
TO: Landmarks Advisory Commission 

FROM: Anne Catlin, Lead Long Range Planner 3 

DATE: September 25, 2013 

SUBJECT: October 2, 2013 Meeting 

With no public hearings, I look forward to preservation planning around the following topics. 

 

Financial Incentives 

Kate Porsche is coming to continue the discussion regarding a potential rehabilitation program for 

CARA to consider. Please read the April 2013 minutes that capture the discussion with Kate.  

 

Public Input Process 

I’d like to discuss the public input process for amendments to the preservation standards. My 

original thought was to ask for public input on suggested revisions to existing standards and to be 

more open ended with ideas for new or substantially modified standards – such as proposing 

demolition denial standards. The process would provide guidance on how to strike the right 

balance with standards that have public support and get input on preservation priorities citywide.  

 

Article 7 

I would like to continue review of Article 7 to identify sections that could be amended to improve 

the historic review process and clarify the review standards.  

 

Regarding the historic review process, the Code currently allows administrative (staff) review of 

exterior alterations on residential properties that are not visible from the street.  This excludes the 

use of substitute materials. Staff is also able to review new construction, but has the option of 

sending those applications to the Commission. This has been the practice, since new construction 

has the potential of having greater impact in a historic district. With clearer review criteria or 

guidelines, there may be additional application types that could be reviewed administratively. 

Corvallis has a detailed list of what can be reviewed administratively (see section 2.9.100.3), 

while Salem uses a matrix to outline what level of review is required (see Table 230-1).   

 

Many cities use the Secretary of Interior’s Standards (or slightly modified) as their review criteria 

for both exterior alterations and new construction (see Astoria’s Code, attached). Corvallis and 

Salem also provide specific compatibility criteria in their codes to address elements of the 

building.  Whereas our guidance is out of the code in design guidelines (Corvallis’ standards start 

on p 2.9-23 and Salem’s at section 230.025). Salem uses different standards for residential and 

commercial buildings as well as for historic contributing buildings and historic noncontributing 

buildings.  

 

Substitute materials –How do we want to address this in the Code? Can we clarify when an 

original element warrants replacement with substitute materials, and if so, can we provide any 

clarity on what substitute materials could be compatible? 

 

Albany’s demolition standards could be improved to get better information on the financial and 

structural feasibility of the building. Please review the attached standards, Salem’s start at section 

230.090, and Corvallis’ start at 2.9.220.01 (p 2.9-27). 

 

AC:er 

Attachments: April 2013 LAC minutes, Astoria’s Development Code, Demolition Standards 

c:   Kate Porsche, Economic Development and Urban Renewal Manager 



 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING 

 

CITY OF ALBANY 

LANDMARKS ADVISORY COMMISSION 

 

SANTIAM ROOMS 

Albany City Hall, 333 Broadalbin Street SW 

 

Wednesday, October 2, 2013 

6:00 p.m.  
   

AGENDA 

 

 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER                    Vice Chair Pinyerd 

 

2. ROLL CALL  

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: September 4, 2013 

4. REHABILATION INCENTIVES       Porsche 

5. PUBLIC INPUT PROCESS        Catlin 

6. ARTICLE 7 REVIEW – review criteria, review process    Catlin 

7. OTHER BUSINESS 

8. NEXT MEETING:  November 6, 2013 (regularly scheduled) 

9. ADJOURN           

 

 

 

The location of the hearing is accessible to the disabled. If you need special accommodations to attend 

or participate, please notify the Human Resources Department in advance by calling 541-917-7500. 
 

 

 



APPROVED: DRAFT  

CITY OF ALBANY 

LANDMARKS ADVISORY COMMISSION 

City Council chambers, 333 Broadalbin Street 

Wednesday, September 4, 2013 

6:00 p.m. 

 

              MINUTES 

Landmarks Commissioners Present: Oscar Hult, Bill Ryals, Larry Preston, Dave Pinyerd, Jolene 

Thompson, Jessica Pankratz 

Landmarks Commissioners Excused: Camron Settlemier 

Staff present: Anne Catlin, Lead Long Range Planner; Edene Rice, 

Administrative Assistant; Tari Hayes Administrative Services 

Supervisor  

Others present: Rebecca Bond 

CALL TO ORDER     

Chairman Hult called the meeting of the Landmarks Advisory Commission (LAC) to order at 6:03 PM.  

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 

August 7, 2013 Minutes: Commissioner Thompson moved to approve the August 7, 2013 minutes as written. 

Commissioner Pankratz seconded the motion.    The motion passed unanimously.  

QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING: HI-09-13, 617 5
th

 Ave SW 

Chairman Hult called the quasi-judicial public hearing on HI-09-13 to order at 6:04 p.m.  

This is a request to use cement board siding on the front face of the house at 617 Fifth Avenue SW as described in 

the application and staff report for planning file HI-09-13. 

Declarations: Pankratz drove by the home.      

Staff Report: 

Planner Anne Catlin summarized the staff report by saying that this request is to replace original siding on the 

South and front side of the c.1890 house with cement board siding.  The siding is proposed to be placed with the 

same vertical dimensions and reveal as the original siding.  The proposed siding will not affect any character-

defining element of this historic resource and will not be noticeable when complete. 

The front porch posts and rail were also replaced to match what was there before.  The exception is that in the 

middle of the rail a 6-inch by 6-inch column was installed rather than the 2-inch by 4-inch boards used as balusters 

there were there before.  This column is not necessary for structural support and is out of character with porches in 

this district. 

Staff is recommending approval of both alterations with one condition of approval. 

Applicant Testimony:  None.    

Audience Testimony:  None. 
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Hult closed the public hearing at 6:16 p.m. 

Commission Discussion: 

Commissioner’s Preston and Pinyerd questioned the location of the rail down the middle of the stairs because with 

the rail going down the middle of the stairs it makes the stairs look to wide.  Planner Catlin said that the applicant 

was working with his insurance company and they felt that the rail should be placed there.  Pankratz questioned 

why the insurance company should care about the design of the railing. 

Preston commented that the column/post holding up the handrail in the middle of the two support columns isn’t 

something that is normally seen on such a short span.  This also brought up the discussion of the spacing of the 

pickets; they should be the same on both the porch and the stairs. 

The commission also talked about the newel post caps that the style used are more typical of a bungalow style 

home with the one on the top stair being out of scale with the post.  It was also mentioned that the use of a solar 

light is not indicative of this time period of home.  The commission then discussed that possibly a timer or 

movement sensor on the light on the front porch would be a better solution. 

Commissioner Ryals then said that he would be available if the applicant would like some direction or had 

construction questions.  Ryals felt that a quick conversation could help the applicant by saving money and bringing 

the front porch and stairs into more of an era correct style.  

Ryals asked how to proceed with approving the substitute siding request. Catlin stated that the original application 

was for the siding only. She noticed the other alterations when taking photographs for the staff report and added it 

to her review when technically the applicant should submit a separate application for those alterations. She 

suggested the Commission act on the original request for substitute siding and that she communicate with the 

applicant about submitting a new application for the alterations to the front porch balustrade and noting Ryals’ offer 

for design assistance.  

Commission Action 

Motion. Pankratz made the motion that the Landmarks Commission APPROVE the application for an exterior 

alteration request to use substitute materials for siding on the front of the house at 617 Fifth Avenue SW this 

motion is based on the findings and conclusions of the staff report and testimony presented at the public hearing.  

Ryals seconded the motion.  The motion passed 5 to 1 with Pinyerd voting no. 

OTHER BUSINESS 

Catlin reported that all of the Certified Local Government grant projects were complete. She noted the need to set 

up a meeting with the Lehigh Acres residents to review the draft National Register nomination finding for the post 

World War II neighborhood to determine if there is interest in pursuing the nomination. Pinyerd noted a two-step 

process is common – the first step is to get the district listed in the National Register, and then go back and 

determine whether or not to adopt any design guidelines. Some National Register listings are honorary only. 

Catlin said she would to get back to reviewing Article 7 for revisions. She distributed copies of preservation 

ordinances from Corvallis and Salem and a marked up copy of Article 7 for review prior to next month’s meeting.  

Hult noted that Antiques in the Streets was this coming weekend, September 7
, 

2013. The Albany Visitors 

Association will have a booth if the Commission is interested in providing information. 

NEXT MEETING DATE  

The next meeting of the LAC is scheduled for October 2, 2013 at 6:00 p.m. 
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ADJOURNMENT 

Hult adjourned the meeting at approximately 7:42 p.m. 

Submitted by      Reviewed by             

      

 

Edene Rice      Anne Catlin 

Administrative Assistant     Planner III 



APPROVED: May 1, 2013 

 

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 
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ARTICLE 6 

 

HISTORIC PROPERTIES 
 
 
6.010.   PURPOSE.   
 
It is the purpose of the City to promote and encourage the preservation, restoration, 
rehabilitation, and adaptive use of buildings, structures, appurtenances, objects, sites, and 
districts that are indicative of Astoria's historical heritage; to carry out certain provisions of 
The Land Conservation and Development Commission Goal 5 "Open Spaces, Scenic and 
Historic Areas, and Natural Resources"; to establish a design review process for historic 
structures, and to assist in providing the means by which property owners may qualify for 
Federal and State financial assistance programs assisting historical properties. 
 
 
6.020.   SPECIAL PROVISIONS. 
 
A. Signs. 
 
 1. Signs or plaques denoting a historic District, building or site will be permitted 

in accordance with the sign regulations for the zone in which it is located.  
Such signs will be of dignified design and positioned in a manner that is 
compatible with the building or site. 

 
 2. Any signs constructed or placed on or in association with a historic building 

will be reviewed by the Historic Preservation Officer to ensure that they are in 
scale and relate well to the architectural style of the building. 

 
 
6.030.   HISTORIC DISTRICT ESTABLISHMENT. 
 
A. The Historic Landmarks Commission, the City Council, or the owners of at least one-

third of the privately owned property within a proposed District may initiate the 
proceedings for designation of a Historic District.  If there is multiple ownership in a 
property, each consenting owner shall be counted as a fraction equal to the interest 
the owner holds in that property. 

 
 A request that an area be designated as a Historic District will be considered by the 

Historic Landmarks Commission following receipt of a complete application by the 
Historic Preservation Officer.  The Historic Landmarks Commission will transmit its 
recommendation of the area as a Historic District to the City Council.  The City 
Council shall hold a public hearing in accordance with the procedures set forth in 
9.010 through 9.100 except that notices of the hearing date will be mailed only to 
owners of property lying on or within the boundaries of the proposed District. 
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 Upon receipt of the Historic Landmark Commission's recommendation, the City 

Council may authorize submittal of a nomination for Historic District status to the 
State Advisory Committee on Historic Preservation.   

 
 
6.040.   HISTORIC LANDMARK ESTABLISHMENT. 
 
A. Procedure. 
 
 The Historic Landmarks Commission, City Council or a property owner may initiate 

the proceedings for designation of a Historic Landmark.  Upon receipt of a complete 
application requesting that a building or site be designated historic, the Historic 
Landmarks Commission shall consider the request.  The Historic Landmarks 
Commission shall hold a public hearing on the request in accordance with the 
procedures set forth in Article 9.  

 
 The Historic Landmark Commission may approve, modify or reject such request in 

accordance with Section 9.030. 
 
B. Existing Listings on the National Register of Historic Places. 
 
 For the purposes of Historic Landmark designation, buildings, structures, 

appurtenances, objects, signs, sites and districts which are listed on the National 
Register of Historic Places shall be automatically considered a Historic Landmark. 

 
C. Primary and Secondary Classifications. 
 
 For the purposes of Historic Landmark designation, buildings, structures, 

appurtenances, objects, signs, sites and districts which are classified as Primary or 
Secondary shall be automatically considered a Historic Landmark. 
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6.050.   EXTERIOR ALTERATION. 
 
A. Exemptions. 
 
 Nothing in this Section shall be construed to prevent ordinary maintenance of a 

structure listed or identified as a Historic Landmark or as Primary or Secondary.  The 
following are considered to be normal maintenance and repair and are not subject to 
this Section including, but not limited to: 

 
  1. Replacement of gutters and downspouts, or the addition of gutters and 

downspouts, using materials that match those that were typically used on 
similar style buildings; 

 
  2. Repairing, or providing a new foundation that does not result in raising or 

lowering the building elevation unless the foundation materials and/or 
craftsmanship contribute to the historical and architectural significance of the 
landmark; 

 
  3. Replacement of wood siding, when required due to deterioration of material, 

with wood material that matches the original siding; 
 
  4. Repair and/or replacement of roof materials with the same kind of roof 

materials existing, or with materials which are in character with those of the 
original roof; 

 
  5. Application of storm windows made with wood, bronze or flat finished 

anodized aluminum, or baked enamel frames which complement or match the 
color detail and proportions of the building;  

 
  6. Replacement of existing sashes with new sashes, when using material which 

is consistent with the original historic material and appearance; and 
 
  7. Painting and related preparation. 
 
B. Certificate of Appropriateness.   
 
 Unless otherwise exempted, no person, corporation, or other entity shall change, add 

to, or modify a structure or site in such a way as to affect its exterior appearance, if 
such structure is listed or identified as a Historic Landmark or as Primary or 
Secondary without first obtaining a Certificate of Appropriateness.   

 
 In obtaining a Certificate of Appropriateness, the applicant shall file an application on 

a form furnished for that purpose with the Community Development Department. 
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C. Criteria for Immediate Approval.   
 
 The Historic Preservation Officer shall approve an exterior alteration request if: 
 
  1. There is no change in historic character, appearance or material composition 

from the existing structure or feature; or 
 
  2. If the proposed alteration duplicates the affected building features as 

determined from a photograph taken during either the Primary or Secondary 
development periods, original building plans, or other evidence of original 
building features; or 

 
  3. If the proposed alteration is required for the public safety due to an unsafe or 

dangerous condition. 
 
  4. If the proposed alteration relates to signage in scale to the architectural style 

of the building. 
 
 All other requests shall be reviewed by the Historic Landmarks Commission. 
 
D. Historic Landmarks Commission Design Review Criteria. 
 
 Those exterior alteration requests not meeting the conditions for immediate approval 

shall be reviewed by the Historic Landmarks Commission following receipt of a 
complete application.     

 
 The following standards shall be used to review alteration requests.  The standards 

summarized below involve the balancing of competing and conflicting interests.  The 
standards are not intended to be an exclusive list, but are to be used as a guide in 
the Historic Landmark Commission's deliberations. 

 
  1. Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for a 

property which requires minimal alteration of the building, structure, or site and 
its environment, or to use a property for its originally intended purpose. 

 
  2. The distinguishing original qualities or character of a building, structure, or site 

and its environment shall not be destroyed.  The removal or alteration of any 
historic material or distinctive architectural features should be avoided when 
possible. 

 
  3. All buildings, structures, and sites shall be recognized as products of their own 

time.  Alterations that have no historical basis and which seek to create an 
earlier appearance shall be discouraged. 

 



City of Astoria 
Development Code 

6.050 

Article 6 - Page 5 
(Adopted 10-8-92) 

  4. Changes which may have taken place in the course of time are evidence of 
the history and development of a building, structure, or site and its 
environment.  These changes may have acquired significance in their own 
right, and this significance shall be recognized and respected. 

 
  5. Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship which 

characterize a building, structure, or site shall be treated with sensitivity. 
 
  6. Deteriorated architectural features shall be repaired rather than replaced, 

wherever possible.  In the event replacement is necessary, the new material 
should match the material being replaced in composition, design, color, 
texture, and other visual qualities.  Repair or replacement of missing 
architectural features should be based on accurate duplications of features, 
substantiated by historic, physical, or pictorial evidence rather than on 
conjectural designs or the availability of different architectural elements from 
other buildings or structures. 

 
  7. The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken with the gentlest 

means possible.  Sandblasting and other cleaning methods that will damage 
the historic building materials shall not be undertaken. 

 
  8. Every reasonable effort shall be made to protect and preserve archaeological 

resources affected by or adjacent to any project. 
 
  9. Contemporary design for alterations and additions to existing properties shall 

not be discouraged when such alterations and addition do not destroy 
significant historical, architectural, or cultural material, and such design is 
compatible with the size, scale, color, material, and character of the property, 
neighborhood or environment. 

 
 10. Wherever possible, new additions or alterations to structures shall be done in 

such a manner that if such additions or alterations were to be removed in the 
future, the essential form and integrity of the structure would be unimpaired. 
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6.070.   NEW CONSTRUCTION. 
 
A. Certificate of Appropriateness. 
 
 No person, corporation, or other entity shall construct a new structure adjacent to or 

across a public right-of-way from a Historic Landmark or a structure identified as 
Primary or Secondary, without first obtaining a Certificate of Appropriateness from 
the Historic Landmarks Commission. 

 
 In obtaining a Certificate of Appropriateness as required above, the applicant shall 

file an application on a form furnished for that purpose with the Community 
Development Department. 

 
B. Historic Landmarks Commission Design Review Criteria. 
 
 A request to construct a new structure shall be reviewed by the Historic Landmarks 

Commission following receipt of the request.  In reviewing the request, the Historic 
Landmarks Commission shall consider and weigh the following criteria: 

 
  1. The design of the proposed structure is compatible with the design of adjacent 

historic structures considering scale, style, height, architectural detail and 
materials. 

 
  2. The location and orientation of the new structure on the site is consistent with 

the typical location and orientation of adjacent structures considering 
setbacks, distances between structures, location of entrances and similar 
siting considerations. 

 
 
6.080.   DEMOLITION AND MOVING. 
 
A. Certificate of Appropriateness.   
 
 No person, firm, or corporation shall move, demolish, or cause to be demolished any 

structure listed or identified as a Historic Landmark or as a Primary or Secondary 
without first obtaining a Certificate of Appropriateness. 

 
 In obtaining a Certificate of Appropriateness, the applicant shall file an application on 

a form provided for that purpose with the Community Development Department. 
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B. Criteria for Immediate Approval.   
 
 The Historic Preservation Officer shall issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for 

moving or demolition if any of the following conditions exist: 
 
  1. The structure has been damaged in excess of 70% of its assessed value by 

fire, flood, wind, or other natural disaster or by vandalism; or 
 
  2. The Building Official finds the structure to be an immediate and real threat to 

the public health, safety and welfare. 
 
 All other requests will be reviewed by the Historic Landmarks Commission. 
 
C. Historic Landmarks Commission Review Criteria.   
 
 Those demolition/moving requests not meeting the conditions for immediate approval 

shall be reviewed by the Historic Landmarks Commission following receipt of an 
applicant's request.  In reviewing the request, the Historic Landmarks Commission 
shall consider and weigh all of the following criteria: 

 
  1. The structure cannot be economically rehabilitated on the site to provide a 

reasonable income or residential environment compared to structures in the 
general area. 

 
  2. There is demonstrated public need for a new use, if any is proposed, which 

outweighs the benefit which might be served by preserving the subject 
building(s) on the site due to the building's contribution to the overall integrity 
and viability of the historic district. 

 
  3. The proposed development, if any, is compatible with the surrounding area 

considering such factors as location, use, bulk, landscaping, and exterior 
design. 

 
  4. If the building is proposed to be moved, the new site and surrounding area will 

benefit from the move. 
   
 Any review shall be completed and a decision rendered within 75 days of the date 

the City received a complete application.  Failure of the Historic Landmarks 
Commission to meet the time lines set forth above shall cause the request to be 
referred to the City Council for review. All actions of the Historic Landmarks 
Commission can be appealed to the City Council.  The Historic Landmarks 
Commission will follow the procedural requirements set forth in Article 9. 
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D. Conditions for Demolition Approval. 
 
 As a condition for approval of a demolition permit, the Historic Landmarks 

Commission may: 
 
  1. Require photographic documentation, and other graphic data or history as it 

deems necessary to preserve an accurate record of the resource.  The 
historical documentation materials shall be the property of the City or other 
party determined appropriated by the Commission. 

 
  2. Require that the property owner document that the Historic Preservation 

League of Oregon or other local preservation group has given the opportunity 
to salvage and record the resource within 90 days. 

 
E. Appeal - Extension of Review Period. 
 
 On appeal or referral, the City Council may extend the review period for 

demolition/moving requests a maximum of an additional 120 days from the date of 
receipt of an application upon a finding that one of the following conditions exists: 

 
  1. The applicant has not submitted sufficient information to determine if an 

immediate demolition or moving should be allowed. 
 
  2. There has been little or no activity, within a reasonable amount of time, by the 

permit applicant to explore other viable alternatives. 
 
  3. There is a project under way which could result in public or private acquisition 

of the historic building or site and the preservation or restoration of such 
building or site, and that there is reasonable grounds to believe that the 
program or project may be successful. 

 
 If, at the end of an extended review period, any program or project is demonstrated 

to the City Council to be unsuccessful and the applicant has not withdrawn his/her 
application for a moving or demolition permit, the Community Development Director 
shall issue the permit if the application otherwise complies with the code and 
ordinances of the City. 

 
F. Exception.   
 
 In any case where the City Council has ordered the removal or demolition of any 

structure determined to be dangerous, nothing contained in this chapter shall be 
construed as making it unlawful for any person without prior approval of the Historic 
Landmarks Commission, pursuant to this chapter, to comply with such order. 
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6.090.   ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES. 
 
A. The Historic Landmarks Commission will follow the procedural requirements set forth 

in Article 9 with regard to application, public notice, quasi-judicial public hearing 
procedure, appeals, action on applications, filing fees, and additional costs. 

 
B. In the consideration of an exterior alteration, demolition or moving request, the 

Historic Landmarks Commission will approve or deny the request or recommend 
changes in the proposal which would enable it to be approved.  The property owner 
will be notified of the Historic Landmarks Commission's decision within 10 working 
days of the date of action.  The applicant may resubmit proposals for which changes 
have been recommended by the Historic Landmarks Commission. 

 
C. In approving an exterior alteration, demolition or moving request, the Historic 

Landmarks Commission may attach conditions which are appropriate for the 
promotion and/or preservation of the historic or architectural integrity of the structure, 
appurtenance, object, site, or district.  All decisions to approve, approve with 
conditions or deny shall specify the basis of the decision.  Such decisions may be 
appealed to the City Council. 
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