
DATE APPROVED:  April 10, 2017 
 
 

HISTORIC PROPERTIES AD HOC WORK GROUP 
Santiam Room, City Hall 
Monday, March 27, 2017 

12:00 p.m. 
 

MINUTES 
 
Work Group Members present: Mayor Sharon Konopa; City Councilors Dick Olsen and Mike Sykes; CARA 

Advisory Board Member Rich Catlin; Landmarks Advisory Board Member 
Kerry McQuillin (via video conference); and Parks & Recreation Commission 
Member Russ Allen. 

 
Work Group Members absent: Landmarks Advisory Board Members Larry Preston (excused) and Bill Ryals 

(unexcused); CARA Advisory Board Member Mark Spence (excused); and 
Parks & Recreation Commission Member Will Sheppy (unexcused). 

 
Staff present:  Parks & Recreation Director and Interim Urban Renewal Director Ed Hodney; 

Assistant City Manager/Chief Information Officer and Interim Economic 
Development Director Jorge Salinas; and Urban Renewal Officer Nathan Reid. 

 
Others present: Matthew Fitchett, owner of 3Lifestyle Homes 
 
CALL TO ORDER  
 
Mayor Sharon Konopa called the meeting to order at 12:06 p.m. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
March 13, 2017 
 
MOTION:  Member Mike Sykes moved to approve the minutes as presented.  Member Rich Catlin seconded the 
motion, which passed 6-0. 
 
SCHEDULED BUSINESS 
 
Potential relocation sites for the Main Street church 
 
Salinas provided a handout of possible relocation sites for the Main Street church (see agenda file).  He explained 
that staff took the seven locations discussed at the March 13, 2017, meeting and placed an outline of the church 
structure, including the middle section, on an aerial map of each location.   
 
Member Sharon Konopa mentioned that for the ODOT-owned property at the base of the Pacific Boulevard off-
ramp going into downtown, she initially thought the property might be a good location for a visitor’s center; but 
she then realized that the property could face significant parking challenges because of the Eighth Avenue canal.  
She no longer feels that it would be a viable option. 
 
Review each location’s zoning and potential uses 
 
The handout Salinas provided also includes zoning information, proposed uses, restoration costs, and potential 
relocation costs for each site.  Salinas reviewed the information with the group.  He pointed out that the relocation 
costs are based on a per 0.1 mile figure that was calculated from the original relocation bid.  The figures are just a 
starting point; once the group decides on a location, they will need to get actual bids.  Sykes asked whether the 
restoration costs would be $300,000 for a full restoration plus $300,000 for site prep, for a total of $600,000. 
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Salinas explained that there are duplicate costs in those figures.  Staff has reviewed the estimates and determined 
that the project could run between $450,000 and $675,000 for both relocation and restoration, depending on the 
final product desired.  Also, the relocation estimate is for the entire structure including the middle addition, not 
just the outer original sections. 
 
Salinas provided a memo from Architect Robert Dortignacq (see agenda file), which outlines the restoration and 
repairs needed and provides a cost estimate.  Catlin questioned the significant difference between the $300,000 
restoration figure that’s being discussed now and the $175,000 project total provided by Dortignacq.  Salinas 
pointed out that there are two figures provided by Dortignacq, one at $175,000 and a second at $277,000.  Two 
figures are provided for two very different uses.  The $300,000 being discussed now is for a full historic 
restoration with upgrades to meet current code.  Konopa also commented that Dortignacq’s figures are from 
nearly four years ago. 
 
Salinas provided copies of the most recent tax statements from Linn County (see agenda file) and reviewed 
current property and building values for the church. 
 
Parks & Recreation Director and Interim Urban Renewal Director Ed Hodney explained that four of the properties 
proposed for relocation are at least partly funded by federal grants.  While the federal funding wouldn’t 
necessarily prevent the City from moving the church to one of those parks, it does complicate the process.  
Ultimately, the City would have to secure permission from the Department of Agriculture’s Secretary of the 
Interior in order to convert the property for use as a building site.  It doesn’t necessarily rule out the possibility, 
but it may add costs to the project.  Hodney noted that the property adjacent to the Skate Park is City-owned 
property that wasn’t acquired using federal grant funds, so those restrictions would not apply. 
 
Konopa stated that eliminating the parks would leave three options, Edgewater Village, the Skate Park, and the 
ODOT-owned property.  She feels the ODOT property is probably off the table because of the parking limitations.  
Member Russ Allen asked about Timber-Linn Memorial Park.  Hodney stated that the same federal grant issues 
would apply to Timber-Linn, and Matthew Fitchett added that moving the church that far would be significantly 
more expensive. 
 
Member Kerry McQuillin asked who owns the property between the City-owned parcel at Edgewater Village and 
the Willamette River.  Konopa explained that the lots are privately owned and will have homes built on them 
eventually.  She noted that the church could be located on the Hill Street side of the Edgewater Village property, 
which would give direct public access all the way to the river. 
 
Catlin declared a conflict of interest.  He works for a company that represents the developer of Edgewater Village.  
He said that to some extent he won’t be able to participate in discussion about the Edgewater Village site, but he 
can answer questions. 
 
Hodney reviewed the option to move and restore only the original outer portions of the structure and construct an 
architecturally-compatible addition to contain the bathrooms and kitchen.  He said it would certainly extend the 
serviceability of the structure.  Discussion followed.  McQuillin said she’d even wondered whether the need to 
construct bathrooms could be eliminated if the church were relocated to a park with existing restroom facilities.  
Hodney noted that in the case of the property next to the Skate Park, the closest restrooms would be across the 
street at Eleanor Hackleman Park, which could be problematic. 
 
Sykes advocated moving the church to the property next to the Skate Park since it is closer and won’t be as costly 
to move.  He suggested that the entire property be developed to include paths, picnic tables, and landscaping to 
make it more inviting.  He feels that at the Edgewater Village location, it would be out of sight and out of mind; 
but across the street from Eleanor Hackleman Park, it would be in a high-traffic, high-visibility location.  
Discussion followed.  In response to a question from Konopa, Hodney explained that there were plans to develop 
the property next to the Skate Park for pickleball courts, but he has other options for those. 
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Hodney explained that in addition to the benefits the group has already recognized, something favorable with the 
property next to the Skate Park is that additional development in that area and the positive traffic it would draw 
could help with some of the Skate Park issues from a policing standpoint.  An increase in positive public presence 
would be good for the area.  Parks staff could also use the church structure during non-rental times as a base for 
staff to monitor activities.  Hodney feels that with the size of the property, it could really be turned into an 
amenity beyond just a site for the historic church.  Konopa also noted that the site is in the CARA district.  
Discussion followed. 
 
Konopa asked whether the group would like staff to bring back more information specific to Edgewater Village 
and the City-owned property next to the Skate Park.  Member Dick Olsen said he’d also like to explore Swanson 
Park as a relocation site since the church would fit in with the neighborhood setting.  He added that he has 
concerns about the property next to the Skate Park and whether the Skate Park activities would actually detour 
people from using the church.  Discussion followed related to ways to minimize the impact of Skate Park 
activities on the neighboring property through landscape design, lighting, etc. 
 
Konopa stated that development of the Edgewater Village site could help businesses by providing much-needed 
parking in that part of downtown.  The vision is to redo all of Water Avenue eventually, and locating the church 
on that site would help frame in the street.  McQuillin said she was initially leaning toward the Edgewater Village 
site because it would help draw people downtown.  Allen pointed out that the process so far has circled around 
itself in that they’re talking about location and use at the same time.  Generally, you would have a location first 
and determine best use, or you would have a desired use and determine the best location, not try to do both 
together.  He said he struggles with seeing a use for the Edgewater Village site.  He doesn’t see it being used for 
rentals or weddings; it doesn’t have a large park area next to it.  He feels the only viable option identified so far is 
to locate the church somewhere on the property next to the Skate Park and develop the whole property as an 
amenity.  It could be used for meetings or gatherings, and it could spill over into Eleanor Hackleman Park across 
the street.  He said it’s the only suggestion he’s heard where they could both save the historic church and there’s 
an actual productive use for the location.  Sykes said he would have to agree with Allen about the limited use at 
Edgewater Village; the property next to the Skate Park seems like a much better option. 
 
Catlin said he also thinks they need to consider the option to leave the structure in place and see if there’s any 
interest by a private party.  Konopa said the last Request for Proposals (RFP) that was issued by the City was 
nearly two years ago.  The Council has spent about four years trying to find a use for this property.  Catlin noted 
that the economy is better now, and he’d like to see the building up for sale and see what interest that may 
generate.  Discussion followed. 
 
Fitchett asked whether Hodney could provide information about potential income from renting the structure as a 
Parks’ asset.  He said that to Catlin’s point, one of the reasons the property hasn’t been developed by a private 
party is that the return on investment isn’t there.  Konopa asked how much time should be dedicated to having 
staff look into another RFP.  Catlin said he would like to see another RFP issued; but if no one else is interested, 
he’s okay with moving on.  Konopa said the question of an RFP would be brought back to the next meeting when 
more of the members are present. 
 
Konopa asked staff to bring back more information on potential uses for Edgewater Village, the property next to 
the Skate Park, and Swanson Park.  Hodney will also provide specifics of what is involved with Swanson Park 
since federal grant funding restrictions would apply. 
 
Konopa asked the group whether they felt that the figures presented today made the project more feasible.  Sykes 
pointed out that they can’t rely on the figures provided.  Until they’ve chosen a site, a use for the building, and an 
overall plan for the property, the figures are useless.  Konopa noted that fund-raising might be an option to secure 
private dollars.  Sykes said that for Albany, this is a fairly small project.  Looking at projects like the Boys & 
Girls Club of Albany, the Young Men’s Christian Association (YMCA) of Albany, the Historic Carousel & 
Museum, all total about $100 million in investment into the community; he doesn’t think it will be an issue to find 
the money for this project. 
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NEXT MEETING DATE 
 
Monday, April 10, 2017; 12:00 p.m.; Santiam Room, Albany City Hall 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 1:08 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, Reviewed by,  
 
Signature on File  Signature on File 
 
 
Holly Roten Jorge Salinas 
Administrative Assistant I Assistant City Manager/Chief Information Officer 
  and Interim Economic Development Director 
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