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CITY OF ALBANY 

LANDMARKS ADVISORY COMMISSION 

Council Chambers, 333 Broadalbin Street 

Wednesday, April 3, 2013 

6:00 p.m. 

 

                MINUTES 

 

Landmarks Commissioners Present: Oscar Hult, Jessica Pankratz, David Pinyerd, Larry Preston, Bill 

Ryals, Camron Settlemier, Jolene Thomson 

Staff present: Anne Catlin, Lead Long Range Planner; Kate Porsche, Urban 

Renewal Manager; Mary Gaeta, Senior Code Compliance 

Inspector 

Others present: Rebecca Bond, Albany Visitors Association Liaison 

CALL TO ORDER     

Chair Oscar Hult called the meeting of the Landmarks Advisory Commission (LAC) to order at 6:01 p.m.  

DISCUSSION REGARDING POSSIBLE CARA FUNDING FOR FUTURE REHAB GRANTS 

City Urban Renewal Manager Kate Porsche told commissioners that previous to this meeting, she and LAC Chair 

Hult had spoken by phone regarding a potential CARA funding partnership to help bolster the funding that the City 

receives from the State for historic preservation work in Albany.  Aside from funding numerous historic 

preservation projects such as significant downtown rehabilitations, the board has generally stayed away from 

funding single-family residential projects.  One exception was the one-time 2008 pot of $75,000 to help remedy 

“severely blighted” historic houses through a forgivable loan up to $25,000. Criteria used to judge whether a 

property was severely blighted included: was it vacant; was it burned-out; was it causing a problem for the 

neighborhood; was it habitable.  More criteria included restoring single-family houses that were converted to 

apartments back to single-family occupancy, i.e. “Was it a multi-family, and would it be put back to be single-

family?”  The CARA board wanted funded projects to be “single-family/owner-occupied” homes.  Several projects 

were funded including 532 Baker St. SE which had been severely damaged by fire, long-vacant, and close to being 

torn down by the City.   

Porsche reported that while the CARA board may have seen the program as a success, overall it was a little 

problematic in that to some it seemed like a “drop in the bucket” when looking at the effect on the neighborhoods 

as a whole.  She felt one of the challenges facing the LAC will be to illustrate how the funds they request for single-

family residential projects will really help change their neighborhoods. 

The CARA board has put their funding decisions on hold while they complete some current policy decisions.  

Larry Preston asked about the level of response to the program.  Porsche replied that 5 out of 5 projects were 

funded.  The program was well-publicized because they wanted to make it a competitive process with the goal of 

helping to save historic-contributing buildings that were “almost uninhabitable” and that owners wanted to move 

from being rental properties to owner-occupied homes.   

Preston was surprised that only 5 projects were submitted and asked how much lead time was given for people to 

put together applications.  Porsche responded that CARA was debating the question whether to process requests on 
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an ad-hoc basis vs. a competitive process on a periodic basis.  Preston felt there is generally not enough time for 

people to put together what is needed for an application and would like, in future, to see a shorter interval of time, 

say grant application cycles of 6 months rather than one yearly award.  Jessica Pankratz felt that 4-month intervals 

might be even better and suggested trying something like this for a couple of years to measure the impact. 

Porsche stated that the CARA board seems to be leaning more towards loan programs in the future rather than 

straight grants.  Loan programs so far have been creative and flexible and have worked well. If LAC is willing, and 

the CARA board supports it, perhaps a revolving loan fund could be created so that as loans are repaid to the 

program, more projects can be funded. 

Importance of a strong “ripple effect” was discussed – such as removing severe blighted conditions that were 

adversely impacting their neighborhoods.  CARA would not likely be interested in supporting smaller home-

improvement projects like replacing windows or other cosmetic upgrades.  Tax increments are figured on the 

increase in assessed values, and those increases aren’t triggered unless there is at least $10,000 project value stated 

on permits pulled. 

The CARA board is pressed to show a return on investment.  This can be difficult.  For example, the property tax 

freeze for historic homes creates a problem for urban renewal districts.  However, if the funds go out as loans, this 

becomes less of an issue as the money will come back through the loan payments.   

Preston asked if a grant-loan combination would be possible as an incentive for more people to apply.   Sometimes 

there is significant cost involved in hiring a contractor or engineer just to find out what has to be repaired.  Porsche 

replied that CARA has an architect-of-record, and they will pay for the initial consult.  She recommended that of 

whatever funds are requested, LAC should set aside a percentage to cover the costs of an architect to help get 

people started. 

She continued that CARA would not be interested in funding deferred maintenance projects.  Planner Anne Catlin 

reported on an existing rehabilitation deferred loan program available to low-income home owners noting that only 

no one from the Hackleman district and only one person from the Monteith District has applied for the funds.  She 

also noted that many improvements are needed on the interior of the homes – bathrooms, kitchens, plumbing, 

electrical – so you don’t have a physical, visual change in that neighborhood, though you may still raise the 

property value.    

Porsche said she has heard most CARA board members believe the desired “ripple effect” will be triggered by 

palpable, visual, exterior changes.  Catlin explained that many owners are trying to truly improve the quality and 

habitability of dwelling units, and this requires interior improvements. 

Preston offered that a good reason for increasing available funding and using the CARA money to award more 

small grants is that it will create a lot of goodwill towards the organization and may create a ripple effect in that 

neighbors talk to each other, and one neighbor, after seeing another make an improvement will step up want to do 

the same.  Many people he has talked with are not aware of the formal advertising being done by CARA and LAC.  

They hear about the program via word-of-mouth from their neighbors.  Much educating and advertising still needs 

to be done for most residents. 

Porsche described need vs. gap.  She believes CARA would not support giving funds to people who are responsible 

for harm done to their properties through bad management or deferring maintenance.  Settlemier asked about new 

owners taking on someone else’s deferred maintenance. 

Porsche reminded commissioners that a proposal with a strong outline would be a good starting point for the CARA 

board. 

Preston brought forward the Commission’s preference to have a funding amount designated to LAC for distribution 

by LAC based on their criteria as opposed to the Commission being required to go to CARA to justify each funding 
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request.  Porsche replied that CARA might be amenable to that but would probably want input in determining what 

the program criteria will be. 

Porsche asked commissioners where they believed dollars could be best spent to really make a difference.  Preston 

felt that with the small amount of money currently available, window restoration was a popular project; however, 

there are larger potential projects that could make a great impact such as improving some of the properties near the 

railroad and repairing the collapsing porch on the house at the corner of Jefferson and Fourth Avenue.  Catlin 

remarked that while we don’t want to reward owners for deferred maintenance, deterioration such as this affects 

properties nearby.  Hult remarked that unfortunately, no amount of funding will address some distressed properties 

because the people who own them are not interested.  Preston responded that eventually those properties will 

change hands, and if other people on the block have participated, the new buyer may as well.   

Catlin suggested driving around the neighborhoods to see what is for sale.  A program targeted to home ownership 

that offered funding to address some restoration projects would be attractive to buyers.  She noted that the 

Hackleman District is still suffering, mostly because there are so many absentee landlords.  Some homes are in poor 

shape.  How can those that might be charming with some work be sorted out and how packages that that will fund 

CARA be put together?   

Community Development Block Grant funds can only be spent in our low income neighborhoods, and the 

Hackleman District happens to be one of them, but historic preservation didn’t go over very well with the task force 

as a separate program, when compared against homeless needs, etc.  How can we show a measurement of the 

effects of historic preservation? 

Porsche continued to discuss the idea of home ownership incentive as perhaps a good way to go about this as home 

ownership is listed as a specific project in the urban renewal plan (as is historic preservation), so focusing on 

owner-occupants would get away from concerns over deferred maintenance and investment properties.  A new 

owner could be encouraged to take on a previous owner’s deferred maintenance – a special focus could be directed 

towards first-time homeowners.   

Catlin noted there may be pockets of blight in neighborhoods not considered to be low-income.  These pockets 

should be documented so that programs could be identified that would benefit those blocks of homes.  Absentee 

landlords continue to buy up properties and are not doing anything beyond making them just habitable enough to 

rent, and with some, present ongoing issues with code compliance.  Perhaps free classes on subjects pertaining to 

historic home ownership and restoration could be paired with this program.   

Porsche asked Commission to think about other possible funding sources that could enhance the program even 

more.  Also, thought should be put into ways to package these ideas and sell them to the lenders and real estate 

agents to help get the word out.  She offered to come to next month’s meeting to continue the discussion. 

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 

March 6, 2013 Minutes: Settlemier moved to approve the March 6, 2012 minutes.  Pankratz seconded it. Motion 

passed unanimously.  

QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING: HI-02-13, 602 Third Avenue SW 

Hult called the quasi-judicial public hearing on HI-02-13 to order at 6:38 p.m.  

This is a request to install three skylights at 602 3
rd

 Avenue SW that will be visible from Calapooia Street SW. 

Declarations:  Settlemier reported that he had driven by the site that day. 

Staff Report: Catlin summarized the written staff report and shared the review criteria applicable for this request.  
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The proposed alteration is to install three skylights that are visible from Calapooia Street. The house is on a corner 

lot and is an attached unit leaving no options for locating skylights so they are not visible from the street. The 

skylights are not visible from the front (Third Avenue) or from the opposite corner of Third Avenue and Calapooia 

Street SW.  The skylights do not alter any character defining features on the house and they are removable. Staff 

recommends approval as submitted.  

 

Applicant Testimony: None. 

Audience Testimony:  None. 

Hult closed the public hearing at 6:41 p.m. 

Commission Discussion  

Pinyerd remarked that the plain roof façade is a feature of this series of houses, but it is a small feature. Catlin noted 

again that the skylights could be removed without affecting the character.  In fact, there was one on the front façade 

that was removed. 

Commission Action 

Pinyerd made a motion for approval of the application to install the three skylights as described in the application 

and staff report.   Preston seconded. The motion passed 5 to 1 with Settlemier against.  

OREGON HERITAGE CONFERENCE 

Catlin reported on the grant budget for training, and asked who wanted to attend the upcoming Heritage Conference 

May 9 and 10. Thursday is a half-day with tours and an evening awards dinner.  The preservation sessions will be 

held on Friday, May 10.  Next year’s conference may be hosted in Albany. It would be nice for several LAC 

members to attend this year’s conference so that ideas can be brought back for next year’s conference.   

Commissioner Ryals joined the meeting at 6:55 PM. 

PRESERVATION MONTH PLANNING 

Catlin spoke with Chris Gustafson about doing a window workshop.  He is available May 18 from 9 to 12.  

Location is still being decided. Depending on the location, the event may not be sponsored by the City due to ADA 

requirements. 

Also on May 18 in the morning are fun facts about Albany history and live old-time/vintage music will be featured 

at the Albany Downtown Farmers Market.  The Commission decided to have a table with preservation literature to 

hand out.  May 18 is also the date for the Big Pick Up event and the Monteith House needs volunteers. 

Because of the time conflict, Hult asked whether the window workshop could be held later in the day – maybe 1 to 

4 PM - so it could be advertised at the Farmers Market.  Catlin said she would look into the time.   

The Upstairs Downtown Loft Tour and Wine Walk is Friday, May 3 from 4 to 8 PM. Catlin will put together a 

schedule of 3 shifts and sign-up sheet. 

Catlin will lead a research workshop on Tuesday May 14 or Friday May 17 from 12 Noon to 1:30 PM. 

Pinyerd noted that Bernadette would not do the Monteith district tour, noting a need for “off years.”  Catlin has 

very few evenings or Saturdays available but could possibly lead a Hackleman tour on a Sunday afternoon or 

Thursday evening.  The Commission suggested weekday evening. 
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Catlin asked commissioners if they had recipients in mind for preservation awards. Hult suggested Richard May for 

his downtown building since he has systematically redone all of the apartments in his building (above Cappie’s), 

and Anthony Dostie repaired all of the windows.  The new paint on Roger Reid’s building at Fifth and Ellsworth 

was recommended.  Hult and Catlin noted that it would be nice to include a residence. A recipient of last year’s 

grant could be recognized. Rebecca Bond suggested NoDinx for their exterior improvements. They didn’t ask for 

CARA funding.   

Hult noted that the Scavenger Hunt is listed on the Albany Downtown Association website and can be linked to the 

preservation website.  There are also hard copies at the ADA office.  More hard copies could be placed at City Hall 

and at the Visitors’ Association. 

REHABILITATION GRANTS REVIEW 

Ten rehabilitation project applications were submitted for review with $7,200 available in for grant funds.   

Grant funds cannot carry over to next year, so all the money must be awarded.  Catlin recommended that the grants 

be awarded as a range where each winning proposal is guaranteed a minimum but there is a possibility to receive 

more as other proposals may come in under budget or may be withdrawn after it is too late to find new grantees.  

This also helps take into account variable costs such as newsletter mailings. 

Commission Action 

Commissioners reviewed and discussed each project proposal and awarded grants as follows: 

728 6th Ave. SW; 1892 Queen Anne; 3 front bay windows and 1 back window; awarded $700. 

1120 12
th

 Ave. SW; 1875-76 Gothic Revival church; repair one gothic window; awarded $450. 

624 Washington St. SW; 1890 Italianate; repair of 6 windows; awarded $600. 

812 10
th

 Ave. SW; 1938 Minimal Traditional; replace 6 vinyl windows with wood; awarded $1000 

222 4
th

 Ave. SE; 1885 Queen Anne; repair front and side porch railings, spindles, and flooring; awarded $2000. 

238 3
rd

 Ave. SE; 1870s Rural Vernacular; repair 3 side windows; awarded $450. 

338 6
th

 Ave. SE; 1880s Italianate; remove front carport/siding and replace 17 windows; awarded $1000 

914 5
th

 Ave. SW; 1859/1900 Colonial Revival; repair 2 windows; awarded $200. 

838 Ferry St. SW; 1915 Craftsman; front and side/back porch repairs and new roof; awarded $550. 

925 5
th

 Ave. SW; 1913 Craftsman; repair 4 windows; awarded $250. 

Note: Copies of each project application including photos can be found in the April agenda packet. 

Commission Discussion 

In the event one or more of the grantees pull out, Ryals made a motion to approve that funds from any withdrawn 

projects be divided equally among the 3 top-scoring projects.  Pankratz seconded. The motion passed 

unanimously.  
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OTHER BUSINESS 

Catlin noted that there will probably be a public hearing at the next meeting.  After that, the Commission can pick 

up discussing the Development Code. 

NEXT MEETING DATE  

The next meeting of the LAC is scheduled for May 1, 2013 at 6:00 p.m. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Hult adjourned the meeting at approximately 8:13 p.m. 

 

Submitted by      Reviewed by             

Signature on file     Signature on file  

      

Mary Gaeta      Anne Catlin 

Senior Code Compliance Inspector    Planner III 


