl. 

wue&td 1n a ~ m.as rs 

hedge,. 01 Olher stfUCt\lro. Ttte ~liD 01 deck may of-way by a ton 
be visible trom t lltY£. The doc:* Jholl be 30 h or The! Pttlo or dK 
less In hoigt'll. ond t!\10 bt oon•truWtd In • TM 6tOIC tl'lt 
I'MIMar 1N1 ia RO\WIIble. -"' lhall be con R_.,.. 

tr1t "'*"nee ol thow tNt -.. 
- """on ......,....,.. wil<fono• 
from ~~'~• ume Period or SiON(icatn01 

~c-~ 

W.Nd on ...,ldel'leo ~ by IN 
Pf(lperty owner. The new, rf:lpl8¢t4, Of 
r~!ttd outtart si'WI I:!8Wf'IP6UUI &hal 
~ dttmuov ~ Obct:d'O any slgro1r.n1 
ltd'lllet~tur.l featJJr.M: oC U.. wuccure 

' c.tyng~np t:• w• o! ex~sa~no PnD~J 
so~ wtll S1l!1l!'>! ft. . r !G CN't -.. lbl !§.~ So~ libel 
npl ..... ft ...... MNtt:S~ 
1111u.:e2 a!~~ 

Nono. 
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!xl1tlng TtKI tn LDC StCtJon 2.8.10 

2.$.70: 
L lnst:atliltion of . ~--· or Repl«"'ent of 

E&Js~ng Win~ Of Doort on Nonhl$tCJ~r1c 
MKi Honhla.IOitcMCMK~I'II A:~t.OW'Cet· 

~ t:J """"'· Of er· ...... o~ ~ 
Mndcrw$ w doors-folow'l 

\ . Ae:' .... .. '"*"' ......... -<Soots .. nlHI ~ tnd dOOr* ... 
b:iMil dotd¢ pON ~ meellng c:unent 

a.-.. Codto ·--ncy ..... -. Ulct ~enta lt'lflll oc~ tn8llet'l 

"" - •om• .. m&ttrials.. 
dlmeomtu. Md ''"''*· txoept that wood 
or !M1alodll(l v.o0<1 may bo evbe.ti~led #or ... - f'IOnooQitt) 
~coms;ond 

moto~W$ .. 
2. Now~-' c:kMm on~ that 

-. no1. "'* from pwl:llo or P"H* weet 
figfiiHII-. , ...... "" ollo,ol. .. -.. ~ •• . -.......... -be -

Soa:lnd I~Or.l!lon Revt;lior'll to ~· 
12131113 

L 

1 

2. 

Flt1lhtraUon Re'ii.,iOC'It I Sound llo .. uon R•"'•lono SuN l:ommoniS Regardono Socono 
llMlttion Re-Vlsh:lns 

~"•'-"•Uon Of ew, Of Rept.aeem.nt .. .. ~ ... 100----,---1 ~·~·-"""""""'-Uhlirtt Wlnctow. or Doors on ,. l~iftdo '' Of OooB -Oft U701--2.9i'O,o .... -- ••• - ~ i'wt CVt'fXII SoGIXJn 21HO I 
HHihle.tottciNOMOnutbuting R.uo~o~N•• ...., IIIII,Ot:Ci:UOAt.QR~Id ... -Strysutu . "* 

a 5 • ., -· .. .... OI'I'CU . 
" -~-· 01 ~ ...... and dOOtl •a••u tl .. ; nirU . ..,.. -- ................. 

~'IJII ' ,., 114 ... .,. dioo•lf& eNf lklooN I Pta1 n, .. oc~~~ 
wllilt-" I .. , • ......... ~~ 11'1~ ~~;I ·~NIN_..,..If'ld 
~iOt ll D ~~~ (llo""" M&eCJAg Glolfftf!l ~~Wiiol t.w"' ~o· blr ,.,.. 

lloi>"""l' Coolo -~..,..... ..... - gk>.ct•fil tM(I~Hftilld.ng 
ll~·-~·1'\lt~lht c;..,.___..-...... , 
fO~ lt.OM•in ".leJ5~5r11nd 14t\~r4~&tlt• 
~..-u ... .....,.,_....,. -cM~UWii 
....,.........,~~~ 1W1'918M ··- ·- .. m.itlEifllllf. 
......... ~ ICI'UU 1lt•c; lllnEi ... --.- 6.._ 

i10111 -~4Jr me ... d[d 101 
....., ~ W c1oott on iiiCidee IJ\at are ....,. .. Stltlti' 11 .. !'111 ro. ........ 
.... -...... ~ .. -..... - ......... , ' t'i a ~NM~Iila M .._,_ ........ \ ... -.. rtpltOed F ·-Otapew 1··0 • CM maybe lmUilecl 

2 ,_ 
""··· • 

al'lllil --.. ~·.,.•o• ht' •• 
rMs ar 8 i.olh "'"'·'~ -,.__..._....,.... 
Ml•" !fo-Ote pier Hl--
!)of .. -.......,.-

15 
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lta!T Comments Regar~lng SeeonCJ 
lferati on Rh isiCW\S 

E.111t1ng toxt In LDC Stction 2.8.70c-------.~----,,crl,::•:-ti;:IO:-:,::•I''J'o:::-n RO'VIi lons Stco.nd lttratlon R&vlslons 

1.t.10: --====:lc:--. -;'~:;;;.-------------i------------i 
" ' ~ Rtl-fOOfii'IQ ~ RefUoement of roorf'IQ m.aer'.al wJib , ~;~. R~rooflng---~ ot ioo1iii Nor\f 

II•-

• fM&c:rial $ifll8r to. Qf cr.retttl\ trom. u.. 0~ *"'..,.. .... ~SIMler to. or diff«~r..-4 or""'"""-.,_ ... ~~ ...,... .,.. -""0 '" oriQoNI -
~l:ltlOIJiP 5 S)~••ft_.w, p10'14died._•~~~•noc 
~- ·~a:ficll'y ~ • IWO:~ 

2 

Tho ............. - ... -.. 
Tho .... '" """""' ..... bolroV -With atdWI~vr•l oompotJton ~. 
SkyUgl'ltt &t\1111 M ICkiiMHd In aocorcl3nce 
with 8oc:t10n 2.9 10.lf. 2.9 100.03 h. or 
2 .. 9 100 ()II, .. tC!CllleibM 

IMW.attQn of New Of ~ndtd Pt\hw•ys • "'• 
II'IS18Ialion ol f)f!fl Of ~ ~ ,_..,.,.._ __ 
I. CoriA_ol __ (•g __...,._, .... till:ltllf..,.. ., ........ ...,_, .... 
~ il'l • "*""" IMt .. ~ 
.AueofnObll ,.,~ .. ~ Otl 

pe"""''': 

2 Cot\!11'\lCLed Of 0011Cf9it bftCk Of f)QYG"S 
'1\al (,k) I'IOt oxcooo & tl. ln wldtt-. 250 sq. n .. 
and 21f6 lnMalild Of' r~tlall)' ~onod 
$ilos; or 

3 Con&trucled of •tPf\d, ~ bric;k. Ql' 

pewn Chill do I'IOl eliONd • 12 ft.. -'dth, 
.. e 1.000 14 fL. or'""--. • S*1 of 

..-..~--Mid .. on~*'l$. 

Sg 5 ..... 

2 Tht root Is p!Cchod and is bolno 
tOCliOCod wid\ an::f)i1ct.lu~l 
oomPOtJtbt shblO'o' s.kyCghte ~ht~ll 
bft ~ In ac«>rd;~fl(;(l wilh 
Soccion 2.e.1o.x. 2.g 100.03 h. or 
2:,t 100.04, u tl>l*able 

IM&~~IIt&lotl of Ntrw « ~ 
P.~.,. · Mt-...on Of new or ftP8I"ded __ ... __ ~ 
,.,.., eerlttC!e4te ,., ME' eas •o 
9§U ......,. tJopott g., r . 

~e~__, , . b•s • • 1 
......,... t40') liD AI 5IEP5< Sf§~ 
N!4-.. lfl'818'1•f q A 1iiAJll!r \Pal 16 

---.... "'&--.. tlof~.Qf'l.fMIU~ 

:~--Con..,....,._.,,.....,..,....,_w...__ 

~ l)w de Ria' aa;ud 0 ''·..., 
-2110~ i·-·~ , • ••• • .., .... h4e= ... 

) C t Pd ... Mf!t'~ ~;no·er• 
.,._,_...,..,.._...doNie n 11 
--~-.~,...l,.OOC-~.--. 
... ,... ..n -of 't~t9 0 COM· b I "9 ..... ... ~ .............. _... 
-~H/MI 'ts 0 lftE& 

1$ 

-

I 
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ext In LOC S.C.lion z.t.?O 

Urlttty ....... ·~ .... Plpn, ~•ndng - UIIIJiy - ... -""" bo- ..,_ ... ----..... -... .... ------~ alwlltiOt'l oc ttmCMI of btlc:k. -- --~- ............ -
w. 

Pit"St lt•ratfOOR9'.,slon• S•cond ttorauon Revlalona StoM' Comni.o~eoarcUno Second 
Iteration ReviS1ont 

UUHty ""'-"'• P;,._, and Varuing ~ No ... 
~ p~pta. "*OO!I'&IIISID [$!; oondu!J. 
~ ... - ""'l' .. - ... - .. - -- ... -- ..... .. ... -- -.. --bt.rlll....,_ 1o•Gu .ad mndtid: ~OJ 
•oast~~or~of 
tine*, MOnt. lrCI mnonry ctumncyo M not ._ IIQI\1~ 
u.JQ.J . .W'-hiO !hi QSU HiA10ric Dtgdct 
utlt...WJ..Jll~ ni9Y: !l!c: [!!Qii'l~ ~ 
~nQgd lg a ma~!!!lwm !!lisltl1 gJ1§:J&, 

It 
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E~~.~.~~~~~~·----~----~~;~.~~~m,---~---~ .. ~~~~~--l'sw•lt~i~~~~~o~ 
Z.i.70! 
x.. Sky!Jghtl • 

S>>19UI!omo.......,..,,_..,._ 
of S$ioi4aTW ....... bt ~. etd ~ 
,.... 01 ' ' ..... tNt be OOI':todOol ed 
~ ............ ~ ..-.cf., mil 
Code b~- ,,~· , :r aet'i&CIWW'IdtHis 
01 dooR with Qlau. 

2. Slcyllghr:s lhM •re •»teffto b-11 *' ~ tiom. 
o ctt\IC:IIIO't ntfO..,Oin1 Ptnocl or Signrf'QII'1Qt 
may be remov«< or ro10inQCJ Mel repaired 
In acc:ordanCle with~, ... •bovt~ Howe\ler. ln 

ofder tOt '1\0" lly!IQI'IIt lObo rotoln«< {lt\d 
r~. thlily ah•ll Nvt beon COO$lrUClcd 
prior to tho eMlli.tlmMI of the reteYant 
·~Of NrMIOnll ~~ion. 
cw v1a en •pprvVfld ttiNoftc PreHrvalioo """"'-~. "'- "NI....,..,. 
--_,_ beyood-
Ot~·~·MIIftO~ . 
......._~ ......... ~ "'---·~ .., ~ - ta'yi;N '" 
~ _. s..cwn. 2J I100..Dl.h ot 
2.0.tOOa.,H~ 

3. Now skylights ti"'IY be Mt-.ned in 
~nco with SOOI10ntl.1t100.03.h 8ind 
2.9 100 o•. •• "ppllc3blt 

--.................... ----.......,.,-29100~~ 

1$ 
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Elll.lll'lg Tn t 11'1 LDC SecliOf' 2.t.70 Flrll h.ratiott Rovltl-ona l.c-ondheratlo" Revltlom Sta" Conlmtnts Regarding Second 
l ~ratiOI'\ Rovi.sicn& 

2..t.TO; 
y. Historic;atly siQnlKcant H.au~Trfts . 
~ o1 ~ s~ r • .,.. tnat 

-"1- .. -
,....., btHd Ofl lbe 

de&Jiiion of ....._ T,.. trt a..pw 1.8 • 
Oe&riii:IM. """'-~ TtM ..,,.~ 
t~~Wt t. eoM6 01\ • ...,., r ... e o ••••1NI 
has beleln ~ b1 .,. I6A ~ Altlodst 
« ASCA ~ Ntorit1 """9 1M 12~ 
he;t<WO" .wotuo!IOft I'IIIVIOC. n .,.,. HIIOdated 
hJPO't ~ be filed • ow 01rea1or anc1 me 
Cll)f$ IJrt)an f«nttr R•movlil tnJY only occur 
followitlg 1hO Clly"t UfbM; f:OrOICtt'a tw'Mw wnd 
approval Of the Haurd Trtt £vaallon whlctl 
recommends lor romoml ot 11'10 lu~e l'oltowing 
"*"'oVIII of ,,. ltM. ltlo Cl~y oholl ~ify t.he I 
~orlo Re~ Oommlt~lon lhlt ltll8 ~ 
has oocurroo. AddltionaUV. if • tttWJ 15 ttq.A-ed D 

lbe IUbjed loc;nlon "' - Code -· sud~ • 1hoM ~ ~ _.~ LAnc:IIICIIpi-l;, 

8vftomo, ~ & L"""""'" o ----..----.......-Cede -

10 
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r Ex.i•tl-ng Text In LDC seellon 2.8.TO Flttl ltoriUoftRtvlalona I 
l z.SI.70: -.--,-,f----,.== ·"77 . 

l
.r.. GfOiolnd•l.ewl .r;a ,.ooft.p M4chan c;af L GtOI.II'Icf·-1.•~1 al'ld A.ooftop Mee:h..... a.. 

f:q\llptMnC • ~ of "OI.Ind-Jeowl .and Eqt.d,..,.nt• II'IMIIal#'l 01 ~ and 
tOOiklp tnedl*al equlpm«<t, ~ to tOOoftQp ....... ~ :trlu!IC'9 
~lriOI"'l not.....,..,._ pue,ic •fall Ill A'f or eq1er n tt'f!kPCic: •~'P"''M- #:rtJI ot 
~ *"' "lt4Hf-wey ~ ~ lho *"' ftj1lpi!M .. .,.,. tr! "'*-
eqo ;ll'NIItmJybe ... ffom~ ·~ 
ICI N o..g,.Mef Kllol1e ~. It tNI be 
"~ ln I "'-""* NIC .... not dMIIIQiO atlf 
~ ~~ MNK• orf lbe ~. 
lll'ld ll)e inst811ebon lhllll' btl R~ Screening 
r.qulted by Cod• 10 COt'Qiil ~· 
m&<:tt~l ~ 100 !Nat • t1 nol 'II,... f(()M 
put)lic <~nd pr!\1111• tllott tfQhtJ.of· WiJ'f pcJ 

C11spter 1.& • OeflniiiOfl~. I~ oxoml)tlr It compjlea. vi"'.,."""".-.. - 2&.70 ... Roou ... 
~ol&>-

t fllli>C!!Itd 'NII"'*'<~*ect J l!Fl4110t&!! 

---~-"'..-... ngtlti-Of.w.,, t:xc::eCIC !hal 1M .. __ .. _,_,_, 
k_ 11 1ttachod 10 tho Oo$ignated Historic 

RMourCL ll &haD be .u.chod In >t lf'!lln!'ltr 
thai dot• Ml demege ~ny dgMlc:au\1 
archl!tot~o~tlll ltlll\lft* of the ~1,1ro, &nd 
~ lnfttiiJIJOn lh~ll .,. ReWitS!ble;. 

L Sct- _ ... by ~ oo -•' 
QI'OUI'Id~ tMd'latllcll ~ !10 lhM 
1 Is ftOt ,.._ flom ~and~"*-' 
--. .. ~·$ ·~ 
Ill .X4fiiiPII I I oompi8l: ~ b PfCM$CifD 6n 

-~·70--~ ~ 

)&.J:!21f'Q!!!IQI tht!t • J:a te •• 1·1 I 
not 1>0-...,""""" noh~ 
or prl1111w weet tfgl'lt:t-9f.o,qy. •~U»Pt 
lh.o1 lht OQU!Iptnenl ~ be 't'Wble~ irom 
I IIOVJ; 

L..tl Mt.lehGd 10 lhe Oesigrn~ted HIG-!Orlc 
A.Memroo. 11 Shall be .artachod In • 
mtMet If« doN no1 d:amaoe an~ 
~"' ~ ,.,t\IIW o1 me 
MNcturo • .r» a.. ~ sh.lil bot R-. 

SLin commenta R$Qardlng SKOnd 
l tof11Uon ReVisions 

'thll •••fl'll*ln hn been m io 

- - .... ">«--· end ~· ., O.ecaorolrm:• .,;o_,u IOCIOl.a.,_, 

........ ~~ ........... , ...... .,..,. ................................ 
. .. M ... oftbt~ 
,.~ ~ ""- u .... .-ow.""' 
I90f .-f~ P"'"f'f'" , ... ~ 
'"' •IWf.a ... 1'101; ld!lrtdfy ,,.. • 
Mr"'- Tbl lqlltpmw~l Mill ttl 
ltl.ch""'f 1.o llw Onlg,.•l .d Hlll'llic 
AefiOU!'C;I ., .. rn.IIIII'IN 1,1111 .,.. IICII 

dtf"'""" I IW)' tl11nflk::.on4 •rcl.'-KWr1i 
t~ of 1M lt.NCWrt, 
Nltllldol\lllf'r, 1M .......... " lball •• .......... 
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2. IS frl!lftl8ndlng, or Cllf'IIINCUid 8l groond 
Jer\lel and tthldlrtcl 10 1M ~ 
Hi$10tie ~to. " a I13Mltler lfl.a& • 
Reve#"Sible 1nd dool not cbmage 
ardlltec:tural teanna or lhl a.ruc:t\Q~ 

3. I$ to~t~poM<,I ol tith•f Vllg*tlltion.. masonry 
Willis. sotid wood '"ng, 01" ,. QOtnblnatktn 
Qf ttwtM Nt~tM!s lnd, O:QloPI In thO c;Ne 

or 'IOQIII4"1.1on. the ~ ~ 
t'l'lolll8I"Wl utotd on .n. ~ Hlmric: 
Reaoun» ~ ~ Qllka:Mco s 
~boVMCI .. ..oN&~I .__, .. _ ... _. __ --... -.....-.. .. ~- A..2 • l-11 j $ 9- BufterltiQ.. 
~&L~...,-

4. Ooes not eii.C4Md e It In height docK 
OXetiOd 10 fl In ~ 0t ~th, and 
noc ~ on OI'CIIa (ltNtbf !han 100 &Q. ft. 

21 

n..ao ...... ~. 
~~hwe...._for 

........... bic)de sbelteft; mat .. 

- ond "' - 10 Non-.. I - ... 
atNCMn on the OSU campus. 

lllit tXfmll(bn abO Bpplles. t:o nof\oo 
OSU Ooslgnatod H'~Gtorlo Af.lsourCM. 
•• " <Nd before. ll WO\lkl ~ poJd!Nt 
lO kbep lhe O'!Cistlng .,awltlons fOf 
non.OSU ~•. and~ lht 
Pf'01»Md provfsbu lor- tho osu 
a... ... 
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E.:tltttng Text In LOC Section 2.$,10 Flr1t htroUon R•>A•Ione 

U.IO: 

I 
I 

I 

22 

Staff Commtnls 'RegardiBQ S.c:oOd 
lltf11li0 1'1 Rlt¥l$iOftS 

.. ,., R•qulrN Gfoond·1evel Screenl"''l.lttiiS Tl'llt I'IQUIIQII tt auenllally lht IMIIt 
whb!n •h• OSU Hitlotic Dit,ttkt • ·~ tt..l Q.lf'fenlty ~ 10 t1 c-_.....,.,.. ... _- - ......... ------~ l)tOridlld 1bt 5Ct'Mfr 

~ .,.. de: 1:; ... _., ... ~-
2. r. ~. or 90mliniGW<f t4 

wound te'llel .,..,;~ sttac:hcld to th4t 
o.slgnatod Ht$torle Re~ In 
A m.(ltltiOt thin Is Rever*e al'ld 
doat noc d;m;oo ~1\hat:tutal 
futures or the ~rt.ICtl..lfe. 

3 It oompoM<f or ~~~uon. 
rftUOI'Yy walls. afd WOOd 
klft*'lg, or a cornbr'lalieln or 
Lt-. tnllletialt and. eXOI(II In 

.. caseol~lht 
__ ,_,..._ 
...... ~......... _-
flll'lldacra miiY be V'Md b 
~ ~ lf"'9Mi''~ 
lit vHd for $CI"'OM'Ig. It 4htl bt 
~tetll wi!h ma scHf'llng 
tlfOvlalon• of Chapter <4 2 • 
Lond.JU~ 81Jfl'em'!Q, 
SorGtnlng, & UghtJ"(a: AM. 

• Does no1 exceed 8 tl. '1\ l*ght, 
doti I)Ol oxoaed 1 0 tt, In length 
or wkfth. •1'6 ~ ,.,. MBdo• 
..... ~chaR100aq" 
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"'i~@~~;;;-:;:::::=::::--;;:;;;~F~ir~s~t~lt~e~r~a~tl~on Revisions to Director-level .R=e~v~ie:w:::jC~r~it~e~ri~a~~~~Bi\lb;;;::=:=;;;;;:;;;~;:-r.:l 
e. Solar Of Hydronk e.qulpm.nl lnMeftat.on of tiQiar Of NoM PtorpOMd This Dlrec::lor_.,Cil ~ CO£l"'IS))Ods With the «nemptlon In r
~Q..llon 2.9.100.03 tt ltet•lfOr~ ~tY._lOfti _ rs-t Iteration san:..~nt• 

hvdfonic ~ CJ111111-.I 10 tht rQQf Wffa.oe .mt\ no paA ~ 2.9.70.z.. whlc::h 11 ~ now lndUdes soW IIAd 
olh iM~ ~ ftiiOfe thtl'l tZ it\ . .atiOW tM ~eq· ; llllilt lftU10tthittW»>Of~t•~• 

"""-- lho ........ '""' --... • • ""---~.- '"""'....,. Tho diAid.'lr lton& • ....... Tht ~ ; illltll Shal be.~ 10 a.nG OiecAOc ... .., cr.w IIDwa aCIIIl eQIQ: 08CI& D bo -~eMf 
th. D A$'~ Hlltoric ~ "' "' 1!1o1WV* tMt doH at IOftQ as I dc:le'l,_. dnldly t.ot. a&teel For 8Qfl'lplle) COI.Ad ... ._..., ~--.... ""-... -...., ...... ,..._ ......... 
SINC2UtL AtfrH ,..,., ' lht blt#IUOn aNI be~ 

bplae.mtnt U.Jng ot .. lmllar ibt.rlals Of .. Otff..-.m 
O.Sion Of S-tyle tor Settet tnd Uml~d Sit• FuturH .. 
Rel)l8Cre~ ~ d\e loiiO\WIG 111.0 featureos Mch <IIUimi.llt 
maten.aJs andloc e Clltf•r•nt dtnfgn or s.t)'te. ~ ltlo 
tiZO of illOh features doea ~tlncruJt: 

--- ------". --., Rtpta«m~nt Ustng OissimJJ.r M•ftirl ... or a Olft'ettnl · P<tlh$ <PI ~llu .,. propoMd to be ~ ~ ,., 

.. 

1. DriYoWU)'t. 

2. PatM and~-·· J.. BICyCM ~ ., .... end/01: 
.c Vohio~Aar •'-1n0 .... tbll ~ eoo sq 
ft.at1n&. 

AddiiJon or v~ hliJnl s,..c.s N..-s &o c..
Ad'Mw ~ ... 1M AIM:ftc:IN wttft 

o..- .... IAOAI ·-"'-
~ " teepHd to ldll4w o:)lt.,..Q .,. ~ 
'<11111'1 Oieabil•t* Ad (,'OA) ~ unle&S exM!!pt
-2.9.10J. 

d. c•rutn Al"ra.tJon or New Contuueuon to NonhJstofk:l 
Noneonttlbutrno Ruourcu IR a N111.ional Regls t.et of 
Hlttorie Pl•c•• Hltto.-tc Dlalr~t · An exlerior ""&r8ti()(\ o• 
New Constrvclion mor• IIWt roo ~. fl. lo a property *' a 
~110nal Rftgl!.tor of ttiltJfiC Plt~ooa Hi&IOI'it Ois&riel tNtl t1 
da:ssified 1n ltt 41fttlr"'Y {.r.ctudlrlQ ~~~ ~WGoCvrtl$ 01\ 1he •11111) 
os _...,loo, I"V"'ded lho Mo<-. or 
- ConslluaJon .... - '""" public riQhl><>l-wJ~Y and ~~(Wale .... ·~ •• o4 ,,.y, ~ tQrr ~ ~ 
~ ' miY bo ..... lftoS .... flOC ~ 1.C ..... ........ 

~ ~*~liOn~ 
Olredot•l4MIII RtMtw Ctltona 
12M13 

O.tlon Ot Styr. tor St.leet and llmtt.d 81~ ''"u.rea - 2.9 70.v. Blc.)'Cio par!Onf eN!It on OStJ ~o~p 1.o • ...00 "! 
Rt~ ol tho ~ ake teatur" wilt\ ctt..-nllar rt.(proe>OM<I) are ox.,npt per 2 .9.'10..h Keep~ tl'le referenoe 10 
mGltfl81t end/or • <fdfotm1 d~ or ttylt, I)I'O'Ii~,cl ,,_ bicycle p.-IJI(ing 8(ea• l'lore (1,0 100.03,b) aiOWs tl'le surface of 
51roof outft (cnmnt& doH nvt lnQfODit : larger blc~o P41tldnQ ,, ... to bt: c:,a~ 10 a diff91Vflt mt~tGfillll 

I 
2 
3 
• - n.or 

~ HRC ttvit~oV For oxomJ*t, an aspha!! wlitace could bt 
~l'lged to oonere .. 

~--'--"~ ~_.....,-to Tbos ,_.baeD ll*it 1n ~ oQml)' _.. lDC Sec:lioft 
~ Carrr11fi¥1'' .... * 'marttM .0 2..t.70.L....t.ldt.•~,...._ 
O.u•i' IJM--.1\c&--{AQAJ tf • 1 , • ,..,...., 
~ f ttqt:l If. utfi 11 ll&ll,.,~..._hl+"'*• Amoericatta Wkl\ Qft.atllfOjn Aet IADAl V ... ~. It*"'""" 
-..De* IJi9& '\Qjt,g•)t" liS I ll , to tl•t .. i'iJ~CJli* CnogtjmaiMqulttdAOiH I'IiC,.HPimspfCU 

~-----------------------1--------------------- -
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I s.cdon 2.1. 100.03 Fin\ tctntion RIM~-~· ~·~·:;;;;::;;;;::;,...=,.;::_:;::~;;;;;;:r~F'tslteerMSon ILiff Commtnu J 
e. ~nt of ~ or Goon . - Hblortc.. 1o. ri.patitl•..-.. t of Windows Of 0oot.. • Millcdc. lbettar~QUtotlr\N~~,_biOftmbeci!Jsec•1 

.. ...__..,. .,.., HioooriGIN- Hlo......C...~ . ... • .- --- ..- - C«k-
Ruoutoea• Wnlawa.Mddocnmarotblt~wlihNW Rttt'(llrr.M~!GfdUr!t- 'f{~ St'*: 5 •• S ,_bien Ceieced encs a now~. '** tD 
wlndOwt ttld cfoors c:ont:aining ~ ~ and wl~ M.W Y'llndoWs. and ~ 15 1t10 t 2. haiS been UNIId 40 ti)td4caly adCh:$s 
~ cu'''"' 81.111d'Wlu Co<Jo tn~Dq~Y •ff"I'C~Y tW~C.tarct.. NottNttofle tnc1 NonhlseoriG/ Nonoon1rlbvbno ft:8011n:ea. 

Th<tfoilowoNJ_• .... ••ply 
Elc;oopl tit olhootwlsa proVkfbd. In lllb1141CIIont '2-5. 
btlow, tNt f'~S sh.aU IN!tch ttle r~aced 
!Mnaln· . -b Oaaloo"'
c -. 
d SaM and ....... ........ ,. )Soft. 

~in tete Is~ b SW..enct 
I IJI.tn. ~ tn liM .. MtmlQid for 
Ml.wlbns~ 

e. Number and type ot ~ llttt {-'ltler- 1ruoo 
or wnulolcd 111.«'1 n l)eiMlUM. anap.on grid$ 
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Community Development 
Planning Division 

501 SW Madison Avenue 
Corvallis, OR 97333

Approved as submitted, January 14, 2014 
CITY OF CORVALLIS 

HISTORIC RESOURCES COMMISSION MINUTES 
WORK SESSION 

DECEMBER 3, 2013 

Present
Geoffrey Wathen, Chair 
Lori Stephens, Vice Chair 
Eric Hand 
Rosalind Keeney 
Tyler Jacobsen 
Jim Ridlington, Planning Comm. Liaison 

Absent/Excused
Kristin Bertilson 
Cathy Kerr  
Charles Robinson 
Roen Hogg, Council Liaison 

Staff
Bob Richardson, Associate Planner 
Carl Metz, Associate Planner 
Mark Lindgren, Recorder 

Guests
Rebecca Houghtaling 
Sara Robertson 
B.A. Beierle 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION

Agenda Item 
Held for 
Further 
Review 

Recommendations 

I. Visitor Propositions  B.A. Beierle and OSU Senior Planner 
Rebecca Houghtaling gave general 
comments. 

II. Work Session. LDC Chapter 2.9 – Historical 
Preservation Provision Revisions 

 Discussion. 

III. Other Business/Info Sharing  The second HRC work session on the 
proposed text amendments will be 
held on January 7, 2014. 

IV. Adjournment  Meeting adjourned at 10:11 p.m. 

Attachments to the December 3, 2013 minutes: 

A.    Information packet regarding OSU standards, submitted by Rebecca Houghtaling.  
B. Overview of Review Levels and Classifications affecting Designated Historic Resources, submitted by 

Associate Planner Bob Richardson.  

Planning Commission Staff Report 
Package # 1 Land Development Code Amendments (LDT13-00002 and LDT13-00003) 
ATTACHMENT G (Page 92 of 149)

P
ac

ka
ge

 #
1 

LD
C

 T
ex

t A
m

en
dm

en
ts

 (L
D

T1
3-

00
00

2 
/ L

D
T1

3-
00

00
3)

 
Ju

ne
 9

, 2
01

4,
 C

ity
 C

ou
nc

il 
S

ta
ff 

R
ep

or
t 

E
X

H
IB

IT
 H

 (2
09

 o
f 2

66
)



Historic Resources Commission Minutes, December 3, 2013 Page 2 of 16

CONTENT OF DISCUSSION

Chair Wathen opened the meeting at 6:05 p.m. at the Downtown Fire Station Meeting room at 400 NW 
Harrison Blvd. He outlined the proposed process for discussing code provisions. Associate Planner Bob 
Richardson highlighted the distributed handout of terms and definitions. He asked visitors to offer testimony 
after commission discussion of an item. 

I.      VISITOR PROPOSITIONS: 

B.A. Beierle related that when she helped re-write the code in 2006, there was some concern expressed at 
the time that the code was too residential-centric. Some of the suggestions on hand involved how OSU 
changes are not well served by a residential-centric code. She said she hoped the code could be 
broadened to include commercial, industrial, and institutional properties. A definition for an Architectural 
Feature is needed. She emphasized the difference between Nonhistoric and Noncontributing – a 
Nonhistoric resource may have significance and integrity but it might not be fifty years old. A 
Noncontributing structure may have been muddled but the changes could be reversed. Using the terms 
interchangeably does them a disservice. She suggested dropping the term Nonhistoric and leaving 
Noncontributing. 

Commissioner Keeney asked whether recent City/OSU Collaboration work may be approaching historic 
preservation piecemeal, and whether a more thorough look at the whole Chapter 2.9 code may be 
warranted now or in the future. She noted the main focus in the work sessions was to make the code more 
user friendly, primarily in the OSU Zone. She suggested simply stating whether a resource was more than 
fifty years old, or less than fifty years old, rather than dropping the concept. Ms. Beierle cautioned 
against creating different classes of resources, and treating district-only resources and resources with an 
overlay differently. Some resources are not designated only because there has not been time or 
opportunity to do so. 

OSU Senior Planner Rebecca Houghtaling said OSU had looked at how to make changes in a manner 
sensitive to historic resources. She highlighted a reference packet of assembled information to help put 
OSU standards in perspective; in particular, the scale on campus is quite large. (Attachment A) OSU is 
generally supportive of the proposed changes and will bring forward others during the work sessions.  

II. WORK SESSION.  

A. LDC Chapter 2.9 – Historic Preservation Provision Revisions

Planner Richardson explained that staff was directed by the City Council to examine provisions of 
Chapter 2.9 largely to respond to needs of OSU, but not necessarily exclusively. The idea was to 
reduce the resources needed to ensure that changes were done historically compatibly. The changes 
must go to the Planning Commission in February. To do this so quickly, the intent was to leave the 
Chapter as it was structurally and make changes to it. Staff are proposing making more activities 
exempt, and adding and expanding Director Level activities. He highlighted a handout that 
explained various Review Levels. (Attachment B) He explained that an exemption means that no 
Historic Permit is required. Any property owner would be able to do that work without any staff 
check-off.

There are three historic districts; Avery-Helm and College Hill West have different classifications 
and terminology than OSU. There are also individually listed resources on the local register and 
others in the national register; these are not classified as Historic Contributing of Historic 
Noncontributing. He noted that something classed as Nonhistoric in Chapter 1.6 is less than fifty 
years old.  
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He concurred with Ms. Beierle’s point about not using the terms Nonhistoric and Noncontributing 
interchangeably; that is not being proposed. He explained there is a different terminology for 
resources that are not within a historic district and those that are. He noted that a building within a 
historic district that is classified as Nonhistoric/Noncontributing has a certain degree of flexibility 
about what you can do with them. However, the way the code is written, resources that are outside a 
historic district can have a shed built in 1970 that is still considered a historic structure.

To address that, staff is proposing language allowing a greater amount of change to Nonhistoric 
structures on individually listed properties and a greater amount of change to 
Nonhistoric/Noncontributing buildings within districts. He outlined his memo, and suggested tabling 
contentious issues, and not wordsmithing tonight.  

Chair Wathen suggested the review proceed item by item. Commissioner Keeney said the different 
use of terminology in different districts was something the commission must deal with. Planner 
Richardson said in the OSU historic district buildings are not classified the same was as in other 
historic districts. For example contributing buildings in the OSU District may be classified as a 
building is considered Historic eligible/significant, or eligible/contributing. In contrast, in Avery-
Helm and College Hill West historic districts, buildings are classified Historic/Contributing or 
Historic Non Contributing. We can’t change the terms, but can draw parallels with words that mean 
essentially the same thing.  

Commissioner Keeney expressed concern that buildings in the Avery-Helm historic district built 
from the 1940’s to the 1970’s would be lost in a “black hole”. Planner Richardson replied they 
would be Nonhistoric/Noncontributing, since they were not fifty years or older when the district was 
formed. They are not contributing to the district’s period of significance; they are potentially 
contributing to some other period of significance. An individual listing in a future survey of 
resources would address such buildings. Commissioner Keeney said it means getting the money to 
do that work. She said the federal cut-off dates were set in stone, but local jurisdictions may address 
properties within a district as being significant locally. Planner Richardson said that if the HRC feels 
that exemptions go too far for what could be changed in a Nonhistoric/Noncontributing building, 
then this is the time to say so. She suggested dropping the term Nonhistoric so that the commission 
had an opportunity to evaluate buildings with these “black holes”, and to simply state whether a 
building is older or younger than fifty years. Planner Richardson noted that there was not a 
classification for such buildings; we can’t create a classification in a historic district; Commissioner 
Keeney replied that we can do it at a local level.  

Regarding 2.9.70.a, Interior Alterations, Commissioner  Keeney asked if the OSU nomination called 
out any interiors (that is the National Register criteria); Ms. Houghtaling replied that she would 
review the nomination and get back to the commission. Commissioner  Keeney said the HRC 
normally only cares about interiors except if they have been called out in the nomination. 
Commissioner Stephens suggested adding text regarding that designation. Planner Richardson said 
we don’t have any criteria to use in evaluating interior alterations, so new code would need to be 
crafted for that. Commissioner Hand replied that if it’s in the designation, the commission will have 
to address it anyway; Commissioner  Keeney concurred. She suggested that if there are OSU 
interiors called out in the nomination, to insert a clause, and then the commission would have work 
to create criteria, which could be based on Secretary of Interior language. Commissioner Stephens 
proposed first finding out whether those interiors exist, and then add the language; Commissioner  
Keeney concurred.  
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Commissioner Wathen asked if any individually listed resources had interior call-outs. Ms. Beierle 
replied that the Whiteside Theater had an interior called out. Planner Richardson asked if that meant 
that the HRC must write rules to regulate everything called out in the nomination form. Keeney 
replied that actually it must. Commissioner Hand said call-out items tend to be fairly specific; 
Commissioner Keeney highlighted examples of ceilings and light fixtures. Planner Richardson said 
we should look at that. Commissioner Wathen summarized that we need language for specific call-
outs for interiors in buildings with historic designation. 

Regarding 2.70.b, Routine Maintenance and/or In-Kind Repair or Replacement, Commissioner 
Keeney asked for the definition of “in-kind”. Planner Richardson read out that the definition is 
“repair or replacement of existing materials or features that match the old in design, color, texture, 
materials, dimension, 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 
manner described herein. For repair or replacement of windows or doors containing glass, 
substituting double-paned glass for single-paned glass is not considered to be in-kind repair or 
replacement. Additionally, while the repair/replacement of deteriorated materials in-kind is allowed, 
it is recommended that repair be considered by the property owner prior to replacement”.  

In discussion of replacing porch flooring, Planner Richardson noted that in the past, the commission 
has not mandated use of a particular type of wood, only wood for wood. Commissioner Keeney said 
the main problem she’s seen in this regard in the past is in regard to windows; Planner Richardson 
said the City has defined it as a fairly tight match.  

Regarding 2.9.70.c, Exterior Painting Exemption, Commissioner Hand said the broadness in 
Architectural Features is good, since it allows for gray areas. He asked how it was determined that it 
should only apply to masonry. Planner Richardson guessed that there may have been some thought 
that metalwork should not be painted, such as a copper roof at OSU; however, some downtown 
buildings have metal panels, and the commission would not want to prevent them from being 
painted. The reference to painting metalwork may depend on what it is.  

Commissioner Hand said it seemed better to provide for the option of review. Planner Richardson 
replied that staff tend to not assume the worst case. He said if the HRC wants to leave metalwork in, 
then staff will do so. Commissioner Wathen said we’re not so much mandating that something 
previously not painted should not be painted, as much as having either director level or HRC level 
of review. Eliminating it opens the door too wide. Commissioner Hand added that the HRC exists to 
provide a human element to the review. Commissioner Keeney proposed leaving in metalwork, but 
the HRC can’t regulate paint very well. Commissioner Stephens noted that it is easier to remove 
paint from metalwork than it is from masonry and stone. Commissioner Hand said giving the 
commission latitude to have review where it is needed could be a valuable tool in occasional cases; 
it didn’t just have to be metalwork; it could be other material, as well. Commissioner Keeney said 
such review tended to be on new features, not on existing features. Planner Richardson summarized 
that it sounded like the intended emphasis was on currently unpainted metal work. Chair Wathen 
said he was hearing that it should be left in.  

Commissioner Wathen asked what the reasoning was in eliminating murals from the code; Planner 
Richardson replied that the thinking had been that it can get vague quickly in judging between 
murals, paintings, and art, so that’s why staff didn’t want to regulate murals. Commissioner Wathen 
asked about a mural that was seventy-five years old, say; in not including “mural”, then it’s just a 
painted wall, and can be painted over as an exempt activity, even though it is an historic mural. 
Planner Richardson said this seemed to point to leaving it in, since it would have a “fifty years or 
older” classification added to it. Commissioner Wathen noted that there were significant historic 
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murals around the state, though he wasn’t aware of any in Corvallis. A “fifty years or older” criteria 
would allow a twenty-year old mural to be regarded as a painted wall; Planner Richardson 
concurred.

Regarding 2.9.70.d, Signs and Tablets, Commissioner Keeney asked about the reference to the OSU 
Zone, since Chapter 2.9 is only concerned with the OSU historic district. Planner Richardson replied 
that it was already in the code, as OSU already has an existing sign exemption in the OSU Zone. 
Planner Richardson said he would look into it; maybe it should refer to the OSU historic district for 
consistency.   

Regarding 2.9.70.e, Alteration to Nonhistoric/Noncontributing Resources in a National Register of 
Historic Places and Historic Districts, Commissioner Keeney proposed skipping it for now, as it 
would require extended discussion.  

Ms. Houghtaling stated that regarding 2.9.70.b, OSU was OK with staff recommendations. She 
asked for consideration of 2.9.100.03, director level review, since in-kind repair or replacement is so 
specific, that OSU sometimes experiences challenges to change a window or door opening for ADA 
compliance, where everything is the same except dimensions. She proposed a Director Level review 
for material or dimensional variations, when everything else is the same.  

Ms. Beierle said that under Interiors, she noted that when Chapter 2.9 was drafted, the OSU historic 
district was not yet formed. She said the OSU Memorial Union and the Women’s Building; the First 
Presbyterian Church, the First United Methodist Church, the Whiteside Theater, and the Post Office 
have exceptional interiors that could be considered in the future. Under Painting, she advocated 
putting murals back, highlighting a mural featured on the south side of the American Dream pizza 
building which reflects the previous function of the building. 

Regarding painted metalwork, she noted that there may be public art features that are not painted, 
that should not be painted. She cited, as an example, the unpainted bird sculptures in the Riverfront 
Park. Historic bridges are painted.

Under Signs and Tablets, 2.9.70.d.4; the word Nonhistoric and Nonhistoric/Noncontributing don’t 
do adequate service. She suggested dropping Nonhistoric and leaving Noncontributing buildings 
(outside the OSU historic district). She highlighted the fading Rexall sign, noting that there were 
buildings forty years or older may have signs that the HRC may want to conserve. Dropping 
Nonhistoric would allow the commission the ability keep those.  

Commissioner Wathen asked for comment, saying his understanding was that Noncontributing 
means that a building is not part of the historic period of significance, so it is not contributing to that 
period, so anything that falls under the definition of Nonhistoric as per district definitions is 
Noncontributing. Ms. Beierle replied that a Noncontributing structure may be a historic structure 
that has been altered, and if the changes are undone, then there is the potential for the structure to be 
Contributing once again.  

Commissioner Wathen responded that that would appear to be a Historic/Noncontributing building, 
which is currently is not covered, because of the inclusion of the Nonhistoric terminology. So, a 
Historic/Noncontributing  building would not be covered by this exemption; he asked if Ms. Beierle 
was proposing covering Historic/Noncontributing buildings in this exemption. Ms. Beierle replied 
that in established historic districts, there are resources that were not fifty years old when the district 
was created, but they are now fifty years of age, and that is the only barrier to their not being 
considered Historic and Historic/Contributing. She advocated allowing for the ability to update and 
modify the district designation to include these now-historic buildings. Commissioner Wathen said 
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they are Noncontributing because they are considered Nonhistoric, because they were not over fifty 
years old when the district was created; Ms. Beierle replied that they may simply be “muddled”.  

Commissioner Wathen said there were two classifications of “Noncontributing”: 
Historic/Noncontributing and Nonhistoric/Noncontributing. The first category is 
Nonhistoric/Noncontributing buildings that are now fifty years old, so they could be considered 
historic, and are considered Nonhistoric simply because they were not yet fifty when the district was 
formed. The designation as Noncontributing may relate to the state of the building or the 
Nonhistoric tag they have. Currently, this exemption only applies to those buildings. If the 
Nonhistoric part of the language is removed on the exemption, then we would include on this 
exemption buildings that were fifty years of age but were Noncontributing due to the building’s 
condition, so more buildings would be included under the exemption, if we eliminated the 
Nonhistoric part of the language. Planner Richardson highlighted definitions; he said the language is 
speaking to installation of signs, not removal or alteration of signs. For example, the current 
language would allow installation of signs 32 square feet or less on the Nonhistoric/Noncontributing 
Hawley/Buxton Halls in the OSU historic district; they were not historic and out of period when the 
district was formed. The proposal would change it to not allow any sign, and that it should be 
reviewed by the HRC.   

Commissioner Keeney noted that a main issue related to the sign size. Commissioner Wathen said 
he was hearing Ms. Beierle say that by simply eliminating the word Nonhistoric in the code, leaving 
Noncontributing, that would open up the exemption to apply to more buildings outside the OSU 
Historic District. He said he was hearing replacing Nonhistoric with “any building over fifty years 
old”. Planner Richardson said the term Nonhistoric is used  as a classification within historic 
districts, and also as a definition of buildings outside National Register Historic Districts. He 
highlighted the definition of Nonhistoric in the handout. Commissioner Keeney suggested replacing 
Nonhistoric with “not fifty years old”. Commissioner Stephens said that the implication of that 
would mean the HRC reviewing every building throughout Corvallis, if it’s not in the district.  

Commissioner Hand said there needed to be a provision for a historic landmark designated after a 
district has been formed for a building that is now fifty years old, that was not fifty years old at the 
time a district was formed. That will inevitably happen and is currently ignored under the current 
code, which is heavily focused on districts and not on individual landmarks. We need to provide 
provisions for buildings that will someday be landmarks within a district, that were not fifty years 
old at the time the district was formed.  

Planner Richardson said the code doesn’t contemplate potentially eligible buildings within an 
already existing district. He said the only way to address it now would be to update nominations to 
expand the period of significance; or change the nomination of buildings that have been muddled 
and then fixed up; or individually list a building in a district. Commissioner Hand said we have to 
figure out how to get a house that is over fifty years old within a district landmarked; Planner 
Richardson concurred. Within a historic district, if a building, regardless of whether it is 
Nonhistoric/Noncontributing, the HRC want to review any sign over a certain size. Commissioner 
Hand said if it is not a designated landmark, then we shouldn’t be reviewing it, even if it is over fifty 
years old. Commissioner Keeney asked if it could get pulled out as not exempt but at least going 
through Director Level review; otherwise the “black hole” could be huge.  

Planner Richardson said that a less than 30’ square foot sign wasn’t very large; Commissioner 
Wathen countered that that was essentially the size of a 4’ by 8’ sheet of plywood. Planner 
Richardson said that in residential zones, only 16 square feet signs were allowed.  
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Commissioner Wathen said the language excludes it from the OSU historic district but it would still 
apply to the other two historic districts and individual listings. An issue is that the definition  
“historic” varies throughout the code. Planner Richardson said that change was not to be taken 
lightly. Commissioner  Jacobsen noted that over a couple years, there have not been a lot of requests 
for signage, and suggested leaving it as it is; the intent was to streamline the process and save staff 
time. Commissioner Wathen noted that it doesn’t apply at this point, to OSU, which has requested 
signage.   

Commissioner Keeney suggested coming back to these issues later. Planner Richardson said he was 
hearing that the language could be kept as it is and revisited. Commissioner Keeney suggested 
reviewing language where staff have made changes. Planner Richardson concurred, saying that 
2.9.70.e took a lot of staff energy and suggested coming back to it later and moving on with easier 
issues. 

Regarding 2.9.70.f, Commissioner Hand asked how it was enforced. Planner Richardson replied that 
it is up to the applicant’s good word; the system is currently complaint-based. Ms. Houghtaling 
added that from an OSU perspective, OSU sends an email to City staff with a proposal and get 
concurrence; it leaves a paper trail. Commissioner Wathen added that there have been cases before 
the HRC where someone starts a project that they thought was an exempt activity, a complaint is 
registered, a Stop Work order is issued by the City, and the applicants have had to come before the 
HRC in order to continue what they’d already started. Commissioner Hand noted that the language 
“unpainted metal is not exempt” contradicts the earlier discussion; Planner Richardson  concurred.  

Regarding 2.9.70.g, Installation of Removal Heating or Cooling Device, Chair Wathen found 
concurrence. Regarding 2.9.70.h, Accessory Development, Chair Wathen said it was a significant 
change, split into 2.9.70.h and 2.9.70.h.2, to acknowledge differences in accessory development 
between the OSU historic district and areas not within the OSU Historic District. Commissioner 
Keeney said emulating ODOT’s pre-approval of specific designs, saying that OSU has already come 
up with standards that won’t change a lot.  

Commissioner Wathen noted that in the past, OSU has created a very specific list of exempt items, 
like lighting, bike parking structures, etc. Planner Richardson said that that was possible once 
standards specifications were submitted by OSU and approved by the HRC; however, it would be a 
challenge about where to store such information if it were not in the code, since it could change. 
Commissioner Wathen suggested referring to it as an exempt activity “in the pre-approved file” at 
the Planning Department and determine how things get there. Planner Richardson said we’d have to 
determine the kinds of items that meet standard details, such as bike shelters, lights, benches, etc. He 
said staff could work on that language and work with the City attorney.  

Ms. Houghtaling said regarding 2.9.70.h, most of the items are already specified within OSU 
Construction Standards, including things such as light poles and bike shelters. She said OSU would 
like to add Bike Hoops to 3.b. She said that OSU has concerns about language in items (e), (h), and 
(d), regarding Accessory Development, Screening and Additions. Ms. Houghtaling stated that 
specific to (h), OSU has done consistent site furnishings, such as light poles. Sara Robertson added 
that under accessory development, where there isn’t a standard for site furnishings such as trash 
enclosures and generator enclosures, it is more appropriate to have an architect try to make them 
consistent with the associated building it is supporting.  

Ms. Houghtaling said sometimes buildings were combined facilities, so it was hard to handle 
accessory development to include a generator, say, which is a stand-alone structure that is accessory 
to the primary use. She gave the example of the Haley Ford Building, Table 11 in her packet. She 
said it was hard to distinguish between the items (e), (h), and (d). Regarding (h), Commissioner 
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Stephens asked if OSU was OK with referencing standards. Commissioner Keeney said she was 
hearing that OSU would prefer using a percentage to the scale of a building that an accessory 
structure was servicing. Ms. Houghtaling said some siting issues of concern will be addressed by 
setback.

Commissioner Hand had concern regarding a blanket percentage, since that could result in a 
proportional but very large accessory structure for a large building. Ms. Houghtaling replied that 
even outside the historic district, planning staff seek to design accessory structures that simply look 
nice; Commissioner Hand replied that that would then be an easy review. Planner Richardson said 
for these things to be exempt, it must meet all three criteria; it does not include the enclosures under 
discussion. Those are addressed under (a.a) and (z). He highlighted exemptions for any structures 
under 200 square feet or under 14’ tall. He said the exemptions didn’t have to apply to everything; 
some structures, such as light poles and bike shelters, could be designated as exempt. Staff feels that 
that threshold would have a fairly small impact if it is not in a historic open space. Commissioner 
Wathen concurred, but noted that 3.b exemptions don’t include dumpsters, ground-level mechanical 
equipment, transformers, similar structures, or associated screening, unless those items are 
considered exempt under (z) and (a.a), so this section of code tends not to apply to these types of 
structures.

Commissioner Keeney said she didn’t feel comfortable with the assumption that because something 
had been done well before, that it will continue to be done well, so the HRC should continue to be 
involved at some level in some pre-approved designs, though maybe not screening for accessory 
structures, since they will all be different. Commissioner Wathen said he was hearing direction on 
creating something like a standards folder.  

Planner Richardson asked for direction on 2.9.70.h.2, saying that the rationale for the 400 square 
feet threshold is that it is difficult to anticipate every kind of building that OSU would like to install 
on campus. He said the existing language could be retained, but wanted direction on which activities 
to pull out. For example, existing language states that if a structure is less than 200 square feet and 
less than 14’ tall, it is exempt, but he’s hearing that if it is a light pole, bench bike shelter, then those 
things must have a certain standard.  

Commissioner Hand noted that there were two categories: accessories and support structures; the 
structures are more complicated because they are different sizes. Commissioner Wathen said OSU’s 
concern was for types of buildings that this section of code was not aiming at addressing; we can 
deal with that in later sections. Commissioner Hand said there should be a difference between 
accessories (i.e., bike racks, benches) versus a built structure such as gazebos or generator 
enclosures, since they are on very different scales, impacts and appearances. It is easier to establish 
a standard light post (which is almost a landscaping feature) compared to a generator enclosure.  

Planner Richardson gave the example of gazebos, asking whether the commission felt comfortable 
exempting from review a gazebo under 200 square feet or less than 14’ tall, unless it was in 
Contributing open space. Planner Richardson said he was hearing having the HRC approve standard 
details once and not have to re-approve them; for anything bigger than a conceptual threshold of 
identified items would come before the HRC for review.

Commissioner Stephens suggested replacing the first sentence of 3.b to read “Site furnishings and 
amenities per OSU standard”. Planner Richardson said that it could read “site furnishings that have 
been pre-approved by the HRC”, and OSU could have a standing list. Planner Metz noted that in 
some ways it is more restricted than existing language; Commissioner Hand replied that it would not
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be, if they keep using the same design. Commissioner Stephens added that if OSU proposed a new 
bench design, say, the HRC would approve it and it would go into the book. Planner Richardson 
noted that a bench is currently exempt. It only applies to OSU.  

Regarding h.2, Accessory Development Not Within the OSU District, Commissioner Wathen 
commented that there was a house near his in College Hill West that had a wrought iron bench in 
the front yard visible from the public right-of-way. However, the change would not allow one within 
his front yard, since it is only exempt if all the standards are met, including “is not visible from 
public or private streets right-of-way, except alleys, from which it may be visible”. Commissioner 
Hand said that it only applies to site features that have permanent footings, not freestanding objects; 
Ms. Beierle highlighted the aspect of reversibility.  

Planner Richardson said planners struggle with issues like this occasionally. The current language 
exempts benches, but other similar smaller landscape features that are visible from streets that 
would not be permitted per the code. Normally, people don’t ask about them, and just go ahead. The 
HRC could construct a list of exemptions here (such as statues, pots, benches), but there’s a lot of 
gray area, and it’s challenging to write a comprehensive list of everything someone might want in 
their front yard. The HRC can have everything or nothing come to the HRC for review. It is 
currently very restrictive, but is not stopping most people from putting things in their front yard.  

Commissioner Keeney agreed it is hard to tell people, even in a historic district, not to put a trellis or 
bench in their front yard. Commissioner Wathen noted that items must meet all three criteria that are 
listed; Planner Metz said the list reflects the current code. Planner Richardson said there may be 
room during review of 2.9.70, Landscaping, to craft language to broaden exemptions.  

Commissioner Wathen said he was hearing that the proposed language under (h) (which was 
unchanged by staff) looks good.  

Regarding 2.9.70.i, Moving or Demolishing Accessory Structures, Commissioner Keeney suggested 
changing Nonhistoric to meaning “less than fifty years of age”. Commissioner Hand said that either 
OSU needs its own chapter, or it needs to be resolved some other way; otherwise, it will be a 
problem down the road. Commissioner Keeney stated that the definition of Nonhistoric means less 
than fifty years, so the code should simply say that, rather than getting tangled up in complicated 
National Register or different district terminology. Commissioner Hand commented that 
Nonhistoric in those contexts means Nonhistoric, whether a resource is fifty years old or not.   

Commissioner Keeney contrasted OSU and district terminologies. Commissioner Wathen said 
Nonhistoric and out of period both refer to not being fifty years old at the time of the district 
formation. Commissioner  Keeney replied that she had a problem with that. Commissioner Hand 
said that just because a building is fifty years old doesn’t make it historic. Commissioner Keeney 
said the language was only in regards to accessory structures less than 200 square feet, saying that it 
would only affect Model T garages, perhaps. Planner Richardson said that a Model T garage would 
be historic.  

Commissioner Keeney replied that it is only historic as it was written in a district; there are 2,500 
structures currently being reviewed by the State Historic Preservation Office, so there are potentially 
many more properties, that could be listed if their owner wishes. The standard could at least be 
based on a state standard, in which state offices review them and declare them to be potentially 
eligible, even if its not historic now. Planner Richardson said those do not come under the HRC 
purview; Commissioner Keeney replied that they could; Planner Richardson said they must first be 
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designated, and a that point, they would be historic resources. Commissioner Keeney replied that 
they would not necessarily be, unless they were acknowledged at the HRC level. 

Commissioner Hand stated that for OSU and the districts, Nonhistoric is a set definition (“less than 
fifty years old at the time of the district”). Regarding 2.9.70.i.2, #2 doesn’t apply, since for the 
district, it will always be Nonhistoric, even when it is individually deemed a landmark. It is a 
terminology problem. Planner Richardson noted that in the eyes of the district, it will always be 
Nonhistoric or Noncontributing or out of period. However, if it were a regulated, designated historic 
resource, then it’s likely it will be fifty years old, and will either be on the Local Register or in the 
National Register. It is unusual to be less than fifty years old and a regulated historic resource.  

Commissioner Hand suggested a solution could be language, “..or, if it is also a locally or national 
registered individual structure”, whether it is within a district or not. Commissioner Wathen said the 
“or” between the sections #1 and #2  allows a property to fall between one of the two, so that if it is 
in a historic district, it always falls under that one, so even if it gets designated, then it could be 
claimed that it is an exempt activity under #2. Commissioner Hand commented that historic districts 
would in effect prevent more history from happening. Commissioner Keeney said that that wasn’t 
the intent, and that it is up to the local jurisdiction to step in, in terms of what it reviews. 

Commissioner Keeney said the scale of being less than 200’ square foot means that these accessory 
buildings would tend to be garages, though most would typically be larger. Commissioner Stephens 
said small Model T garages would already be protected if they were in a district. Commissioner 
Keeney replied that her experience in other cities was that garages were not called out as 
Contributing features to a site, only the house; Planner Richardson noted that that they are called 
out, often as “Contributing 2”. Commissioner Keeney said if they are already called out, then they 
are protected. Commissioner Hand said that if the language only applied to buildings that are 
designated historic resources, then he wasn’t sure about the need for the rest of the language.  

Commissioner Wathen said #1 and #2 seek to establish whether a building is a designated historic 
resource, and #3, that the activity shall not damage a designated historic resource. Planner 
Richardson replied that the problem with that approach is that staffs’ read over the years is that 
anything in the district is a designated historic district, including buildings that are Nonhistoric and 
Noncontributing, because they are part of the district, so they are designated historic resources. He 
cited the definition for a designated historic resource, “A historic resource has been determined 
through an official action to meet criteria for historic significance, resulting in the resource being 
locally designated or national designated”. A garage built in the 1970’s is listed in the nomination 
form, and staff have been considering it as part of the designated historic resource. Commissioner 
Hand countered that that definition of a designated historic resource was wrong; he said it should 
only be the Contributing buildings, and anything designated as a landmark later on. Commissioner 
Keeney asked who decides what a “negative impact” is; several members concurred that it seemed 
vague and arbitrary.  

Commissioner Hand said #3 should read something like “All moving or demolishing of accessory 
structures at designated historic resources should be reviewed”. If it is Noncontributing or 
Nonhistoric, then it is exempt. He said it is complicated by OSU’s code in section #1. Planner 
Richardson said the intent is to protect small buildings that are not Historic and not Contributing, so 
if someone built a shed in 1980 within the district, the owner can demolish that shed without coming 
to the HRC. He said that would also apply to a number of Nonhistoric, non-listed small OSU 
structures. Commissioner Hand suggested making the Nonhistoric definition for OSU consistent 
with how it is used outside of OSU. Planner Richardson said when staff have looked at buildings on 
OSU campus before, they’ve followed existing definitions so that if a building was more than fifty 
years old when the district was formed, then staff considered it a historic building, and wouldn’t be 
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allowed to be demolished as an exempt activity. Commissioner Hand said that #1 could be changed 
to focus on what isn’t exempt, rather than what is, and also include locally and nationally designated 
landmarks that are outside the original historic period of significance; then you’re covered.  

Commissioner Wathen suggested reversing the order of #1 and #2, so that you start with the 
question of whether it is a Nonhistoric structure on an individually designated historic resource; and 
if it fails to meet that one, then you look at the question of whether it is in a district and a 
Nonhistoric/Noncontributing building, since that would trump the issue of whether it is an 
individually listed property in a historic district. That language would be very similar to existing 
language and would address that narrow criteria. He summed up that #1 would be a “..Nonhistoric 
structure on an individually designated historic resource property..”; and eliminate the line regarding 
“..outside of a National Register Historic District”; “..or if not, then apply #2”. He said #1 would 
have to be not met in order to apply #2. He said that #3 can remain where it is. Commissioner  
Keeney asked for a definition of “negatively impact” if it remains; Commissioner  Wathen said a 
definition was needed or it should be removed. 

Ms. Beierle said it is a logical triage, but noted that since demolition was permanent, it should never 
be an exemption. The HRC could streamline it by removing 2.9.70.i altogether; the HRC’s review 
of demolition is its most important job. She said currently it would be difficult for citizens to figure 
exemption language out, even consulting with staff.

Commissioner Hand said the section begged the question on why there should be a size cutoff on 
what should be considered or reviewed at all, and why something smaller is less important than 
something larger, and why it should be reviewed under some other criteria. Planner Richardson 
replied that the number probably originally came from the fact that 200 square feet was as big as 
you can go without a building permit, and 14’ tall was the maximum height of an accessory 
structure.

Ms. Houghtaling said while demolition was permanent, she cited 2.9.70.h, noting that it focused on 
items under 200 square feet included bike parking racks, bike shelters, etc. Commissioner Keeney 
said her concern on this item was non-OSU areas. Ms. Houghtaling agreed, adding that she couldn’t 
think of anything Contributing within the OSU historic district that was less than 200 square feet. 
Commissioner Hand said that while buildings were protected, their accessory buildings were not 
necessarily protected.  

Commissioner Keeney suggested separating OSU from other areas in this section. Ms. Houghtaling 
noted that there was a survey of the district, and it would’ve been caught then. Ms. Beierle said that 
public art might come under this category; Commissioner Hand added that original benches might, 
as well. Commissioner Wathen noted that if the bench was the age of the building, then it, or 
another accessory structure, would not be Nonhistoric/Noncontributing under the exemption. It 
might be Historic/Noncontributing but wouldn’t qualify under the exemption. Planner Richardson 
said part of the reason for the revisions in (i) was to get at those individually listed properties that 
were not within a historic district; it is not much different from current language. We seem to be 
thinking about regulating future hypotheticals, and if it doesn’t really affect OSU, perhaps it should 
be left as it is. Chair Wathen suggested tabling the issue, since it seems to change the code more 
than perhaps was intended.   

Regarding items 2.9.70.j, Installation of Satellite Dishes; 2.9.70.k, Safety Devices; and 2.9.70.l, 
Conversion of Existing Vehicular Parking to Achieve ADA Compliance, there were no comments 
about proposed revisions. 
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Regarding 2.9.70.m, Fencing Installation, Extension or Removal, Commissioner Hand asked why 
the OSU zone should be treated differently. Commissioner Keeney asked if there were any pre-
approved fencing, rather than exempting it. Planner Richardson replied that OSU used a variety of 
fencing and it probably depended on each application. Ms. Houghtaling noted that the OSU Zone 
and the OSU Historic District were different. OSU would propose adding a clause “..the 
Contributing land resource”. There are currently a number of very different kinds of fencing; she 
said the proposed revision gave more flexibility for removing or installing fencing. Planner 
Richardson replied that OSU made a good suggestion; there was concurrence.  

Regarding 2.9.70.n, Freestanding Trellises, there were no changes to existing code, and there was no 
comment.  

Ms. Houghtaling said regarding item 2.9.70.k, Access Ramps, Sidewalk Wheelchair Ramps, and 
Fire/Life Safety Devices, she said that following discussions with City staff, OSU was proposing 
that if a ramp was below grade, it doesn’t matter, since it won’t be seen. Currently, for a historic 
Contributing resource, for access ramps 30” below grade, the HRC shouldn’t care, since it will not 
be seen. This assumes it will not alter any architectural feature of the building. For example, for a 
first floor door, where the base of a ramp is the same as the primary resource, perhaps that should be 
exempted too. She proposed changing #1 and #2, or establishing an OSU Zone specific height to 
eliminate the height restriction to below grade entrances for both Contributing and Noncontributing 
resources. Also, if it is above grade, to change the 30” or 48” limits in regards to primary floor 
entrances, as long as it doesn’t change an architectural feature of the building, and uses primary 
building materials. Ms. Robertson said in the OSU Zone, few ADA ramps are ever exempt under the 
current OSU code standard. Chair Wathen asked for a proposed height for an above-grade 
exemption; Ms. Houghtaling suggested using the height of the first floor entrance as the standard. 
OSU is concerned about whether it changes an architectural feature.  

Commissioner Stephens suggested a replacement should be a separate item. Ms. Robertson said 
changes in ADA standards often require making ramps longer, and the resulting dimensions don’t 
allow using in-kind replacement. OSU proposed that if a ramp has affects an architectural feature, it 
would have to be reviewed by the HRC, but if it doesn’t, then it would like flexibility to go to the 
first floor.   

Commissioner Hand said he was comfortable with the restriction and having the HRC review it and 
giving it a quick OK; Ms. Robertson noted that all reviews require City and OSU staff time, and that 
the OSU proposal avoids that. Commissioner Wathen suggested compromising at perhaps 48” for a 
first floor exemption but that 60” could perhaps be a good threshold for triggering HRC review. Ms. 
Houghtaling said there are many different ways to achieve ADA compliance, and OSU must do so 
in a thoughtful, time-efficient manner. 

Commissioner Wathen said commissioners were asking whether it made make sense to split out 
OSU in this section of the code from other historic resources. Commissioner Keeney asked whether 
the proposed changes were more specific; Planner Richardson replied that proposed exemption 
language were just the underlined items, but didn’t involve height. He related that City staff 
expected OSU to come forward with suggestions, as they’ve done, since this is an issue for them.  

Commissioner Kenney asked OSU to give a sense of how often the ramps that OSU was proposing 
at the 30” and under heights range; Ms. Houghtaling replied that OSU planners were trying to find a 
way so those designs not altering architectural features would be exempt; however, it is hard to 
come up with a number. There are different ways to approach compliance on different buildings.  
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Commissioner Jacobsen said ADA compliance was notoriously difficult, given the range of 
buildings on campus. We need to balance HRC’s desire to balance aesthetics with OSU’s obligation 
on ADA compliance; OSU says it will come to the HRC for a review if the exterior will be 
compromised in any way, saying that they will use the same materials and make it look aesthetically 
pleasing; he believed that they would do that.  

Commissioner Hand said OSU could poorly design a 60” tall ADA ramp that visually affects the 
building. Commissioner  Stephens asked, given an ugly proposed ramp, what were the review 
criteria to use; Commissioner Wathen replied that it would come down to incompatibility with the 
historic resource. If it could be argued that the design was incompatible with the historic resource 
(e.g., out of proportion or scale), then the HRC could find against it.   

Ms. Beierle said an over-designed ramp could present a mass and an architectural presence of its 
own. She said she hadn’t seen it at OSU, but has seen large ramps compete with Victorian 
structures; the issue is overdesign. Ms. Houghtaling urged reasonable accommodation in the matter; 
OSU is seeking solutions that are complementary to a building. Commissioner Hand replied that 
there is no guarantee for the future; if something becomes its own presence and has a scale of its 
own, then it should be reviewed. Commissioner Keeney said the commission wanted to work to help 
OSU meet its difficult obligation.  

Commissioner Wathen said there were two pieces; the first was no height restriction for below-
grade ramps; he felt there should be little concern regarding architectural impact for this. 
Commissioner Hand said he didn’t see how to do that without architectural alterations to the 
building. Commissioner Wathen countered that if there was an alteration, then that would get 
flagged. He sought feedback on allowing no height restrictions on a below-grade ramp; 
commissioners concurred. Planner Richardson added that the language also required that there be no 
adverse impact to the building. Chair Wathen summarized that he was hearing commissioners were 
OK with a below-grade ramp not affecting the building not having to come before the commission.  

The other piece of #1 sought for above-grade ramps to be allowed to come to the first floor; 
currently, the code restricts it to 30” maximum. He proposed simply allowing the ramp to go to the 
first floor entrance up to a certain designated height. The question is what the height restriction 
should be; OSU was proposing 60”, twice the current maximum. Commissioner Hand asked what 
the point was for setting an arbitrary maximum; there were multiple ways to build a ramp. 
Commissioner Wathen said the historic compatibility was for the HRC to decide.  

Commissioner Jacobsen felt the HRC didn’t have the knowledge, sophistication and engineering 
ability to judge that; Commissioner Stephens concurred, saying that often, there may only be one 
good solution, and she couldn’t think of a way to deny such an application. Commissioner Hand 
said many other boards do review that; most proposals do alter the building and must come before 
the HRC. He suggested researching how other jurisdictions handle this.  

Planner Richardson said for any ramp coming before the HRC, the HRC could address issues such 
as location or materials. Commissioner Wathen said OSU must be allowed to build ADA ramps, but 
the HRC had purview over certain aspects of them. He asked if removing any height restriction for a 
specific district would affect equal protection to other districts. Planner Richardson replied that the 
concept of equal protection typical involves an identified group at a disadvantage or excludes them. 
Commissioner Wathen said the HRC decisions do not set precedent, but City Council decisions do; 
it may not be an issue. Commissioner Stephens said districts were not a protected class. Planner 
Richardson said City staff could come up with language on a middle road; the commission asked 
him to do so. Commissioner Keeney asked OSU to give a sense of how many buildings really 
required big ramps.   
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Regarding item 2.9.70.o, New, Repair, or Replacement Landscaping and Tree Planting, Planner 
Richardson said staff could add broad language; Commissioner Wathen suggested incorporating the 
phrase “Ornamental accessories”. Regarding 2.9.70.p, Building Foundations, there were no 
comments.  

Regarding item 2.9.70.q, Installation of New, and Repair or Replacement of Gutters and 
Downspouts, Commissioner Hand said he thought the HRC should review them, saying that they 
could be designed incorrectly. Commissioner Stephens said previous decisions have had HRC 
members ask why this needed HRC review; often they are not visible. Planner Richardson added 
that this item was on the list due to previous HRC sentiment that it didn’t require HRC review and 
OSU comments that it should be exempt. Ms. Houghtaling noted that scupper sizes were mandated 
by building code. Commissioner Wathen suggested removing the word “New”; Ms. Houghtaling 
suggested focusing on repair and replacement for essentially in-kind work. Commissioner Hand 
summarized that modification and repair of existing scuppers to meet existing code should be an 
exempt activity; however, new scuppers should be reviewed as an alteration. Planner Richardson 
said staff will work on the language.  

Regarding 2.9.70.r, Utility Poles, there were no comments.  

Regarding 2.9.70.s, Uncovered Rear Deck or Patio Additions 350 Square Feet or Less, Chair 
Wathen said removing the size restrictions seemed to mostly only affect residential, and asked what 
the impetus of the item was. Planner Richardson said the intent was that these are uncovered and are 
in the rear of buildings and it seemed an unnecessary burden on an owner to limit it to 350’, if it was 
not visible and was on the rear of a building; Commissioners Stephens and Hand concurred. Planner 
Richardson said it would have to comply with code standards, and over 30” in height requires a 
handrail; it set parameters. Commissioner Hand asked why it required HRC review. Commissioner 
Stephens said the real issue was whether it was visible. Planner Richardson said that over 30” high, 
it was more likely to impact the house, and advocated retaining it. Commissioner Wathen said if 
you’re building a large deck onto a house, it’s less reversible. 

Commissioner Wathen said many decks have sunk-in hot tubs and the level of those decks are 
usually over 30”; Planner Richardson said the issue is the floor of the deck and whether it is a bench 
or a platform for a hot tub. Chair Wathen summed up that there was not commission opposition to 
the 350’ restriction. 

Regarding 2.9.70.t, Installation of New, or Replacement of Existing Windows or Doors on 
Nonhistoric and Nonhistoric/Noncontributing Resources, Commissioner Keeney had an issue with 
Nonhistoric and suggested removing it. Planner Richardson said was possible, but it meant that with 
an individually or nationally listed property, that would mean you can’t change the windows of an 
accessory structure. The change would mean only addressing properties in districts. Commissioner 
Keeney said her intent was for the HRC was to not review new windows on what are technically 
Nonhistoric in a district but are actually historic (relating to her “black hole” concern).  

Commissioner Wathen said removing “Nonhistoric” but leaving Nonhistoric/Noncontributing 
wouldn’t address it. Commissioner Keeney said her original thought was to change it to “fifty years 
old”; Commissioner Wathen replied that it’s not clear whether the HRC can legally do that. Planner 
Richardson said it’s an issue of moving goalposts, in terms of whether everything over fifty years 
old should be considered. The challenge is that the buildings have a relationship to the historic 
district, and if they’re outside the district, they wouldn’t be historically important. Commissioner 
Keeney said they could be, but they may simply have never been evaluated or listed; it’s about 
money and time for many resources. Commissioner Stephens said it’s not clear whether the HRC 
can do that; when an owner thinks their structure is Nonhistoric. Commissioner Keeney said she’d 
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like the opportunity to let owners know the HRC would prefer that they kept their original windows; 
to check in with them. Commissioner Stephens said we can’t do that in the code.  

Commissioner Hand said we need a change in the language so that it is consistent throughout, so 
that the district terminology for Nonhistoric is set in time, and there is potential for future individual 
properties to be designated that should be reviewed, which will always be considered Nonhistoric in 
those districts. Commissioner Hand explained that a newer house could eventually be considered a 
landmark, but as far as the district is concerned, it will always be Nonhistoric. Commissioner 
Keeney said that was a flaw in the federal classification, saying that virtually all preservationists 
agreed with that, but we could change the district designation process at the local level. Planner 
Richardson said it is an issue whether we want, or need to do that, and what do owners in historic 
districts want. Commissioner Stephens said you’d have to have property owners sign off. 
Commissioner Hand suggested adding “or a locally designated landmark”.  

Commissioner Jacobsen asked about feedback on aspects other than Commissioner Keeney’s 
concern; Commissioner  Keeney suggested removing #1. Regarding #1, Commissioner Wathen said 
he’d seen some unattractive vinyl windows installed, and not having any regulations could result in 
unattractive changes that are less than historically compatible within a district.  

Commissioner Stephens asked if #2 was acceptable in staff comments. Planner Richardson said the 
intent regarding OSU was to avoid the HRC reviewing windows on Nonhistoric buildings. 
Commissioner Keeney said her concern was not regarding OSU in this regard; her concern was 
aimed at individual property owners being sold a bill of goods on vinyl windows. Commissioner 
Hand said if a house is Nonhistoric, then they can do whatever they want. Planner Richardson said 
the current language is very restrictive, and the changes seek to loosen that up. Planner Metz said it 
doesn’t change much.  

Planner Richardson said existing language allows replacement of existing windows and doors as 
long as materials, dimensions and shape are the same. Commissioner Wathen noted that #1 defines 
the allowance; by striking #1, new windows and doors on facades not visible from public or private 
street rights of way is where they are allowed. There is no allowance for new doors and windows on 
front and facing facades. Planner Richardson agreed that was a good catch and should be changed. 
The intention was that on the back and sides of buildings (not visible from streets), you could cut 
holes in walls to install new windows and doors on Noncontributing and Nonhistoric buildings.  

Commissioner Wathen said that’s not a change. The intent on striking #1 was to remove the 
restriction that replacements shall otherwise match the replaced items in materials, dimensions and 
shape, except that metal clad wood may be substituted for original non-glass materials of 
replacements. Planner Metz suggested striking “and”. Commissioner Wathen suggested striking the 
second half of #1, so that you can put in vinyl windows on a Nonhistoric structure, no matter what 
the old windows were made of; Planner Richardson concurred. Planner Metz added that that applied 
even to visible windows. Planner Richardson said the risk was getting new vinyl windows in a 
façade facing the street in a historic district.  

Commissioner Hand said the buildings were originally designated Nonhistoric, Noncontributing 
because they were incompatible with the district, so we can’t transform them over time into being 
more compatible. Commissioner Wathen said the concern is to avoid them becoming less
compatible over time; he said just restricting vinyl windows on one face would just make it worse, 
and more onerous. Chair Wathen said he was hearing majority feeling on striking the second half, to 
bring it in line with the original intent; Commissioner Keeney disagreed, saying her main concern 
was protecting undesignated resources. Chair Wathen summarized that we’re only striking the 
second half of #1.  
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Regarding 2.9.70.u, Re-roofing, there were no comments. 

Regarding item 2.9.70.v, Installation of New or Expanded Pathways, Commissioner Wathen said 
the change would eliminate restrictions, with the only remaining restrictions in Contributing open 
space areas. Commissioner Stephens had no problem with it. Commissioner Hand asked whether the 
intent should be to make it consistent throughout the district; Commissioner Wathen replied that 
currently, if an owner sought to construct a paved path from the front yard to the back, and if it 
exceeded 250 square foot, it would have to come before the HRC; this change seeks to avoid that. 
Commissioner Hand said he was fine with the language; there was no further comment. 

Regarding 2.9.70.w, Utility Meters, Pipes and Venting, Ms. Houghtaling said the exemption for 
fume stacks reflected a code requirement for venting chemicals. There were no comments.  

Regarding 2.9.70.x, Skylights, Commissioner Wathen said it was a significant simplification of the 
code. Commissioner Hand asked why the HRC wouldn’t want to review such a significant change to 
a historic building; there is no sense of scale or quantity, and you’re cutting a big hole in a historic 
roof and historic material. Commissioner Keeney said if it is not visible, then it’s typically 
considered acceptable, and that it was the norm. Commissioner Hand added that replacement or 
removal of skylights installed after the district’s period of significance, with no language regarding 
visibility, he envisioned that the replacement could be larger or less desirable than the existing 
skylight.  

Commissioner Wathen suggested adding “in-kind replacement or removal of the skylight” to #3; so 
there would be no change in size. Planner Richardson said that in-kind was already covered, so an 
owner may seek to go from one material to another, and it might just be a slightly different size. 
Staff could modify language for a skylight not to increase by a certain percentage, or some other 
way to regulate size. Commissioner Wathen said #3 would allow people to possibly greatly increase 
the size of a skylight as an exempt activity; Planner Richardson suggested not allowing change in 
size; Commissioner Stephens noted that that would not allow reduction in the size of a skylight. 
Regarding #2, installation where they are not visible, Commissioner Keeney suggested striking it.    

Regarding item 2.9.70.y, Historically Significant Hazardous Trees, there was no comment.  

Regarding 2.9.70.z, and 2.9.70.a.a, Planner Richardson suggested tabling the issues.  

Ms. Houghtaling related that OSU staff have struggled with siting antennas. They are on top of 
Valley Library and Snell buildings. She said the screening requirement will actually make antennas 
more visible.

Planner Richardson said there will be further work session discussion on January 7 on Director 
Level activities, and also on December 10, if there is time.  

IV.  OTHER BUSINESS/INFORMATION SHARING.  None.

V.  ADJOURNMENT:  The meeting was adjourned at 10:11 p.m.  
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Pt.rcemoge. of &dtdi~ Footprint 1.2¥ 

!I ~· r 
MttltOd otscrttrnng Masonry wall I ~. Mcue:rldJ Conrete Block 

I 

I 

~~ Fodllty Generator II ~V'~nal-'""'~ 
Withm HJslOfk Di«rict No ~'*"~._.,._} l ........... 
nmh>g Addition 
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BultdlngGross Sqwre fet:' 

BuUdif'l8' f OOtptf!U (Sq ft) 

6uUd1(!8 He:fght (Ft) 

EncfoSIVrc fooV'f'fnt (Sqft) 

tncrow"' Htifl/1< (Fr) 

PtfCtllt of 8v1fdlng G$F 

Percentage of Building footprfm 

MtthOd 0/ Scrttnl.ng 

Motttlol 

fcciJJty 

Within Historic DIStrict 

lltr>lng 

HAUIE E. FORD CENTER 

l0,8l9 

7.454 
5>·4 
890 
8.0 

4·3% 
11.9% 

Masonry wall 

Brick 

Combined 

Yes 
Included In original design 
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osu ENCLOSURES 

LINUS PAULING SCIENCE 
CENTER 

Building cross Squort ~:eet 92,289 
BuDdi"ff footprint (Sq rq 27.983 
B.JMing Hergll r (H) 78.7 ..... 
£ndOS(ITC Footprint ($q rt) 438 
£"CCOSUJ"c Height (Ft) 7.8 
Pe-t«flt ofBuHdJngGSF o.s% 
Percettoge of SulkJm, F'ootprJnt 1.6% 

Method oj Screening Masonry Wall 

MctCtfdl Blick 

Fodlity Nitrogen Tank 
Wittdn Historic Oistritt. Yes 

Tlmll>g Additlon 

..... 

13 
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Building Gross Squore tut 

S..Jldlng Footp<lnt (Sq Ft) 

Building Herght (Ft) 

£ndowre footprlnt (Sq Ft) 

Ee<l=reHefgl!t (F<) 

Paccnt ofBuJrdlngGSF 

Ptf'CentQgt of &Jiktlng FC)()(pri.J)l 

M«hodoj S<reenfn3 

Material 

f«!fit)' 

Within Historic (),'strict 

Timing 

INTERNATIONAL LIVING 
LEARNING CENTER 

1)>.,4>8 
)0,214 

72-3 

2,190 

"·3 
1.7:10 

7.2% 
Masonry wall 

Brick 
Combined 

No 
Included in original design 
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Bu!Jding Gros.s Squor~ Fnt 

Bu~dlng Foolprlm (Sq F1) 

Buildmg ff~ig?lt (Fe) 

£ndosure footprint (Sq F't) 

En<lowrc H<lgfll (FI} 

Pmcnt of UviJdlng GSf 

JAMES OLDFIELD ANIMAL 
TEACHING FACILITY 

17,986 
17,528 

39·0 

'74 

7·0 
1.0X 

Perceotogeot&u«dfngfoorprlm 1.01 

Methodo/Scruning Fence Enclosure 
MGtrriaf Chainlink 

Fadlity Generator 

'Nithfn Hluorlc Ois vrct No 

Timfng Included in original design 
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New 
Multi Animal 

Teaclllng Facility 
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Overview of Review Levels and Classifications affecting Designated 
Historic Resources 

Review Levels 

• Exempt - No Historic PreservatiOn Permit (HPP) required, though advisable, and no staff 
rev1ew required. 

• Director- level HPP -Administrative deCISion made based on clear and objecllve criteria 
Can be appealed to the HRC. 

• HRC-Ievel HPP - Decisions made by HRC In public hearing. Can be apPealed to the City 
Council 

Claulfleatlons 

I. National Register Historic Dlalricta (There are no local Districts, though they are 
possible) 

A. A~~ery-Helm and College Hii~Wesl Claud'IC8110ns 
1. Historic I Contribu1lng 
2 Historic I Noncontributing 
3. Nonhistone I Noncontnbutlng 

B OSU Dislrict Classifications 
1. Eligible I Significant 
2. Eligible I Contributing 
3. Not Eligible I Non-Conlllbuting 
4. Not Eligible I Ou\ of Period (not 50-years old at Ume of District formation) 

11. Individually Usted Resources Not In a Olatttct (though some are) 

A Local Regoster 
1 Wilhin a H"ISlOt1C PreseNallOn Overlay ane tosted by local action. 

2 No classifications like In 8 O.Stric:t, ~. It is pos$1"ble to have buotdlll9s of 
multiple ages wrthon the HPO. lnduding NonhiStone buildings. 

3 Regulated under Chapter 2.8 the oan"le 8s for Hi$toric Contributing buildings In 
Districts. 

B Natoonal Register 
1. Not within a Historic Preservation Overlay unless also In the Local Register. end no 

local action is necessary to 1181 in the Netlonal Register. 

2. No classifications like In a District. however. it Is possible to have buildings of 
multiple ages on the National Register site, lncludtng Nonhislorlc buildings, 

3. Regulated undor Chaptor 2.0 tho some a.e: for Historic ConlribUI1ng buddJnga In 
Districts. 
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Selected Definitions of Historic Preservation terms found in LDC 
Chapter 1.6 - Definitions 

Corvallis Register of Historic Landmarks and Districts (local Register) - City's 
official list of locally-designated Historic Resources. 

Designated Historic Resource - Historic resource that has been determined through 
an official acllon to meet criteria for Historic Significance, resulting in the resource being 
Locally-designated and/or Nationally-designated, as more specifically defined below. 
Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation Provisions applies to all Designated Historic 
Resources, regardless of whether they are Locally- or Nationally-designated. Some 
Designated Historic Resources are listed in both the Local Register and the National 
Register of Historic Places. 

a. Locally-designated - Locally-designated Historic Resource is listed in the 
Corvallis Register of Historic Landmarks and Districts (Local Register). To list a 
property in the Local Register, a property owner must obtain approval for a Zone 
Change to apply a Historic Preservation Overlay to the subject property. A 
Historic Preservation Overlay denotes the Locally-designated Historic Resource 
on the City's Zoning Map. Property owner approval for local designation Is 
required. 

b. Nationally-designated - Nationally-designated Historic Resource is listed In the 
National Register of Historic Places. To list a property in the National Register of 
Historic Places, approval must be obtained In accordance with state and federal 
processes and criteria listed In 36 CFR 60. Local level input regarding a 
proposed National Register of Historic Places nomination normally is solicited; 
however, official local action does not occur. Because Nationally-designated 
Historic Resources are subject to the Historic Preservation Provisions of Chapter 
2.9. a notation indicating that a property is listed in the National Register of 
Historic Places is Included on the City's Zoning Map. 

Historic Resource - Building, district, object, site, or structure that has a relationship to 
events or conditions of the human past, as defined in OAR 660-023-0200(1 X c) and 40 
CFR 60.3. 

National Register of Historic Places (National Register) - Nation's official list of 
significant historic resources worthy of preservation, as authorized by the National 
Historic Preservat.ion Act of 1966, as amended. The National Register of Historic 
Places Is administered by the National Park Service, U.S. Department of the Interior. 
Historic resources may be added to the National Register of Historic Places on an 
Individual basis and/or as part of a Historic District. Under state law, National Register 
of Historic Places historic resources are defined as historic resources of statewide 
significance. All National Register of Historic Places historic resources are defined as 
Designated Historic Resources in this Code. 
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National Register of Historic Places Historic District Classifications • Histone 
resources in an approved National Register of Historic Places Historic Obllict are 
classified as Historic/Contributing, Historic/Noncontributing, or 
Nonhistone/Noncontributing. The components of these olassiflcations are defined as 
follows: 

a. Historic - At least 50 years old at tiJe lime of designation and called out as 
Historic in the Historic District Nomination. 

b. Nonhlstorlc - Not yet 50 years old at the time of designation or called out as 
Nonhistoric In the Historic District Nomination. 

c. Contributing - A resource U\ a National Register of Historic Places Histoflc 
District which. at the time of designation, retained a sufficient amount of Historic 
Integrity relevant to the PeriOd of SignifiCance to oonvey its historic appearance 
and Historic Significance 

d. Noncontrlbullng • A resource In a National Register of Histone Places Historic 
District which. at the time of dasignallon, lacks Historic Integrity relevant 10 the 
Period of Significance, and/or whloh Is not historic. 

The City shall refer to lhe final approved National Register of Historic Places H1stortc 
DistriCt nomination forms to determine the appropriate classification that applies. In 
some cases, more than one classlflcallon may apply to a property; for example, a 
primary structure on a site, such as a Single-family detached home, may be classified 
as Historic/Contributing, while an accessory structure, such as a detached garage, may 
be classified as Nonhistorio/Noncontrlbuting. 

Vacant lots or parking lots shall be evaluated par the requirements for Nonhlstorlcl 
Noncontributing resources contained In this Code Any reclassifications lor those or any 
other Designated Historic Resources liSted In a National Register of Historic Places 
HIStoric District shall be accompliShed per state and federal requirements. 

Nonhlstorlc - For historic resources not already specifiCally classified as part of a 
National Register of Hlstor.c Places Historoc 01stnct (classifiCations for said District 
include HISiorio/ContribuUng, HIStoriciNonconlr\buting, and 
Nonhistone/Noncontributing). the term Nonhistone means resources that are less than 
50 years old. 
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To: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

Memorandum 

Historic Resources Commission 

Bob Richardson, Associate PlanneR.~ 

November 26, 2013 

LDC Chapter 2.9 Draft Proposed Revisions 

In recent months the City Council requested that staff examine Land Development Code 
(LDC) Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation Provisions and propose revisions to it that 
would potentially reduce the number of required Historic Preservation Permits (HPPs), 
particularly from OSU, without unduly compromising the ability to protect Designated 
Historic Resources. Consequently, Planning Division staff are developing proposed 
amendments to Chapter 2.9. The proposed amendments are primarily to Section 
2. 9. 70 - Exemptions from Historic Preservation Permit Requirements, and Section 
2.9.100.03 - Alteration or New Construction Parameters and Review Criteria for a 
Director-level Historic Preservation Penni!. The amendments are intended to simplify 
and clarify existing text, while also expanding the amount of change that can occur to 
Designated Historic Resources with l im~ed staff review. 

The process for amending Chapter 2.g is generally as follows: 

• HRC work session 1 -focused on exempt activities 

• HRC work session 2- focused on Director-level activities 

• Planning Commission review and recommendation to the City Council 

• City Council review and decision 

Enclosed with this memo are draft amendments to Section 2.9.70 (exemptions). The 
purpose of H RC review is to test the concepts in the proposed amendments and 
explore ideas for revising the City's Historic Preservation Provisions. II is not necessary 
to decide on exact language during HRC review. For example, staff propose as an 
exempt activity allowing freestanding enclosures in the OSU Historic District that are 
less than 6·ft tall and 225 sq. ft. in area, even if visible from streets. The HRC may 
decide that the dimensions should increase to 1O-ft tall and 500 sq. ft. Rather than 
spending time rewriting the Code language during the meeting, it would be sufficient to 
know that the HRC would be comfortable with the larger dimensioned enclosures. Staff 
will re-work the actual text after the work session. 

To assist with review of proposed amendments, please prepare questions and 
comments before the meeting. It may also be helpful to refer to LDC Chapter 1.6 -
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Definitions. which defines many tenns such as Nonhistone, Historic Classification, 
Alteration, New Construction, etc. 
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Ideas for Modifying Exemptions in Chapter 2.9 
Section 2.9.70: Draft Revisions Staff Comments HRC Comments 
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 design or 
style, dimensions, or material of the resource. A 
complete definition for In-kind Repair or 
Replacement is contained in 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 - Pertains 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. Pruning of trees - 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; and 

3. Removal of trees that are not considered to 
be Historically Significant Trees, based on 
the definition in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions. 
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Section 2.9.70: Draft Revisions Staff Comments HRC Comments 
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. 

c. Painting - Exterior painting or repainting of 
any portion of a Designated Historic 
Resource, including changes to paint color.  
This eExemption does not apply to artwork 
attached to buildings, murals, orsigns that 
are 50-years old or older, or painting over 
existing architectural features, such as signs, 
or previously unpainted metalwork,
brickwork, stonework, and masonry. New 
signs are not exempt from the need for a 
Historic Preservation Permit under this 
criterion.

Proposed changes clarify that exemption 
applies only to unpainted brickwork, 
stonework, and masonry. Permits murals on 
previously painted surfaces. Removes 
reference to “architectural features” as this can 
be very broadly interpreted and is not defined.  
Removes restriction on painting unpainted 
metal work, because staff is unaware of any 
kind of metal work that should not be painted 
or that would be historically inappropriate to 
paint. The last sentence is intended to clarify 
that, while painting is generally exempt, if what 
is painted is a sign, other provisions apply. 
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Section 2.9.70: Draft Revisions Staff Comments HRC Comments 

d. Signs and Tablets - Installation of the following: 

1. Signs and tablets that are exempt from City 
Sign Code regulations per Section 4.7.70; 

2. Freestanding signs in the OSU Zone that 
are 32 sq. ft. or less and otherwise exempt 
from the need for a Sign Permit per Section 
4.7.90.05.a and b; 

3. Attached signs on Noncontributing 
buildings in the OSU Historic District, that 
are 32 sq. ft. or less and otherwise exempt 
from City Sign Code regulations per 
Section 4.7.90.05.a and b; and 

4. Attached signs on Nonhistoric or 
Nonhistoric/Noncontributing buildings 
outside of the OSU Historic District that 
are: 

a) 32. sq. ft. or less; or  

b) If greater than 32 sq. ft., attached 
signs that:  
1. Replace existing signs:  
2. Are not variable message; 
3. Have the same approach to 

illumination as the sign to be 
replaced (none, internal, or 
external); 

4. Fit completely within the 
footprint of the original sign; 
and  

5. Are equal to or smaller than 
area of the sign to be 
replaced. 
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Section 2.9.70: Draft Revisions Staff Comments HRC Comments 
e. Certain Alteration or New Construction to 

Nonhistoric/Noncontributing Resources in a 
National Register of Historic Places Historic 
District - 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 public rights-
of-way or private street rights-of-way, except for 
alleys, from which it may be visible, and the 
Alteration or New Construction is 200 sq. ft. or 
less (floor area), and does not exceed 14 ft. in 
height as measured from grade. 

See page 15 

f. Installation of Removable Screen and Storm 
Doors and Windows - A screen door is a 
secondary door attached over a structure's 
primary door to allow additional air flow when the 
door is open, while simultaneously providing 
some basic door functions. A storm door or 
window is a secondary door or window attached 
over a structure's primary door or window to 
protect the primary door or window against 
weather impacts.  Installation of screen and storm 
doors and windows are exempt, provided they do 
not function as replacements for primary doors 
and windows, are installed in a manner that is 
Reversible, and do not damage or permanently 
alter external historic features of the Designated 
Historic Resource. Unpainted metal is not exempt. 

   

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.   

g. Installation of a Removable Heating or 
Cooling Device - Installation or removal 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. 

This change clarifies that existing devices can 
be removed. 
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Section 2.9.70: Draft Revisions Staff Comments HRC Comments 
h. Accessory Development - Installation of the 

following accessory items are exempt from the 
need for a Historic Preservation Permit: 

1. Benches; 
2. City-standard bus shelters; 
3. Blue light security kiosks; 
4. Replacement of uncovered bicycle racks 

with new uncovered bicycle racks on the 
same or other hard mounting/parking 
surface. 

5. Trash / Recycling receptacles with 
footprints less than 15 sq. ft. and meeting 
other Code standards; and 

6. Accessory development not listed above is 
exempt from the need for a Historic 
Preservation Permit if it meets the criteria 
in Chapter 4.3 - Accessory Development 
Regulations, is not visible from 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 (floor area), 
and does not exceed 14 ft. in height as 
measured from grade. 

h. Accessory Development Structures
Within the OSU Historic District -–
Installation of of the followingof aAccessory 
Structures within the OSU Historic District 
items are exempt from the need for a Historic 
Preservation Permit if all of the following 
standards are met:

1. The structure complies with applicable 
standards in Chapter 4.3 – Accessory 
Development; and

2. The structure is free-standing, less than 
200 sq. ft., and less than 14-ft tall, unless 
a bicycle parking facility or transit shelter
which may be up to 400 sq. ft.; and

3. The structure is not located within a
Contributing open space area, except as 
permitted by (a) and (b) below:

a. The structure’s footprint, not 
including footings or foundations,
does not exceed 25 sq. ft.:

b. Site furnishings and amenities 
such as, but not limited to, 
benches, bicycle parking racks, 
light poles, bike repair kiosks, 
security kiosks, trash / recycling 
receptacles. This exemption 
(h.3.a) does not include 
dumpsters, ground level 
mechanical equipment, 
transformers, similar structures, or 
associated screening unless 
exempt under Section 2.9.70.z and 
2.9.70.aa.

 Gives blanket exemption to accessory 
structures that are less than 200 sq. ft. and 
less than 14-ft tall rather than trying to list 
all potential structures that are exempt. The 
200-ft and 14-ft numbers correspond to 
those in Section 4.3.30.e. 

 Additions to existing buildings are not 
exempt under this provision.   

 Allows structures to be exempt even if 
visible from streets. 

 Maintains separate exemption standards 
for ground-level equipment and enclosures 
under 2.9.70.aa. 
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Section 2.9.70: Draft Revisions Staff Comments HRC Comments 
h. Accessory Development - Installation of the 

following accessory items are exempt from the 
need for a Historic Preservation Permit: 

1. Benches; 
2. City-standard bus shelters; 
3. Blue light security kiosks; 
4. Replacement of uncovered bicycle racks 

with new uncovered bicycle racks on the 
same or other hard mounting/parking 
surface. 

5. Trash / Recycling receptacles with 
footprints less than 15 sq. ft. and meeting 
other Code standards; and 

6. Accessory development not listed above is 
exempt from the need for a Historic 
Preservation Permit if it meets the criteria 
in Chapter 4.3 - Accessory Development 
Regulations, is not visible from 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 (floor area), 
and does not exceed 14 ft. in height as 
measured from grade. 

h.2 Accessory Development Not Within the 
OSU Historic District - Installation of the 
following accessory itemsAccessory 
Structures are exempt from the need for a 
Historic Preservation Permit if all of the 
following standards are met:

1. The structure complies with applicable 
standards in Chapter 4.3 – Accessory 
Development; and

2. The structure is free-standing, less than 200 
sq. ft. (floor area) and less than 14-ft tall; and

3. Is not visible from public or private street 
rights-of-way (except for alleys, from which it 
may be visible).

Benches;
2. City-standard bus shelters;
3. Blue light security kiosks;
4. Replacement of uncovered bicycle 
racks with new uncovered bicycle racks 
on the same or other hard 
mounting/parking surface.

5. Trash / Recycling receptacles with 
footprints less than 15 sq. ft. and 
meeting other Code standards; and

6. Accessory development not listed 
above is exempt from the need for a 
Historic Preservation Permit if it meets 
the criteria in Chapter 4.3 - Accessory 
Development Regulations, is not 
visible from 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 (floor area), and 
does not exceed 14 ft. in height as 
measured from grade.

Non-OSU Changes 
 These provisions apply to the Avery-

Helm, College Hill – West and other 
individually listed resources outside of 
the OSU historic district.  

 Gives blanket exemption to accessory 
structures meeting specified size limits, 
rather than specifying which structures 
are exempt.  

 States that this only applies to free-
standing structures, not additions to 
buildings. 

 One idea would be to allow such 
structures to be visible from streets, as 
long as they are set back at least 60-ft 
from property lines parallel to streets. 

 Proposed subsection 3 could be revised 
to include landscape features such as 
benches, gardens, statuary, etc. that 
are visible from streets. This would 
clarify that those items are exempt, but 
would also imply that other unlisted 
items are not exempt.  
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Section 2.9.70: Draft Revisions Staff Comments HRC Comments 
i. Moving or Demolishing Structures - Moving or 

demolition of structures, provided:  

1. The structure is in a National Register 
Historic District, and is classified as 
Nonhistoric/Noncontributing, or Nonhistoric 
per the definition in Chapter 1.6 - 
Definitions; or 

2. The structure is on an Individually 
Designated Historic Resource outside of a 
National Register District; and  

a. Is Nonhistoric per the definition in 
Chapter 1.6 - Definitions; and 

b. Is a freestanding Accessory 
structure, less than 200 sq. ft. and 
less than 14 ft. in height; and 

3. In all cases, moving or demolishing the 
structure, shall not damage, obscure, or 
negatively impact a Designated Historic 
Resource. 

i. Moving or Demolishing Structures - 
Moving or demolition of Accessory 
sStructures, provided the structure is:

1. Freestanding, less than 200 sq. ft. 
(building footprint) and less than 14 ft. in 
height; and

1. The structure isWithin in a National 
Register Historic District, and is
classified as 
Nonhistoric/Noncontributing, or
Nonhistoric per the definition in 
Chapter 1.6 - Definitions; or 

2. The structure is o A Nonhistoric 
structure on an Individually 
Designated Historic Resource 
property outside of a National 
Register District. ; and

a. Is Nonhistoric per the definition 
in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions; 
and

b. Is a freestanding Accessory 
structure, less than 200 sq. ft. 
and less than 14 ft. in height; 
and

3. In all cases, moving or demolishing 
the structure, shall not damage, 
obscure, or negatively impact a 
Designated Historic Resource. 

 OSU uses slightly different classification 
nomenclature than the other two historic 
districts. These terms should be defined 
elsewhere in the Code. For example, in the 
OSU District Contributing equals Historic / 
Contributing. 

 This change permits the demolition of 
Nonhistoric / Noncontributing buildings, and 
Nonhistoric buildings 

j. Installation of Satellite Dishes - Installation of a 
satellite dish on a facade not facing public or 
private street rights-of-way, except for alleys, from 
which it may be visible, provided the dish is less 
than 30 in. in diameter.   
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Section 2.9.70: Draft Revisions Staff Comments HRC Comments 
k. Access Ramps, Sidewalk Wheelchair Ramps, 

and Fire/Life Safety Devices - Installation of 
access ramps, sidewalk wheelchair ramps, and 
fire/life safety devices that are compliant with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), provided 
the installation is Reversible, none of the external 
historic features of the resource are damaged or 
permanently altered, and the following criteria, as 
applicable, are satisfied:  

1. Access Ramps on Historic Contributing 
Resources - No more than 30 in. above or 
below grade, not including hand or guard 
rails. Hand and guard rails shall not exceed 
an opacity of 25%.  

2. Access Ramps on Nonhistoric/ 
Noncontributing Resources - No more than 
48 in. above or below grade, not including 
hand or guard rails. Hand and guard rails 
shall not exceed an opacity of 25%. 

3 Sidewalk Wheelchair Ramps - In public or 
private street rights-of-way, provided they 
are installed or reconstructed to City of 
Corvallis Engineering Division Standard 
Specifications and are either installed at 
the same width as the existing sidewalk or 
widened only to the minimum extent 
necessary to comply with Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements. 

4. Fire/Life Safety Devices - If masonry or 
stone buildings are affected, anchors and wiring 
shall be installed in mortar joints and not through 
brick or stone. 

k. Access Ramps, Sidewalk Wheelchair 
Ramps, and Fire/Life Safety Devices -
Installation of access ramps, sidewalk 
wheelchair ramps, and fire/life safety 
devices, such as wall or post mounted door 
opening sensors and knox boxes, that are 
compliant with the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA), provided the 
installation is Reversible, none of the 
external historic features of the resource are 
damaged or permanently altered, and the 
following criteria, as applicable, are satisfied: 

1. Access Ramps on Historic Contributing 
Resources - No more than 30 in. above or 
below grade, not including hand or guard 
rails. Hand and guard rails shall not exceed 
an opacity of 25%.  

2. Access Ramps on Nonhistoric/ 
Noncontributing Resources - No more than 
48 in. above or below grade, not including 
hand or guard rails. Hand and guard rails 
shall not exceed an opacity of 25%. 

3. Sidewalk Wheelchair Ramps - In public or 
private street rights-of-way, provided they 
are installed or reconstructed to City of 
Corvallis Engineering Division Standard 
Specifications and are either installed at the 
same width as the existing sidewalk or 
widened only to the minimum extent 
necessary to comply with Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements. 

4. Fire/Life Safety Devices - If masonry or stone 
buildings are affected, anchors and wiring 
shall be installed in mortar joints and not 
through brick or stone.

5. Roof Top Fall Protection Rails and Anchors –
If required to comply with the Building Code.

 These changes specify that wall or post 
mounted sensors and knox boxes are 
included in the exemption. 

 These changes add a provision exempting 
fall protection anchors and rails.  This is a 
fairly common OSU request and such 
features are typically required to meet 
Building Code. This would result in anchors 
on flat roofs that could be visible to 
pedestrians. 
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Section 2.9.70: Draft Revisions Staff Comments HRC Comments 
l. Conversion of Existing Vehicular Parking 

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

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

Since the Director has to approve new ADA 
parking per Section 2.9.110.c with no 
consideration of any criteria other than that the 
spaces are required to meet ADA, it seems like 
it could just be made exempt. If so, the 
following Director-level provision can be 
deleted. 

c. Addition of Vehicular Parking Spaces 
Needed to Achieve Compliance with 
the Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA) - Addition of vehicular parking 
spaces, if required to achieve 
compliance with Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements, 
unless exempt per Section 2.9.70.l. 

m. Fencing Installation, Extension, or Removal - 
Installation or extension of new wood fencing, or 
the repair or replacement of existing wood 
fencing, provided such fencing meets applicable 
development standards for fencing in Section 
4.2.50.  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.  

m. Fencing Installation, Extension, or 
Removal -–

1. Installation or extension of new wood
fencing, or the repair or replacement of 
existing wood fencing, provided such fencing 
meets applicable development standards for 
fencing in Section 4.2.50.   

2. Additionally, the rRemoval of an existing 
wood or chainlink a 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.  

3. If in the OSU Historic District, installing and
removing, or moving fencing provided the 
fencing standards in Section 4.2.50, and 
Chapter 3.36 – OSU Zone are met, and the 
fence is not identified as Historically 
Significant based on any of the sources of 
information listed in Section 2.9.60.c. 

These changes are intended to simplify the 
language, and also make almost all fencing 
related development exempt in the OSU 
Historic District. 
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Section 2.9.70: Draft Revisions Staff Comments HRC Comments 
n. Freestanding Trellises - Installation of 

freestanding trellises that are less than 14 ft. in 
height, Reversible, and do not damage any 
significant external architectural features of the 
Designated 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 
Designated Historic Resource structures, or 
damage any Historically Significant Trees or other 
Historically Significant landscaping or landscapes 
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. 

 Chapter 2.9 does not currently contemplate 
landscape features such as  

p. Building Foundations - Altering a building 
foundation or installing a new foundation, 
provided the foundation material is not specifically 
identified as Historically Significant, and: 

1. The Alteration or New Construction is 
required to meet present-day Building 
Code requirements;  

2. The building elevation is not raised by 
more than 12 in.; and 

3. The existing foundation is 18 in. high or 
less.  
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Section 2.9.70: Draft Revisions Staff Comments HRC Comments 
q. Installation of New, and Repair or 

Replacement of Gutters and Downspouts - 
Installation of new, and repair or replacement of 
existing 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 new, replaced, or repaired 
gutters and downspouts shall not damage or 
obscure any significant architectural features of 
the structure. 

q. Installation of New, and Repair or 
Replacement of Gutters and Downspouts
- Installation of new, and repair or 
replacement of existing gutters and 
downspouts, including scuppers, 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 new, replaced, or repaired gutters and 
downspouts, and scuppers shall not damage 
or obscure any significant architectural 
features of the structure. 

 Scuppers would very likely be in parapets, 
and if not done properly could negatively 
impact a historic structure. If done properly, 
they have a minor visual and physical 
impact on a building.  Would the HRC like 
to include these as an exemption?  

r. Utility Poles - Installing, relocating, or removing 
utility poles. 

   

s. Uncovered Rear Deck or Patio Additions 350 
Sq. Ft. or Less - Installation or removal of an 
uncovered deck or patio, provided the deck or 
patio is obscured from view from public rights-of-
way and private street rights-of-way by a fence, 
hedge, or other structure.  The patio or deck may 
be visible from alleys.  The deck shall be 30 in. or 
less in height, and shall be constructed in a 
manner that is Reversible. 

s. Uncovered Rear Deck or Patio Additions 
350 Sq. Ft. or Less - Installation or removal 
of an uncovered deck or patio, provided the 
deck or patio is obscured from view from 
public rights-of-way and private street rights-
of-way by a fence, hedge, or other structure.  
The patio or deck may be visible from alleys.  
The deck shall be 30 in. or less in height, 
and shall be constructed in a manner that is 
Reversible. 

Remove size restrictions on patios. This will 
mostly affect residential development. 
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Section 2.9.70: Draft Revisions Staff Comments HRC Comments 
t. Installation of New, or Replacement of 

Existing Windows or Doors on Nonhistoric 
and Nonhistoric/Noncontributing Resources-
Installation of new, or replacement of existing 
windows and doors as follows: 

1. Replacement of existing windows and 
doors with new windows and doors that 
have double-pane glazing meeting current 
Building Code energy efficiency standards. 
The replacements shall otherwise match 
the replaced items in materials, 
dimensions, and shape, except that wood 
or metal-clad wood may be substituted for 
the original, non-glass materials of 
replaced items; and 

2. New windows and doors on facades that 
are not visible from public or private street 
rights-of-way (except for alleys), as defined 
in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions, may be 
installed.  

t. Installation of New, or Replacement of 
Existing Windows or Doors on 
Nonhistoric and 
Nonhistoric/Noncontributing Resources-
Structures -  Installation of new, or 
replacement of existing windows and doors 
as follows: 

1. Replacement of existing windows and doors 
with new windows and doors that have 
double-pane glazing meeting current 
Building Code energy efficiency standards. 
The replacements shall otherwise match the 
replaced items in materials, dimensions, and 
shape, except that wood or metal-clad wood 
may be substituted for the original, non-glass
materials of replaced items; and

2. New windows and doors on facades that are 
not visible from public or private street rights-
of-way (except for alleys), as defined in 
Chapter 1.6 - Definitions, may be installed.  

 The Building Code requires new windows 
to meet energy efficiency standards, so 
Chapter 2.9 does not need to call this out.  

 Since the structures at issue are 
Nonhistoric, it doesn’t make much sense to 
require windows and doors to be matched.  
The historic significance or integrity of 
these buildings would not be affected, 
because these structures don’t have any 
historic significance or integrity.  

 Not having any regulations could result in 
vinyl windows or “unattractive” changes 
that might be less than historically 
compatible within a District. If this is a 
concern, the exemption could apply to all 
facades except those visible from streets, 
per existing Code language in subsection 
2. Alternatively, windows could be replaced 
with windows of the same or similar size 
(visible from streets) but materials and style 
could change. 

 Any changes here need to correspond with 
2.9.70.e.
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Section 2.9.70: Draft Revisions Staff Comments HRC Comments 
u. Re-roofing - Replacement of roofing material with 

a material similar to, or different from, the existing 
or original material, provided the existing roofing 
material is not specifically identified as Historically 
Significant; and 

1. The roof is flat and obscured by a parapet; 
or

2. The roof is pitched and is being replaced 
with architectural composition shingles. 
Skylights shall be addressed in accordance 
with Section 2.9.70.x, 2.9.100.03.h, or 
2.9.100.04, as applicable. 

u. Re-roofing - Replacement of roofing 
material with a material similar to, or different 
from, the existing or original material, 
provided the existing roofing material is not 
specifically identified as Historically 
Significant; and 

1. The roof is flat and obscured by a 
parapetnot visible from public or 
private street rights-of-way; or 

2. The roof is pitched and is being 
replaced with architectural 
composition shingles. Skylights shall 
be addressed in accordance with 
Section 2.9.70.x, 2.9.100.03.h, or 
2.9.100.04, as applicable. 

 This change allows flat roofs to meet 
exemption if obscured from view from 
things other than a parapet, or simply 
not visible. 

 Skylight references may need to be 
updated based on revisions to those 
sections. 

v. Installation of New or Expanded Pathways - 
Installation of new or expanded pathways, 
provided the pathways are: 

1. Constructed of softscape (e.g. bark mulch, 
etc.), stone steps, or flagstone, and are 
installed in a manner that is Reversible. 
Automobile parking is prohibited on 
pathways; 

2. Constructed of concrete, brick or pavers 
that do not exceed 5 ft. in width, 250 sq. ft., 
and are installed on residentially zoned 
sites; or 

3. Constructed of asphalt, concrete, brick, or 
pavers that do not exceed a 12 ft. width, 
are 1,000 sq. ft. or less, are not part of 
Historic Contributing open space areas, 
and are on nonresidentially-zoned sites.  

v. Installation of New or Expanded 
Pathways - Installation of new or expanded 
pathways, provided the pathways are not 
within Contributing open space areas, e.g. 
OSU Memorial Union Quad:

1. Constructed of softscape (e.g. bark 
mulch, etc.), stone steps, or flagstone, 
and are installed in a manner that is 
Reversible. Automobile parking is 
prohibited on pathways;

2. Constructed of concrete, brick or 
pavers that do not exceed 5 ft. in 
width, 250 sq. ft., and are installed on 
residentially zoned sites; or

3. Constructed of asphalt, concrete, 
brick, or pavers that do not exceed a 
12 ft. width, are 1,000 sq. ft. or less, 
are not part of Historic Contributing 
open space areas, and are on 
nonresidentially-zoned sites. 

This change makes installation of sidewalks 
and paths exempt unless through Contributing 
open space areas such as the MU or Library 
Quads.

Formatted: Indent: Left:  0.5", Hanging:  0.5"

P
lanning C

om
m

ission S
taff R

eport 
P

ackage # 1 Land D
evelopm

ent C
ode A

m
endm

ents (LD
T13-00002 and LD

T13-00003) 
A

TTA
C

H
M

E
N

T G
 (P

age 144 of 149)

Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 
June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 

EXHIBIT H (261 of 266)



14

Section 2.9.70: Draft Revisions Staff Comments HRC Comments 
w. Utility Meters, Pipes, and Venting - Utility 

meters, pipes, and venting may be installed on, 
moved, or removed from structures, provided they 
do not alter windows, doors, or architectural 
details. Installation, alteration or removal of brick, 
stone, and masonry chimneys are not exempt 
activities.

w. Utility Meters, Pipes, and Venting - Utility 
meters, pipes, penetration for conduit, 
wireless routers, and venting may be 
installed on, moved, or removed from 
structures, provided they do not alter 
windows, doors, or architectural details. 
External pipes, venting, and conduit shall be 
painted. Installation, alteration or removal of 
brick, stone, and masonry chimneys are not 
exempt activities, except under Section 
2.9.70.e. Within the OSU Historic District
existing fume stacks may be replaced or 
extended to a maximum height of 16-ft. 

 Changes add conduit and wireless routers 
to exempt items. 

 The fume stack provision was requested by 
OSU.

 The reference to Section 2.9.70.e may 
need to change depending on the final 
revisions to that section. 

x. Skylights -  

1. Skylights from a structure's relevant 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.   

2. Skylights that are existing but are not from 
a structure's relevant Period of Significance 
may be removed or retained and repaired 
in accordance with "1," above.  However, in 
order for these skylights to be retained and 
repaired, they shall have been constructed 
prior to the establishment of the relevant 
Individual or National Historic Designation, 
or via an approved Historic Preservation 
Permit.  Otherwise, the skylight shall be 
removed when deteriorated beyond repair 
or when a structure is being re-roofed, 
whichever comes first, unless a Historic 
Preservation Permit is subsequently 
approved to retain the skylight in 
accordance with Sections 2.9.100.03.h or 
2.9.100.04, as applicable. 

3. New skylights may be installed in 
accordance with Sections 2.9.100.03.h and 
2.9.100.04, as applicable. 

x. Skylights – The following activities involving 
skylights are exempt:

1. Installation, removal, or alteration of skylights 
on Nonhistoric and Nonhistoric / 
Noncontributing buildings;

2. Installation of new skylights where they 
would not be visible from public or private 
street rights-of-way, except for alleys.

3. If in a Historic District, replacement or 
removal of a skylight that was installed after 
the District’s Period of Significance.

 These changes are designed to simplify the 
existing Code language.  

 It is anticipated that x.1 would mostly affect 
accessory structures within an HPO. In a 
District adding or altering a skylight 
shouldn’t create any impacts. 

 It is anticipated that x.2 would permit new 
skylights on any building as long as the 
skylight is not visible from streets.  It would 
allow skylights on Contributing buildings 
that might be visible from public areas such 
as OSU quads. 
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Section 2.9.70: Draft Revisions Staff Comments HRC Comments 
y. Historically Significant Hazardous Trees - 

Removal of Historically Significant Trees that 
qualify as Hazardous Trees, based on the 
definition of Hazardous Tree in Chapter 1.6 - 
Definitions. The Hazardous Tree determination 
must be based on a Hazard Tree Evaluation that 
has been performed by an ISA Certified Arborist 
or ASCA Consulting Arborist using the 12-point 
hazard evaluation method, and the associated 
report 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. Following 
removal of the tree, the City shall notify the 
Historic Resources Commission that the action 
has occurred.  Additionally, if a tree is required in 
the subject location via other Code provisions, 
such as those in Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, 
Buffering, Screening, & Lighting, a new tree shall 
be planted consistent with those applicable Code 
provisions. 
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Section 2.9.70: Draft Revisions Staff Comments HRC Comments 
z. Ground-Level and Rooftop Mechanical 

Equipment - Installation of ground-level and 
rooftop mechanical equipment, limited to 
equipment not visible from public rights-of-way or 
private street rights-of-way, except that the 
equipment may be visible from alleys.  If attached 
to the Designated Historic Resource, it shall be 
attached in a manner that does not damage any 
significant architectural features of the structure, 
and the installation shall be Reversible. Screening 
required by Code to conceal ground-level 
mechanical equipment so that it is not visible from 
public and private street rights-of- way per 
Chapter 1.6 - Definitions, is exempt if it complies 
with the provisions in Section 2.9.70.aa- Required 
Ground-level Screening. 

z. Ground-Level and Rooftop Mechanical 
Equipment- Installation of ground-level and 
rooftop mechanical equipment, including 
solar and hydronic equipment provided all of 
the following standards are met:

1. Equipment shall limited to equipment not be
visible from public rights-of-way or private 
street rights-of-way, except that the 
equipment may be visible from alleys;.

2. If attached to the Designated Historic 
Resource, it shall be attached in a manner 
that does not damage any significant 
architectural features of the structure, and 
the installation shall be Reversible;.

3. Screening required by Code to conceal 
ground-level mechanical equipment so that 
it is not visible from public and private street 
rights-of- way per Chapter 1.6 - Definitions, 
is exempt if it complies with the provisions in 
Section 2.9.70.aa- Required Ground-level 
Screening. 

 This exemption has been revised to include 
solar and hydronic equipment. If this is ok, 
then Director-level criterion (a) can be 
deleted. 

a. Solar or Hydronic Equipment - Installation of 
solar or hydronic equipment parallel to the 
roof surface with no part of the installation 
protruding more than 12 in. 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. 

 The criteria has been broken into 
subsections to make it easier to read. 

Formatted: List Paragraph, Numbered +
Level: 1 + Numbering Style: 1, 2, 3, … + Start
at: 1 + Alignment: Left + Aligned at:  0.29" +
Indent at:  0.54", Tab stops: Not at  3.25" + 
6.5"

Formatted: List Paragraph, Indent: Left: 
0.54", First line:  0", Tab stops: Not at  3.25" +
 6.5"

Formatted: List Paragraph, Numbered +
Level: 1 + Numbering Style: 1, 2, 3, … + Start
at: 1 + Alignment: Left + Aligned at:  0.29" +
Indent at:  0.54"

Formatted: List Paragraph, Indent: Left: 
0.54", First line:  0"

Formatted: List Paragraph, Numbered +
Level: 1 + Numbering Style: 1, 2, 3, … + Start
at: 1 + Alignment: Left + Aligned at:  0.29" +
Indent at:  0.54", Tab stops: Not at  3.25" + 
6.5"

P
lanning C

om
m

ission S
taff R

eport 
P

ackage # 1 Land D
evelopm

ent C
ode A

m
endm

ents (LD
T13-00002 and LD

T13-00003) 
A

TTA
C

H
M

E
N

T G
 (P

age 147 of 149)

Package #1 LDC Text Amendments (LDT13-00002 / LDT13-00003) 
June 9, 2014, City Council Staff Report 

EXHIBIT H (264 of 266)



17

Section 2.9.70: Draft Revisions Staff Comments HRC Comments 
aa. Required Ground-level Screening - Code-

required ground-level screening, including 
vegetation, walls, fences, and enclosures, 
provided the screen: 

1. Complies with development standards of 
the underlying zone; 

2. Is freestanding, or constructed at ground 
level and attached to the Designated 
Historic Resource in a manner that is 
Reversible and does not damage 
architectural features of the structure; 

3. Is composed of either vegetation, masonry 
walls, solid wood fencing, or a combination 
of these materials and, except in the case 
of vegetation, the material matches 
materials used on the Designated Historic 
Resource structure.  Metal gates/doors 
may be used to access enclosures. If 
vegetation is used for screening, it shall be 
consistent with the screening provisions of 
Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, 
Screening, & Lighting; and, 

4. Does not exceed 6 ft. in height, does not 
exceed 10 ft. in length or width, and does 
not enclose an area greater than 100 sq. ft. 

aa. Required Ground-level Screening - Code-
required ground-level screening, including 
vegetation, walls, fences, and enclosures, 
provided the screen: 

1. Complies with development standards 
of the underlying zone; 

2. Is freestanding, or constructed at 
ground level and attached to the 
Designated Historic Resource in a 
manner that is Reversible and does 
not damage architectural features of 
the structure; 

3. Is composed of either vegetation, 
masonry walls, solid wood fencing, or 
a combination of these materials and, 
except in the case of vegetation, the 
material matches materials used on 
the Designated Historic Resource 
structure.  Metal gates/doors may be 
used to access enclosures. If 
vegetation is used for screening, it 
shall be consistent with the screening 
provisions of Chapter 4.2 - 
Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, & 
Lighting; and, 

4. Does not exceed 6 ft. in height, does 
not exceed 10 15 ft. in length or width, 
and does not enclose an area greater 
than 100 225 sq. ft. 

 On the OSU campus it is common for 
required enclosures to exceed 100 sq. ft. A 
225 sq. ft., freestanding enclosure would 
allow greater flexibility without resulting in 
overly large structures.  If freestanding 
there would not be a physical impact to 
Contributing structures. 

 More flexibility could be permitted by 
allowing enclosures of greater height and of 
a certain percentage of the building’s 
footprint area.  E.g. 10-ft tall and 10% of the 
size of the building’s footprint. 
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Alterations to Nonhistoric and Nonhistoric / Noncontributing Resources 

Existing Text 
e. Certain Alteration or New Construction to Nonhistoric/Noncontributing Resources in a National Register of Historic Places Historic District - 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 public 
rights-of-way or private street rights-of-way, except for alleys, from which it may be visible, and the Alteration or New Construction is 200 sq. ft. or less (floor area), and does not exceed 14 ft. in height as measured 
from grade. 

Proposed Text 
Alterations to Structures in the Local Register and Not in a 
Historic District 

Exterior Alterations, including additions, to structures in the Local 
Register that are Nonhistoric are exempt from the need for a 
Historic Preservation Permit if the following standards are met 
(certain freestanding accessory structures are exempt per Section 
2.9.70.h): 

1. The Alteration does not exceed the height of the structure 
being altered, except for chimneys, which may exceed the 
structure’s height to the extent necessary to comply with the 
Building Code.  

2. An addition to the Nonhistoric structure shall not exceed a foot 
print of 200 sq. ft.  Cumulative expansions that exceed this 
standard shall not be permitted without Historic Preservation 
Permit approval. 

3. Unless exempt under other provisions in Section 2.9.70, 
Alterations shall not be visible from public or private street 
rights-of-ways, except for alleys.  

Alterations to Nonhistoric / Noncontributing Structures in 
National Register Historic Districts other than the OSU  
District 

Exterior Alterations, including additions, to structures in the 
College Hill-West and Avery-Helm National Register Historic 
Districts that are classified as Nonhistoric / Noncontributing are 
exempt from the need for a Historic Preservation Permit if the 
following standards are met (certain free standing structures are 
exempt per Section 2.9.70.h): 

1. The Alteration does not exceed the height of the structure 
being altered, except for chimneys, which may exceed the 
structure’s height to the extent necessary to comply with the 
Building Code.  

2. An addition to the Nonhistoric / Noncontributing structure shall 
not exceed a footprint of 200 sq. ft.  Cumulative expansions 
that exceed this standard shall not be permitted without 
Historic Preservation Permit approval.  

3. Unless exempt under other provisions in Section 2.9.70, 
alterations shall not be visible from public or private street 
rights-of-ways, except for alleys.  

Alterations to Nonhistoric / Noncontributing Structures in the 
OSU National Register Historic District 

Exterior Alterations, including additions, to structures in the OSU 
National Register Historic Districts that are classified as 
Nonhistoric / Noncontributing are exempt from the need for a 
Historic Preservation Permit if the following standards are met 
(certain freestanding accessory structures are exempt per Section 
2.9.70.h): 

1. The Alteration does not exceed the height of the Nonhistoric / 
Noncontributing structure being altered, except for projections 
permitted under Section 4.9.50.01 – General Exceptions to the 
Building Height Limitations.  

2. An addition to the Nonhistoric / Noncontributing structure shall 
not exceed a footprint of 400 sq. ft., or 20% of the footprint size 
of the structure being added on to, whichever is greater.  
Cumulative expansions that exceed this standard shall not be 
permitted without Historic Preservation Permit approval.  

This criterion is intended to only allow alterations to existing structures 
on individually listed properties that are not within a District.  The idea is 
that if the structure is Nonhistoric, altering as permitted above would not 
negatively impact the actual historic building. If chimneys are included 
as exempt as proposed above, 2.9.70.w – Utility Meters, Pipes, and 
Venting will need to be updated. Also, the proposed changes remove 
the need for an exemption for window and door replacements on 
Nonhistoric buildings, so Section 2.9.70.t would need to be deleted or 
revised. 

Nonhistoric for individually listed properties means not yet 50-years old. 
This should probably be changed to say not 50-years old at time of 
listing.

Should window replacements, installations, and removal be 
completely exempt from review on Nonhistoric/ 
Noncontributing Buildings – even if visible from streets – see 
Section 2.9.70 t? 

Nonhistoric in a District means not yet 50–years old at the time of 
designation.  

The above language permits any alteration to a Nonhistoric / 
Noncontributing structure on campus, but provides some limits to 
new additions. 

For additions on structures less than 2,000 sq. ft. the biggest 
addition would be 400 sq. ft., for structures greater than 2,000 sq. 
ft., 20% is the larger number. 

Note - Per Section 2.9.70.i Nonhistoric / Noncontributing 
Structures can be demolished without HPP approval.
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