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City of McMinnville 
Planning Department 

231 NE Fifth Street 
McMinnville, OR  97128 

(503) 434-7311 
www.mcminnvilleoregon.gov 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE: March 14, 2023  
TO: Planning Commission Members 
FROM:  Heather Richards, Community Development Director  
SUBJECT: Public Testimony for AP 1-23 (HL 6-22), AP 2-23 (HL 7-22), AP 3-23 (HL 8-22), and 

AP 4-23 (DDR 2-22), Appeal of the Gwendolyn Hotel Land-Use Applications 
 (Received after March 2, 2023) 
 

 
 
Planning Commission Members, 
 
Following is the public testimony that has been received for the appeal of the Historic 
Landmarks Committee’s denial of the three Certificates of Approval for Demolition for the 
historic resources at 609, 611, and 619 NE Third Street, and the Certificate of Approval for 
New Construction for the Gwendolyn Hotel project since the public hearing on March 2, 
2023. 
 
Public Testimony: 
 
 

• Susan Marrant, 03.06.23 
• Mike Colvin, 03.10.23 
• Jeb Bladine, 03.12.23 
• Brian Libby, 03.13.23 
• Carole Ray, 03.13.23 
• Frank Lisciandro, 03.13.23 
• Marie Frugia, 03.13.23 
• Mike Goins, 03.13.23 
• Carol Paddock, 03.14.23 
• Loretta Johnson, 03.14.23 

 

http://www.mcminnvilleoregon.gov/


From: Susan Marrant
To: Heather Richards
Subject: proposed Gwendolyn Hotel
Date: Monday, March 6, 2023 11:05:27 AM

This message originated outside of the City of McMinnville.

Dear Heather and members of the committees:

As young graduates, we moved to tiny McMinnville in 1978 for our first jobs.  We soon welcomed children and
discovered that this little town was the perfect place to raise our family...so we stayed!  We have witnessed the
growth of our town, the swelling of our population and services as well as businesses.  

When we arrived, the downtown was struggling, but a group of dedicated citizens worked hard to change all that. 
Third Street has managed to become a charming jewel that serves the needs of the local citizens while welcoming
visitors.

Within the context of Historic Third Street, the proposed Gwendolyn Building is massive and way out of scale.  It is
entirely out of sync with what McMinnville is!

We are more than a tourist destination.
We live here.
We work here.
We raise our families here.
We don't need this.

Most respectfully,
Susan Marrant

mailto:susanmarrant@gmail.com
mailto:Heather.Richards@mcminnvilleoregon.gov








March 12, 2023 
 
Testimony To: McMinnville Planning Commission 
 
Presented By: Jeb Bladine, as Representative of: 

Oregon Lithoprint, Inc., owner of 609 NE Third Street 
Bladine Family Limited Partnership, owner of 611 NE Third Street 

 
Related To:  Support for Gwendolyn Hotel Projects: 

(HL 6-22, HL 7-22, HL 8-22, and DDR 2-22) 
 
On behalf of the above property owners, we often have said: “This is not our project.” Our 
motivation has been to inform people that neither the owners, nor their family shareholders, 
have any involvement in the development plan or any long-term financial interest in the 
development itself beyond possible closure of a proposed property sale. 
 
However, that should not be taken as lack of support for the proposed development. 
 
Building owner testimony in support – With Conditions: 
 
1.  Compliance with Land Use Code: 
  

The proposed hotel project, with appropriate conditions, meets specifications, 
requirements and limitations of the city’s land use regulations. City staff recommended 
“Approval With Conditions.” 
 
2.  Approval indicated based on Historic Resource criteria: 

 
The value of these “historic resources” is low due to high costs for major renovations to 

existing buildings, contrary to claims made by others. 
 
Historic significance of these buildings has been eliminated by decades of exterior 

retrofits. Until this proposal surfaced, there was no public interest in the fact that the east end 
of 3rd Street once housed a string of garages, auto-related dealerships and service stations. 

 
The buildings may not currently be a serious immediate hazard to the public or its 

occupants. However, as 100-plus-year-old unreinforced masonry buildings they are at high 
risk of collapse from the kinds of earthquakes that McMinnville historically has suffered, not 
to mention a predicted more major quake. 
 

These and other factors have led to replacement of other downtown building. 



The physical condition of these buildings, taken together with the high cost of 
renovation-to-code, is a major deterrent to any significant improvement projects. 

 
 These criteria, in addition to #3, #4 and #5 below, indicate that retention of these 
“historic resources” is not in the interests of a majority of the citizens of the city as compared 
to benefits of the proposed development. 
 
3.  Approval indicated based on Environmental Issues: 
 

This project includes an environmental remediation program with far-reaching benefits 
for future downtown development. 

 
Underground contaminants flowed westerly for many decades from a line of 

automobile-related businesses to the east of this proposed development. More long-ago 
abandoned tanks have been found under city right-of-way, and more likely will be found. 

 
The city has taken an expensive, confrontational position toward this development 

based on incomplete assumptions about the environmental issues. Instead, the city should be 
fully engaged in multi-party efforts to find the best solutions, including the major proposed 
excavation and opportunities for city, state and owner collaborations. 

 
For nearly 40 years, at great expense, owners of these buildings have managed their 

connection to those broader environmental issues. The city now needs to recognize its own 
evolving connection to those issues and help find the best possible solutions. 
 
4.  Approval indicated based on Economic Benefits to the Community: 
 

Historic building renovation costs are a barrier to development and a major financial 
challenge for owners. This project can greatly enhance the east end of the primary downtown 
core, and in the process provide an array of significant community benefits such as: 

 
A $60 million development project creating many local jobs; a 1% construction excise 

tax going to Affordable Housing; annual Urban Renewal financing estimated between 
$500,000 and $600,000, later going directly in; annual transient room taxes to city general fund 
(30%) and visitor services (70%), estimated at about $1 million; a high-quality, high-service 
downtown anchor that would draw more visitors and revenue to McMinnville businesses. 

 
Proposed underground parking with this project would be a huge benefit not just for 

customers of this development, but for the entire community population that progressively is 
being squeezed out of downtown parking availability. 

 



5. Owner financial hardship in retaining the property: 
 
Some people seem to believe no cost is too high to restore old buildings to original 

condition so long as building owners are required to pay that cost. 
 
In the past 25 years, owners often engaged architectural and engineering services, each 

time highlighting high costs of renovation-to-code. The city building inspector once said 
renovation of 611 NE 3rd would require near-total demolition and rebuild. All assessments of 
the 2nd floors of these buildings have confirmed the lack of financial feasibility for rebuilds. 

 
Yet in that time, owners have spent well over $1 million on new roofs, HVAC systems, 

building renovations, maintenance and taxes in order to continue using the buildings for a 
business that has steadily declined in value due to diverse social and cultural situations.  

 
The Historic Landmarks Committee accused owners of failure to maintain their 

buildings, which is not true, and challenged the most recent professional analysis of 
renovation-to-code costs without any independent review. 

 
Owners have been trying to sell these buildings for six-plus years. Multiple potential 

buyers, including two with purchase offers, all walked away after their analysis showed 
excessive costs to renovate the buildings for desired uses. With exception of one temporary 
period for 609 NE Third, the two buildings have been and continue to be leased at far-below-
market rates, and no parties have approached owners with market-rate lease proposals.  

 
One architect, well-received by the HLC, acknowledged that 609 NE Third could not be 

restored to original condition without demolition of major portions of the building. However, 
his suggestion was to require owners to pay the extremely high cost of demolition and 
rebuild to original 1903 building: 

 
From this, lacking historic integrity:           To this original at excessive cost: 

            
 



Over time, the process of proposing significant work on a “historic building” has 
become excessively expensive. The near-certainty of required seismic and other structural 
work, plus return to original look, puts historic renovation projects beyond financial means 
for anyone without major wealth or lack need for even medium-term investment return. 

 
A policy currently under review would allow the city of McMinnville to levy fines up 

to $3,000 per day against historic building owners found guilty of “demolition by neglect” – a 
new concept in your zoning ordinance that could trigger catastrophic financial events for 
owners of old buildings. 

 
For all of these reasons, the retention of these two buildings represents a significant 

financial hardship to their owners. 
 

In Conclusion …. Approval indicated “With Conditions:” 
 

This development merits approval based on Land Use, Historic Resource, 
Environmental and Community Benefit factors. 

 
Owners of these two buildings recognize the passion that many people have for the 

historic appeal of McMinnville’s downtown, and in fact, have been leaders in overall 
downtown development works for the past 65 years as News-Register Publishing Co. and 
shareholder individuals. They have provided unflagging support for all efforts of the 
McMinnville Downtown Association; supported the downtown design/review policy; played 
significant roles in creation of the Urban Renewal District; and advocated for improvements 
even beyond what has been attainable in recent years. 

 
Owners also recognize that time can come – and circumstances can direct – for a 

development of this size and scope. 
 
Instead of focusing on passions some people have for status quo historic structures, the 

city should concentrate on the broad array of “Conditions” that can make this development 
best serve the downtown and the overall population. Those conditions can dictate historic 
design compatibility and observances of city history in development plans; they can require 
planning collaboration with city development projects, and limit intrusion to surrounding 
businesses during construction; they can include and expand upon the many conditions 
proposed by city staff in their Recommendation of “Approval With Conditions.” 

 
These owners urge Planning Commission approval of the development project, with 

directions to city staff to work on “Conditions” for final approval of the City Council. 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to testify. We would welcome any questions or comments. 



B R I A N   L I B B Y 
4909 SE Madison Street  Portland, OR  97215    brianlibby.com 

 
 
 
 
March 13, 2023 
 
City of McMinnville  
Planning Commission 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
As a McMinnville native and as an architecture journalist for the past 23 years, I am writing to 
respectfully urge the City of McMinnville and its Planning Commission to reject the recent 
appeal application for the Historic Landmarks Committee decision regarding the Gwendolyn 
Hotel and its proposed demolition of buildings at 609, 611, and 619 NE Third Street. 
 
The Chinese characters for “crisis” and “opportunity” are said to be the same. This decision is 
about far more than just the Gwendolyn Hotel or the historic home of the News-Register 
newspaper. It’s about the future of McMinnville’s renowned Third Street and our role as 
stewards of its continuing popularity. The Gwendolyn project threatens all that we have built 
together, akin to a dentist who diagnoses a tooth cavity and, seeking to maximize revenue, 
recommends not a filling but an entire mouth full of bleached-white dentures. 
 
I grew up in McMinnville beginning in the 1970s, and for over 35 years, my father (Don Libby) 
owned and operated one of Third Street’s most popular restaurants: The Sage, a destination for 
scratch-made lunchtime cuisine, located in one of the city’s oldest and arguably most beautiful 
historic structures: the landmark Wright Building. My earliest childhood memories took place 
within its brick walls and walking its varnished wood floors. While people may have come to 
The Sage for its cuisine, the ambiance of that place was not at all insignificant. 
 
As an adult, I had the good fortune to attend college in New York City, where the preservation of 
historic buildings helped make this America’s cultural capitol. Later, back in Oregon, I became 
an architecture journalist and critic, for publications such as The New York Times, The Wall 
Street Journal, Architectural Digest and Architectural Record. Time and time again, be it in 
Oregon or in a host of American cities from coast to coast, I was blessed to see success stories 
involving old buildings, where those who pursued renovations found not just economic 
prosperity but the opportunity to serve a greater public good. Unfortunately, I also became 
witness to many demolitions of old buildings, replaced by new structures that, no matter their 
developers’ promises, became net losses for their surrounding neighborhoods and communities, 
be it through more antiseptic contemporary structures with less uniqueness or faux-historic 
architecture that lacked the inherent authenticity of the humbler, more deeply-rooted places they 
demolished. 
 



I can only speak for myself, but to me the Gwendolyn Hotel is a cynical attempt to play by a 
different set of rules than everyone else on Third Street, and an unnecessary lurch for simply 
greater profit than that which can be more honestly attained through preservation. It’s also an 
inherently inauthentic satire of genuine historic buildings it can only hope to heavy-handedly, yet 
unsuccessfully ape. This building design puts forward no compelling story or identity of its own. 
The historic corner buildings of McMinnville, with their simple and carefully proportioned 
massing, and their infinite variety of expression through architectural detail and composition, are 
so much more than this.  
 
What’s most troubling about the proposed hotel is its scale. The success of Third Street and its 
historic fabric lies in part with all these buildings being more or less congruent in size: just a few 
stories. What may seem like a fairly modest move — adding just a few more floors and 
combining three historic building footprints into one— is in fact a kind of gateway drug that, as 
the evidence of communities all around the world has already shown us, inevitably leads to the 
entire historic neighborhood becoming threatened over time. The argument for going beyond the 
typical scale of the surrounding McMinnville buildings is that a hodge-podge of stacked forms, 
setbacks, storefronts, and upper-floor awnings (only found previously at suburban malls) will 
somehow reduce the impact of the building mass. In reality, however, the goal of the design 
standard is not a reduced impact of mass but a similar mass to the adjacent historic buildings. 
This building does not belong in this downtown but somewhere in Beaverton. The clearly 
defined rights and obligations of being a property owner in the historic district are meant to 
uphold the good for all. How is this out-of-scale building a fair enforcement of the code?  
 
The second problem is the idea of replacing something real with something essentially fake: a 
real brick and timber structure possessing historic significance with a Disneyland-like 
replacement — an imitation of the very authenticity it seeks special rights to eradicate. By 
necessitating the demolition of not one but three old buildings, the Gwendolyn would create a 
grim turning point in downtown McMinnville’s history that amounts to a kind of architectural 
cannibalization. While countless vacant lots still remain throughout the city, enabling the very 
density that city leaders seek for economic prosperity and to prevent sprawl, the demolition of 
three historic buildings is like (to tweak an old Biblical phrase) robbing Peter to line the pockets 
of Paul. 
 
Let me be unequivocally clear: there is profit to be made from restoring these old buildings. 
They are not an economic crutch, but ultimately an even greater opportunity for prosperity than 
the Gwendolyn Hotel. Over and over again, be it as an architecture critic or in my multi-year role 
as a juror for Restore Oregon’s De Muro Awards (honoring historic preservation success stories 
throughout Oregon), I’ve seen historic structures successfully restored, no matter how daunting 
the process initially seemed and no matter how many initial cries that they wouldn’t “pencil out.” 
In fact, in the course of my multi-decade career, I’ve come to see the phrase “doesn’t pencil out” 
as a kind of “tell,” as poker players call it — an admission that they are in this for short term gain 
instead of long term wisdom. But as countless redevelopments show, be it the work of Portland’s 
Kevin Cavenaugh or the McMenamins pub chain, these old Third Street buildings can continue 
to serve business and community. 
 



The City of McMinnville places its trust in the Historic Landmarks Committee for a reason: their 
combined expertise, experience and integrity. And given the accolades heaped upon 
McMinnville’s historic downtown — literally named America’s best small town main street just 
a few short years ago — there is all the more reason to follow their recommendations. 
 
By its very definition, the Planning Commission is all about the future. But given Third Street’s 
inherent nature as a traditional downtown main street, it’s the tree with the deepest roots that can 
best survive the coming storms. I urge the Planning Commission not to reject the good counsel it 
has received, and to simply require the owners entrusted with these buildings’ legacy to take a 
second look at the profit that is there for the taking without having to carelessly sweep away an 
entire block of history.  
 
This isn’t just about a new hotel replacing a few old structures. It’s about the tradition with 
which we’ve been blessed, and assuring it can be passed down to future generations. 
 
Very Truly Yours, 
 
 

 
Brian Libby 



From: Planning
To: Heather Richards
Subject: FW: Gwendolyn Hotel Proposal
Date: Monday, March 13, 2023 12:18:40 PM

FYI
 
 

 
From: Carole Ray <outlook_465B007DC2858C9A@outlook.com> 
Sent: Saturday, March 11, 2023 11:05 AM
To: Planning <Planning@mcminnvilleoregon.gov>
Subject: Gwendolyn Hotel Proposal
 

This message originated outside of the City of McMinnville.

 

Dear Planning Commission,
 
Destroying McMinnville’s historic district with a hotel is a terrible idea. If Gwendolyn wants a motel, I
feel she should build it somewhere else. Please do not destroy what makes McMinnville awesome!
Thank you for your attention,
Carole Ray
 
Sent from Mail for Windows
 

mailto:Planning@mcminnvilleoregon.gov
mailto:Heather.Richards@mcminnvilleoregon.gov
https://protect-us.mimecast.com/s/cMvvCJ62X7HZMlLIVj2FH


From: Frank Lisciandro
To: Heather Richards
Subject: Re: Proposed hotel
Date: Monday, March 13, 2023 12:05:15 PM

This message originated outside of the City of McMinnville.

Hi Heather,

We do want to enter the email we sent into the public record and have it sent to the Planning Commission.
Here are our names and address for the public record:

Frank Lisciandro
Judith Bernards
POB 982
McMinnville, OR 97128

Thank you for your help!

Frank & Judith

> On Mar 13, 2023, at 10:30 AM, Heather Richards <Heather.Richards@mcminnvilleoregon.gov> wrote:
>
> Hi Frank,
>
> Thanks for your email. I am assuming that you want to enter your email below into the public record and have it
sent to the Planning Commission, who are the current decision-making body for this project.  Did you want to
provide your name and address for the record?  By doing so, you will receive notice of the decision of the Planning
Commission. 
>
> Have a great day!
>
> Heather
> --------------------------------------
> -
>       Heather Richards
>       Community Development Director
>       503-474-5107 (phone)
>       971-287-8322 (cell)
>       www.mcminnvilleoregon.gov
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Frank Lisciandro <f.lisciandro@gmail.com>
> Sent: Sunday, March 12, 2023 5:20 PM
> To: Heather Richards <Heather.Richards@mcminnvilleoregon.gov>
> Subject: Proposed hotel
>
> This message originated outside of the City of McMinnville.
>
> To: City Planning Dept.
>
> The citizens of McMinnville, including the undersigned, do not support the building of a 5 story, 90 room hotel in
our lovely city. This hotel will ruin the charm and unique attractions of our city.

mailto:f.lisciandro@gmail.com
mailto:Heather.Richards@mcminnvilleoregon.gov


>
> Don’t read the concern and opposition of McMinnville residents lightly. We will not let our city be blighted by
out-of-towners who think that we’re stupid enough to allow this to happen.
>
> Please be bold and protect our wonderful city.
>
> Respectfully yours,
> Judith Bernards
> Frank Lisciandro
>
>



From: Planning
To: Heather Richards
Subject: FW: Hello
Date: Monday, March 13, 2023 12:13:19 PM

FYI

Thank you,

       Amanda Winter
         Planning Analyst
        Office: (503) 474-5102
        Cell: (971) 387-1803
       
         231 NE Fifth Street McMinnville, OR 97128
         www.mcminnvilleoregon.gov

-----Original Message-----
From: Marie Frugia <mccnana@comcast.net>
Sent: Sunday, March 12, 2023 4:04 PM
To: Planning <Planning@mcminnvilleoregon.gov>
Subject: Hello

This message originated outside of the City of McMinnville.

I would like to put on record.   Again, to oppose the building of the Gwendolyn project!!!

Thank you.  Marie Frugia

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:Planning@mcminnvilleoregon.gov
mailto:Heather.Richards@mcminnvilleoregon.gov


From: Sidonie Winfield
To: Mike Goins; Heather Richards
Subject: Re: Gwendolyn Hotel
Date: Monday, March 13, 2023 5:30:56 PM

This message originated outside of the City of McMinnville.

Hi Mike,
I am forwarding your letter to the City’s planning director Heather Richards so she can share your thoughts on the
appeal from the HLC decision with the entire commission.
Glad you had a great time skiing!
Enjoy-Sid

Sent from my iPhone

> On Mar 11, 2023, at 5:08 PM, Mike Goins <mikegoins@icloud.com> wrote:
>
> ﻿Sid,
> Hope you have had a good ski season. I just returned home from a 10 day ski trip taking grandkids skiing at both
White Pass and Mt Spokane. We had amazing snow at both resorts.
>
> I have been trying to catch up and have been reading the old newspapers. I saw your comments in the March 7th
paper about Gwendolyn Hotel at the Planning Commission meeting.
>
> I have lived in McMinnville for over 15 years and in the area over 22 years. I have never heard of Overland Car
Dealership and don’t know why anyone should care about a reference to it in a new building. The new
Barberry/1882 Building does not remind us of the old Glass business or any others in the building history that was
torn down. I can understand the facade of a new building having some period features.
>
> I don’t believe anyone is going to buy the old buildings and fix them up due to code issues and excessive costs.  I
was responsible for facilities in my role in higher education for 39 years. They will simply become empty eyesores
on 3rd street. I didn’t understand Lori Schanche concern with underground parking. It is taking cars off the streets. I
would also propose you close 3rd street to cars to save the trees and make a walking plaza as many towns our size
have done.
>
> The city has the possibility of having a new high end faculty with several services offered to our residents that will
enhance the economy and improve the appearance of 3rd street. I cannot understand why your commission is trying
to block it.
>
> Is it too late to come and testify or can you share my thought?  Cheers. Mike Goins
>

mailto:winfield.sk@gmail.com
mailto:mikegoins@icloud.com
mailto:Heather.Richards@mcminnvilleoregon.gov




















From: Loretta M Johnson
To: Heather Richards
Subject: Gwendolyn Hotel proposal
Date: Tuesday, March 14, 2023 4:11:49 PM

This message originated outside of the City of McMinnville.

I am speaking out against the construction of the Gwendolyn Hotel. As a resident of over 45 years, I do not want
another giant looming building on our mainstreet or in our downtown area. One of the reason our downtown has
garnered the attention it has, is the feel and look of small town charm. Money has been spent to draw visitors here
and I believe trading our current look and feel for big city buildings, big city business ran by those who don’t live in
the community, personally investing here, is a big mistake. Before McMinnville agrees to another big hotel like this
one, I am curious what the vacancy-rental rate is on the current hotels we have downtown. It seems to me that would
be good information to have in considering this.  Also I agree with the idea that if this business is insistent on
coming to McMinnville, that they could build somewhere not on Third Street. And if it is approved and allowed to
open on Third Street, I would like the stipulation to be that it cannot be any taller than the building that is there now
AND that they do not build an underground parking garage which seems to me would compromise the integrity of
the surrounding areas.

Thank you,
Loretta Johnson
1530 SE Davis Street
McMinnville, Or. 97128

mailto:lorettamj@onlinemac.com
mailto:Heather.Richards@mcminnvilleoregon.gov
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City of McMinnville 
Planning Department 

231 NE Fifth Street 
McMinnville, OR  97128 

(503) 434-7311 
www.mcminnvilleoregon.gov 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE: March 15, 2023  
TO: Planning Commission Members 
FROM:  Heather Richards, Community Development Director  
SUBJECT: Public Testimony for AP 1-23 (HL 6-22), AP 2-23 (HL 7-22), AP 3-23 (HL 8-22), and 

AP 4-23 (DDR 2-22), Appeal of the Gwendolyn Hotel Land-Use Applications 
 (Received on March 15, 2023) 
 

 
 
Planning Commission Members, 
 
Following is the public testimony that has been received for the appeal of the Historic 
Landmarks Committee’s denial of the three Certificates of Approval for Demolition for the 
historic resources at 609, 611, and 619 NE Third Street, and the Certificate of Approval for 
New Construction for the Gwendolyn Hotel project on March 15, 2023. 
 
Public Testimony: 
 
 

• Carol Paddock, 03.15.23 
• Nathan Cooprider, 03.15.23 
• Ernie Munch, 03.15.23 
• Katherine Huit, 03.15.23 
• Ilsa Perse, 03.15.23 
• Marilyn Kosel, 03.15.23 

 

 

http://www.mcminnvilleoregon.gov/


























MAP A rc h i t e c t u r e  

Ernie Munch Architecture Urban Planning LLC 

111 SW Oak Street, Suite 300.  Portland, OR 97204 

 

 

Ernie Munch 

(503) 936.1062 

Ernie@MAP-archplan.com 

 

15 March 2023 

 

Heather Richards, Planning Director 

Members of the McMinnville Planning Commission 

Re: Gwendolyn Hotel Proposal 

Prior to and during the Historic Landmarks Committee and Planning Commission hearings, opponents 

submitted sufficient documentation to support denial of the demolition and design review requests 

made the Gwendolyn Hotel proposers. 

The attached are updates of that information.  Testimony submitted and given by others will bolster 

that information.  If the Planning Commission’s decision is appealed, there will be additional updates. 

The evidence shows that three buildings for which the subject of demolition requests mark a significant 

watershed in the past development of McMinnville; the transition between the horse-and-buggy and 

the automobile.  It also shows the involvement of prominent McMinnville residents and initial 

architectural responses to the coming age. 

The buildings also represent a watershed moment for McMinnville’s future.  Whether the community 

will stand with its 40-year commitment to preserving and restoring its historic roots as the core or its 

community, or head in a direction now rejected; a themed or artificial downtown environment.  The 

choice is clearer than it appears. 

The preservation strategy is working toward McMinnville’s stated economic goals demonstrating that 

both preservation and economic growth can both be had, with different design approaches and broader 

commitments. 

Thank you for your service to the City of McMinnville. 

Sincerely yours, 

 

Ernie Munch, Architect,  

Member MAP  Architecture 

Ernie Munch • Architecture • Urban Planning, LLC 

111 SW Oak Street • Suite 300 • Portland OR 97204 





 3rd Street McMinnville July 4th, 1888                             

                                        McMinnville’s First Auto Garage The Odell Building, Built ca.1904, Pictured ca. 1917                                     

 

The History of Change 

The construction of the Odell building at Fourth and 

Ford Streets marked McMinnville’s watershed 

change between the horse-and-buggy days and the 

current automobile era.   

The Odell building and its two neighbors to the east 

are thus associated with a change in transportation 

which made a significant contribution to a broad 

pattern of McMinnville’s history.    

At that time, the Odell’s architecture expressed the 

modernism of the new mode and marked the 

intersection of two prominent pioneer families, the 

Fentons and the Wortmans, lawyers and bankers 

who promoted McMinnville’s future. McMinnville Street Scene ca. 1925 

Ernie
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The Historical Significance of the O'Dell, News Register, and Bennette buildings







 

Meet the Fenton Family 

 

 

 

Ca.1880                    Oregon Historical Society 

 

Back Row: 

Henry L. Fenton  Jefferson D. Fenton Charles R. Fenton Frank W.  Fenton 

 

Middle Row: 

William D. Fenton   James D. Fenton   Margaret P. Fenton   James E. Fenton   Amanda F. Landess 

                    Father   Mother 

 

Front Row:      Matthew F. Fenton    Margaret F. Spencer    Hicks C. Fenton 

Ernie
Text Box
F-1



The Fenton Family 

James Davis Fenton and Margaret A. (Pinkerton) Fenton Traveled from Missouri to Oregon in 1865, 

behind teams of oxen, with seven children from age 12 to less than a year old.  Three more children 

were born in Yamhill County.  

James Davis Fenton born in 1832 and raised in Boone County, Missouri, Married 1851, died 1886 near 

Lafayette OR.  Teacher, Farmer, Yamhill 

County commissioner.  Taught school 

for a year in Woodburn, OR and moved 

family to a farm near McMinnville area 

in 1866, and improved a farm near 

Lafayette. 

 Margaret A. (Pinkerton) Fenton, born 

in Barboursville KY. The oldest of 10 

children. Died 1916, Portland Oregon.  

Her father David Pinkerton, at age 50, 

and her mother Mary Turtle Pinkerton 

then 42 and her family accompanied the 

Fentons to Oregon.  The Pinkertons 

settled in the Walla Walla Valley area. 

 

William David Fenton, born 1853, in Etna Missouri, Married Katherine Lucas 1879, native Polk County 

OR.  Attended McMinnville College and Monmouth Christian College.  

Taught School in Yamhill County.  1874, studied law in Salem, OR, and 

admitted to the bar in 1875.  From 1877 to 1885 he practiced law in 

Lafayette in the firm of McCain & Fenton.  During that time, he was a one 

term member of the State Legislature.  In 1885 FW Fenton located as 

lawyer to Portland, returning to Lafayette following his father’s death in 

1886.  In 1889, he served as Seattle District Attorney.  1890 moved back 

to McMinnville.  1891, moved back to Portland and build practice as 

corporate lawyer representing the Southern Pacific Railroad in Oregon, 

Standard Oil, American Steel and Wire and others.  1903 became a leader 

for the organization of the Lewis and Clark Exposition, writing the 

legislation funding that event.  He gave funds for Fenton Hall, the law 

school at the University of Oregon, and later donated his law library. 

William David Fenton 

He was a member of the Portland Arlington and University Clubs, 1880 member of Mason Lodge of 

Lafayette, then McMinnville.  Member of Portland Masonic lodge 55, (33rd degree Mason) and related 

Oregon Consistory No. 1, Al Kader Temple and, the Ancient Order of United Workmen.  He was one of 

10 leaders who founded the Oregon Historical Society.  In 1928 built the 6 story Fenton Building in 

downtown Portland designed by architect David Lochead Williams who was also the architect for two 

of his brothers’ homes, Hicks C. Fenton in Portland and Frank W. Fenton in McMinnville.   
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Amanda FitzAlan Fenton Landrss, born 1855, died 1932, Married G.W. 

Landess, a Farmer in 1872, lived in Farmington Oregon, buried in the 

Masonic Cemetery, McMinnville.  

 

James Edward Fenton born 6 April 1857, Etna Missouri, died 24 March 

1944 in Los Angeles. District attorney in Spokane, WA, Nome AK, Las 

Angeles and San Francisco, CA. Married Mary Churchill 1878. 

 

Frank Washington Fenton, born 1859, Missouri, died 1940, 

McMinnville, OR.  Came to Oregon 

and then with his family to a farm 

near McMinnville in 1866.  Frank 

Fenton was educated the Yamhill 

Public schools and graduated from     Amanda Fenton Landess 

the Monmouth Christian College.  He read law in the Portland Office 

of Killin & Moreland for two years and the Lafayette office of his 

brother W.D. Fenton.  He was admitted to the bar in 1884 and 

practiced law with his brother in Lafayette.  In 1888, Frank Fenton 

moved his law office to McMinnville after it succeeded Lafayette as 

the seat of Yamhill County government.  For eight years Fenton 

practiced law with Judge W. M. Ramsey.  He then continued on his 

own becoming a prominent attorney who promoted the interests of 

W. Fenton      McMinnville.  He was a leading figure in the business, professional, 

and social life of the Yamhill County seat for over 50 year.   

Frank Fenton served as the attorney for McMinnville Water and Light.  He was director of the Oregon 

Mutual Fire Insurance Company and the McMinnville First National Bank.  He was President of the 

McMinnville Building and 

Improvement Company and 

undertook the construction of 

several buildings in McMinnville’s 

historic district including the 

Elberton Hotel, the Elks Lodge, the 

Fenton Building for JC Penney, and 

the three buildings now proposed 

for demolition. (See attached 1904 

map of Fenton properties.)  A 

number of these projects were 

undertaken with W.S. Link who was 

the cashier and a director of the 

McMinnville National Bank and 

served as a McMinnville Water and 

Light commissioner.  

      F. W. Fenton House McMinnville, Oregon 
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His McMinnville home was built in 1909 and designed by Portland architect David Lochead Williams 

and was modeled after a similar, earlier Portland house designed for his brother H. C. Fenton. 

Portland’s six story Fenton Building was also designed by D.L. Williams and built in 1908.   

The Fenton family and the Wortmans were both pioneer families, and over-lapped in business, 

banking, fraternal union membership, and social circles.   In addition to being a director of one of 

McMinnville’s leading banks, Frank Fenton was both a 32nd level Mason and a charter member of the 

McMinnville Elks Lodge. 

 

Jefferson Davis Fenton, born 1861, Etna Missouri, died 1921, Portland, OR.  Physician, Portland, Oregon  

 

Henry Lee Fenton, born 1863, Etna Missouri, died 1930, Dallas, Oregon.  Stockman Dallas, Oregon. 

 

Charles Robert Fenton, born 21 February 1865, Missouri, Married May Baker 1892, died 1893, Spokane, 

WA, Attorney, Spokane, WA. 

 

Matthew Fountain Fenton born 1866, Yamhill County, died 1931, Portland,  Dentist, Portland OR 

 

Hicks C. Fenton born 1868, Yamhill 

County, died 1943, Portland 

physician.  His home at 1705 NW 32nd 

avenue was designed by Portland 

architect David Lochead Williams and 

served as a model for the Frank 

Fenton home in McMinnville, which 

is by the same architect.   The H.C. 

Fenton home, which was designed by 

the same architect, leans more 

toward the craftsman style. 

 

Margaret Mary Fenton Spencer born 

1873, Yamhill County, died 1957, 

married Arthur Champlin Spencer, 

Portland, OR 

 

 

 

         H. C. Fenton House 1705 NW 23nd Ave. Portland OR 
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Frank W. Fenton Law Offices, McMinnville Oregon  1919 

Frank W. Fenton House McMinnville, Oregon
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         William David Fenton, Founder of the Un iversity of Oregon Law school   

 Fenton Hall, University of Oregon, Former Law School 
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es, Undated, Thought to be 1913-1916
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Buildings by McMinnville Building and Improvement Company        Frank Fenton, President
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Ernie Munch 

(503) 936.1062 

Ernie@MAP-archplan.com 

 

January 13, 2023 

 

Heather Richards, Planning Director 

Planning Commissioners McMinnville 

Re: the Gwendolyn Hotel Pro 

posal 

The Applicant has stated that the Historic Landmarks Committee has erroneously equated the the best 

interests of the majority of citizens with the views of the individuals who testified in opposition.  And 

notes that the committee’s interpretation of 17.65.050(B)(8) becomes little more than a call for a 

“popularity contest.” 

I submit the Recitals page of ordinance 5034, 2017 and Purpose sections of 17.65.050 and 17.59.050 of 

Ordinance 5034 which clearly define the public interest.  Those statements of Purpose and the criteria, 

standards, guidelines, and protections which flowed from them are the product of 40 years of research 

and consensus building among McMinnville citizens beginning in 1973, with the adoption of Oregon 

Senate Bill 100 and unanimously adopted by the Planning Commission and City Council in 2017. 

Objections are not part of a popularity contest, but are the result of members of the community, 

comparing their statements of Purpose to the proposed design and seeing that the project itself delivers 

what should be avoided, “a themed or artificial downtown environment”, and does not “…provide the 

protection, enhancement and preservation of buildings, structures and other elements in the downtown 

core which contribute to its special historic and cultural value.” and “to build on the “main street” 

qualities that currently exist to foster…the sense of place economic base and history unique to 

McMinnville…” And “Districts, buildings and objects, structures and sites in the City having special 

Historical architectural or cultural significance should be preserved as a part of the City’s heritage.” 

Calling the process which the proposal now confronts a “popularity contest” points out that the 

applicant, as well as the proposed design itself, does not understand, acknowledge, or honor the long-

term efforts of the community to preserve their historical heritage, nor that their strategy is having 

economic success.   

The applicant stated that historic rehabilitation was never in their planning because it did not fit their 

building design, (02/03/2023, 2:12:41).  They have stated that they like their building and wish it to be 

viewed alone.  Hence, it was not surprising that the applicant could not readily answer how their project 

fits into McMinnville and supports the stated purposes of the ordinance.  The criteria for demolition in 

section 17.65.050 reads: “The Historic Landmarks Committee shall base its decision on the following 

criteria: 1. The City’s historic policies set forth in the comprehensive plan and the purpose of this 

ordinance.  How can that be missed?   

posal 



 

 

The applicant defines the historic significance as “structural stability” and what remains of the historic 

resource today.  They should use the National Register Criteria: A) How the buildings are associated 

with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history, (the 

beginnings of the automobile era), and B) How the buildings are associated with the lives of persons 

significant in our past, (the Fenton and Wortman families), and C) How the buildings embody the 

distinctive characteristics of a type, period, (All three buildings were built as garages with 609 and 611 

being of different but distinctive styles.) 

Had the history of the site and buildings, and the purpose of the McMinnville Historic District been 

addressed initially and with commitment, the Historic Landmarks Committee would have approved a 

very different project. 
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MAP A rc h i t e c t u r e  

Ernie Munch Architecture Urban Planning LLC 

111 SW Oak Street, Suite 300.  Portland, OR 97204 

 

 

Ernie Munch 

(503) 936.1062 

Ernie@MAP-archplan.com 

 

13 March 2023 

 

Heather Richards Planning Director 

McMinnville Planning Commissioners,  

 

Re: Correction of the Record on past Demolition Requests 

During the 7 March 2023 Planning Commission hearing for the demolitions associated with the 

proposed Gwendolyn Hotel, the 2019 demolition of the building at 618 NE 3rd Street was given 

as comparable evidence that the Historic Landmarks Committee had never denied a demolition 

of a historic resource.  The demolition of 618 NE 3rd is NOT comparable to those currently 

requested at 609, 611 and 619 for Gwendolyn Hotel. 

Prior to asking the HLC to consider the demolition request, I submitted a request on behalf of 

the owner to drop the historic designation a Primary Significant Contributing Resource from the 

building to the site.  This request was based on an in-depth investigation of the building and site 

history.   The HLC granted the Change in Designation.  After the designation was dropped from 

the building, the HLC granted the Demolition Request.  Then applied for permission for New 

Construction in the Historic District, and for Design Review approval.  

The design of the new construction was based on a ca 1918-1929 photo of the original building 

which was built ca. 1911-1912.  It restated the storefront and cornice of the original building 

and added a second story in support of the Taylor-Dale restoration.  

Our applications supported the purposes of the historic district and responded to the high bar 

set by the Historic Landmarks Committee.  All four requests were granted unanimously, 5-0, in 

a single, long meeting. 

The demolition requests for the Gwendolyn Hotel are based on the slimmest of historical 

research, and no attempt has been made to integrate the historic buildings and their 

significance in the design.   

I have attached one of the narratives from our applications mentioned above with supporting 

photos.   

  



Confirming our investigation, the hubcap pictured was found under the building slab during 

demolition.  It is from a Willys 77, a model sold across the street at 609 NE 3rd from 1933 

through 1936.   For three of those four years it was the only model which Willys Overland 

produced.  It saved the company during the Great Depression.   The demolished building may 

not have qualified for the Secondary period of historic significance which ends in 1937. 

The planning department should have all of our complete applications and history report, and 

the minutes of the meeting of the HLC, or we can supply a digital copy if necessary 

Thank you, for this opportunity to testify. 

 

Ernie Munch, Architect 

Member 

MAP  Architecture 

Ernie Munch • Architecture • Urban Planning, LLC 

111 SW Oak Street • Suite 300 • Portland OR 97204 

Ernie@MAP-archplan.com 

503.936.1062 | cell 
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This building shown above in 2019, had been classified as a Primary Significant Resource. 

When historical research made it clear that the building had been miss-classified, the owner asked for permission to demolish the structure, and build in its place an addition to the Taylor-Dale Building which was undergoing restoration.
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James Fletcher, owner of the Standard Electric Company 
618 NE 3rd Street McMinnville Oregon   ca. 1912.

Ernie
Text Box
5



Ernie
Text Box
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James Fletcher's Standard Electric Company building restated in support of the adjacent restoration.
Inviting you to walk back into history or stand in the middle of the street and have it rush toward you.
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     Hubcap from a Willys 77 made by Willys Overland  1933-1936
found under the slab of the demolished building at 618 NE 3rd Street
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To: McMinnville Planning Commission 
Re: HL 6-22, HL 7-22, HL 8-22 (AP 1-23, AP 2-23, AP 3-23) 
March 15th, 2023 
 
Commissioners: 
 
Your job is to deliberate about the decision made by the Historic Landmarks Committee to deny the demolition permits that 
were requested by HD McMinnville LLC (OTAK). You are focusing on the legal findings used to justify the HLC's denial.  The 
OTAK representatives have steered the hearings towards issues such as the hotel's restaurant and other irrelevant topics.  The 
hearing on March 16th should focus on the legal findings that the developers are appealing.  Please do not allow them to turn 
the hearings into a conversation about the colors of the drapes and wall coverings.  None of that matters.  What does matter is 
the integrity of McMinnville's Historic District and what makes McMinnville a wonderful place to live and work. 
 
"In communities around Oregon historic downtowns are struggling, but along East 3rd Street in 
McMinnville, the downtown isn’t just surviving, but flourishing," Oregon.com website. 
 
A large part of what allows a town to flourish is access to what local residents need for their quality of life. A large hotel will not 
make the town better for locals, but will in fact change the nature of the town to a Wine Disneyland, displacing a large number 
of small, locally owned businesses.  As a gallery owner on Third Street, I meet dozens of people a month who come to 
McMinnville just for the day in order to stroll on Third Street, have a nice meal, and simply enjoy the charm of a place that is 
well loved, beautifully maintained, and authentic. Wine has nothing to do with what brings them to McMinnville.  
 
 We cannot live by retailing and tourism alone. We need anchor enterprises with substantial 
payrolls to sustain us through the generations to come, and they aren’t easy to come by. 
March 3rd Editorial, News Register 
 
In order to manufacture a supposed need for a large hotel, the out-of-town developers have tried to make their case by 
submitting one of the eight Goals and Objectives of the Mac-Town 2032 Strategic Plan, the goal that focuses on being a "Leader 
in Hospitality and Place-Based Tourism."  As I'm sure you realize, there are 5 goals above this one and 2 below, goals that have 
nothing to do with tourism.   
 
Once again, the OTAK team has tried to distract from the issue of demolishing significant buildings in the Historic District to a 
discussion about tourism.  That is NOT the issue on which the PC is voting.  
 
JOBS, HOUSING, WAGES 
 
The local hospitality industry has suffered greatly in the past three years.  Many of McMinnville's well-known local eateries are 
having a difficult time finding enough staff and have had to cut their business hours.  One does wonder how the Gwendolyn will 
find 60 maids, janitors, desk clerks, etc. that they claim they will hire when small, well-established restaurants in McMinnville 
cannot find enough staff. 
 
Job numbers at the Gwendolyn will vary wildly depending on hotel occupancy.  The hotel will not require all those employees 
for most of the year. Hotel jobs are NOT dependable jobs. And of course, the bigger question is where will these low-wage 
workers live?  McMinnville's biggest challenge is providing adequate housing for the people who already work here.   
 
The developers mentioned at the hearing on March 3rd that they will be providing "living wage jobs."  However, without the 
benefit of a microphone, they have since submitted a document to the record that shows this is not the case.  On March 9th, 
Practice Hospitality, the Texas-based hospitality company that has been hired to run the hotel, sent memo breaking down the 
wages that will be paid, done as a percentage of total wages, NOT by numbers of employees.  According to the MIT Living Wage 
Calculator, the living wage for an individual in Yamhill County with NO children is $21.85 an hour.  For an individual with ONE 
child, the living wage is $40.44 an hour.   
 
The Practice Hospitality list shows salary ranges that do not come close to $40.44 an hour for 69% of its projected payroll,  
which represents the largest number of employees.  Then mysteriously, the pay range goes from $20 - $25 an hour up to 
ANNUAL salaries of $55,000 to $140,000 for 31% of total payroll.  The higher salaries represent a percentage of the payroll paid 
to fewer people.  These salary figures are yet another example of a misleading, public statement from the developer. 
 



 
 
Historic Significance 
 
Jeb Bladine, the representative of the owners of two of the buildings in question, said, quite rightly, in written testimony to the 
Planning Commission that significant work was done to restore the O'Dell building.  I know for a fact that Mr. Bladine cares 
deeply about the historic nature of McMinnville.  The News Register covered the restoration projects in the September 18th, 
2004 edition of the paper. Mr. Bladine is quoted as saying, "We know we will enjoy the improvements. We hope the 
community sees it as a welcome addition to the downtown historic district." Once again, the historic district is used to illustrate 
the importance of the location of his property.  (The article in full can be found at the end of this letter.) 
 
Several years ago, in a brochure created to help lease the O'Dell building, the historic nature of the neighborhood and the 
recent renovation of the building were used as selling points for the property. These two, once-important selling points are now 
being discounted by the developers in order to justify demolishing the properties. Yet not that long ago, the historic nature of 
the property and its location were considered significant.  (The marketing brochure is at the end of this letter.) 
 
Why then is the integrity of this historic district being put in jeopardy by the proposed demolition of buildings that even the 
current owner sees as an integral part of this historic district? The hotel that would replace these historically significant 
buildings is massively larger than any building in the historic district, and its design has virtually nothing in common with any 
other building in McMinnville.  The architects claim that they have created a building that will fit right into the historic district. 
Perhaps the Gwendolyn might work in the French Quarter of New Orleans, what with wrought iron grilles, Juliette balconies 
and all, but it certainly has nothing to do with McMinnville's historic district.  
 
Several highly qualified architects have submitted detailed discussions about the mass and appropriateness of the design of the 
Gwendolyn Hotel.  I will not get into those details, but I urge you to look over the documents from these professionals who 
have no dog in this fight but simply care deeply about McMinnville. The Gwendolyn representative at the hearing on the 3rd of 
March didn't even remember that the name of the street is Third Street, not Main Street. So much for commitment to the 
town.  
 
 
Turning a Profit 
Several historic buildings much larger than the buildings in question have sold recently, for no more, or even less money than 
the asking price for the buildings that could be demolished. The buyers of one large building that houses the Mack Theater have 
committed to a massively expensive restoration project to preserve the integrity of the building and the Historic District while 
supplying McMinnville with at least 50 more hotel rooms. It will take a very long time for these local developers to get a return 
on their investment. The developers of the Gwendolyn Hotel claim its massive size is required for the project to pencil out.  
Helping out-of-town developers to turn a profit as quickly as possible is not the responsibility of the city and should have 
absolutely no bearing on the decision at hand.  
 
I urge you to not drink the tourism-as-future Kool Aid that the developers are putting forward.  McMinnville cannot survive on 
tourism alone.  Read the Mac-Town 2032 Economic Development Strategic Plan, and you will see that what the Gwendolyn 
developers are pushing is not what the leaders of the community see as the future for McMinnville.  
 
I urge you to support the Historic Landmark Committee's decision to deny permits for demolishing historically significant 
buildings to be replaced by a hotel that will not make McMinnville a better place to live and work.  
 
Ilsa Perse 
5765 NE Mineral Springs Rd 
Carlton, OR 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
News-Register tears down old pressroom 

By YVETTE SAARINEN 
Of the News-Register Sep 18, 2004  
 
Fourth Street was intermittently blocked off between Ford and Galloway streets this week for demolition of the News-Register's 
old pressroom in downtown McMinnville, continuing a multi-phase improvement project on the company's downtown complex. 
 
The demolition, together with development of new parking facilities, continues a project that started several years ago with 
renovation of the historic O'Dell Building. Following the historically authentic renovation, the O'Dell Building became the 
centerpiece of the News-Register's downtown complex. 
 
The work under way now involves the O'Dell Building, which houses much of the newspaper's staff and that of the affiliated 
Internet service provider OnlineMac; the News-Register Building, which houses the rest of the News-Register staff; and the 
Bennette Building to the east. 
 
All three buildings front Third Street in the 600 block of McMinnville's downtown historic district. A local company, Haworth 
Inc., is handling demolition of the 6,000-square-foot pressroom building, which stood immediately north of the O'Dell building, 
on the corner of Ford and Fourth streets. 
 
"It's been almost 30 years since we moved into this facility, and we've made lots of improvements," said News-Register Publisher 
Jeb Bladine. "None of them, however, were as visible to the public as the changes we will be making in the next few months. 
 
"We know we will enjoy the improvements. We hope the community sees it as a welcome addition to the downtown historic 
district." 
 
The News-Register first leased space in the complex in 1976. The lease included the 12,000 square-foot building at 611 N.E. 
Third St., now known as the News-Register Building, along with the 12,000 square-foot parking lot across Ford Street and the 
6,000-square-foot pressroom building.  
 
The corner O'Dell Building was still operating as a service station back then. It later was added to the lease and eventually 
purchased outright. 
 
In 1979, the newspaper installed a new Daily King press, featuring seven printing units and a folder, in the pressroom building. 
The press was used to support a commercial printing business, operating under the name of corporate parent Oregon Lithoprint 
Inc., as well as print the newspaper. 
 
The commercial printing business grew slowly through the following decade, but received a huge boost when the company won 
its first Oregon Voters' Pamphlet contract in 1988. It was a stretch to produce the publication on one press, Bladine noted. 
 
In the early '80s, the company took over the O'Dell building to the west, using it initially just as a fueling station and warehouse. 
Then the company acquired the Bennette Building to the east, leasing out the Third Street half and retaining the back half for 
warehousing. 
 
By 1990, the year of the company's second Voters Pamphlet contract, a sister press had been installed - a used 1979 Daily King 
with six printing units and a double-parallel folder. Both presses were used on the state project. 
 
By 1994, splicer units had been installed, allowing rolls of paper to be run together without stopping the presses. That enabled the 
company to produce a two-volume Voters' Pamphlet. 
 
Two years later, the printing operation moved into a new 36,000-square-foot plant on Miller Street in the McMinnville Industrial 
Park. It's centerpiece was a 12-unit Goss Community press. 
 
The seven-unit Daily King was sold a couple of years ago. The six-unit Daily King is now out at the Miller Street plant, where it 
is being refurbished for possible sale. 
 
In the 1980s, McMinnville's downtown historic district won official listing on the federal register. In the process, the buildings 
making up the downtown News-Register complex were registered as historically significant structures. 
 
"That process allowed us, and others, to get certain tax benefits for the buildings, and in return they came under certain 
restrictions," Bladine said. 



 
Even then, Bladine said, the company knew the old pressroom building could not be economically renovated because of 
engineering problems. At one time, the company considered converting it into a covered parking structure, but it discovered that 
some code restrictions for parking structures were even more stringent than those for office structures. 
 
Last year, the company got approval to demolish it. In prepraration, all of the back tax benefits were repaid. 
 
After demolition, a paved, lighted and landscaped 13-space parking lot will be developed on the property, and the newly exposed 
west wall of the News-Register Building will be renovated to include store-front windows. Then the employee parking lot across 
Ford Street will be paved, lighted and landscaped to match. Both lots will feature period lampposts. 
 
The front half of the Bennette Building was sold in the 1990s. In the back half, the newspaper has created more organized and 
efficient storage space for various operations of the newspaper and related businesses. 
 
Improvements will continue in the back half of the News-Register Building over the course of the coming month, Bladine said. 
The work will provide expanded space for the News-Register's computer services department, create a new and larger server 
room for OnlineMac, and provide additional work and storage space for related operations. 
 
Future plans envision further development of the back halves of the News-Register and Bennette buildings, Bladine said. That 
could include a suite of offices with new restroom facilities in the News-Register Building, and utility improvements in the 
Bennette Building so that it can be prepared for future renovations. 
 
Both the Bennette and News-Register buildings were re-roofed last year in preparation, and skylights were installed to brighten 
the Bennette Building's interior. Altogether, the roofing, demolition, parking lot and facade work is expected to cost about 
$350,000, Bladine said.  

 
 



 



 
 



 

  
 
 
 



 
March 14, 2022 
 
Dear Planning Commission Members, 
 
I am respectfully opposing the demolition of three historic properties in the McMinnville 
Historic District. It occurs to me that the many citizens of McMinnville and other opponents of 
this project, are at a disadvantage in comparison to the resources and staff at the disposal of 
the applicant. Please consider our testimonies even though we cannot fund studies or 
communicate as attorney's do. Our testimonies are based on our own experiences of living in, 
working in, and caring about McMinnville.  
 
It seems the primary point both opponents and proponents are trying to make is based on the 
building ages. Opponents want them preserved because they are old. The applicants argue 
for demolition because they are old. All agree they are old. However, McMinnville's decision 
to preserve the historic district was made long ago and these buildings are part of the historic 
district and should be preserved. 
 
Our historic district in reality is a very small portion of the city. It is extremely important to 
preserve what little we have when there is plenty of opportunity to develop elsewhere in the 
city. Including areas slated specifically for re-development, like the Alpine district. Or if a hotel 
were built further east on 3rd St, it could bring fresh vitality to that end of the street. Ultimately 
extending 3rd St and triggering new development of underutilized non-historic properties along 
that stretch. 
 
McMinnville's dedication to preservation is clear in the many times the city is referred to as 
“Historic Downtown McMinnville” on the City's own website. It's why we have the Historic 
Landmark Committee, programs, ordinances, and other structures in place to preserve the 
historic nature of McMinnville. This structure and dedication was created to prevent this type 
of situation from happening in the historic district and to other historic buildings in the city. If 
none of it is relevant in this case, then what hope do we have of preserving the rest of the 
historic district and other historic buildings. The difference between should and shall becomes 
irrelevant when we know the intent of the structure in place, and why it is in place. 
 
Many dedicated and respected members of this community worked to bring vitality back to 3rd 
St. after it was more or less abandoned in the latter part of the prior century. The foundation 
of downtown includes some very long standing and local building owners and tenants. They 
have chosen McMinnville because they want to live and/or be here and not because they are 
looking for the largest or fastest return on investment. This philosophy may seem flawed to 
those who are more money driven, but it is what has made McMinnville's 3rd Street the 
attraction it is today.  



 
As an owner of a historic building on 3rd St., and being involved in the restoration of multiple 
historic buildings in McMinnville, including on 3rd St, I feel I have a realistic perspective of 
what being a property owner in the historic district represents. Owners in the historic district 
are aware of the rules and restrictions that effect their buildings, and they choose to own them 
knowing those restrictions are in place, and sometimes because the restrictions are in place.  
 
Owners of historic properties also have access to programs, grants, and incentives to 
maintain their properties in a manner consistent with the goals of the historic district. Some of 
these benefits have been accessed by the owners of two of the buildings in question. These 
owners are no doubt aware of the mandates placed on their buildings and why they are in 
place. They have taken advantage of some of the benefits, they have invested monies in 
partial restoration, and yet now they argue that the buildings are not viable. This argument is 
contradictory to their past actions. 
 
The argument that the buildings are not economically viable as-is, or that they are not worth 
the cost of restoration does not ring true when confronted with the reality of what has recently 
happened, or is planed to happen soon within the historic district. The two largest examples 
are the restoration of the Taylor-Dale Hardware building, and the planned restoration of the 
Mack Theater and adjoining properties. Restoration of both properties include seismic 
upgrades. 
 
The Taylor-Dale building underwent extensive work. Work the owners felt was worth the effort 
and expense. The ground floor is currently still vacant by choice of the property owner and not 
because nobody wants to occupy it. A representative of the owner states they are looking for 
the right tenant who will fulfill a need in the community. Hopefully that will happen soon.  
 
New owners of the Mack and adjoining properties are planning a full historic restoration of the 
buildings while making the changes necessary to meet code. These buildings are arguably in 
far worse condition than the three being considered for demolition. Yet the owners have found 
a way to move forward which includes financial viability and reasonable return on investment. 
To learn more about the project go to: https://macktheater.com/ 
 
These two examples represent owners who understand the importance of the historic district 
plays in continuing to draw economic vitality and tourism to the area. The historic district and 
authentic nature of downtown is a big part of what has made McMinnville a destination. 
Numerous award designations have been given to McMinnville's downtown. Eroding the 
historic district by demolishing buildings does not make sense when its authenticity is one of 
the primary reasons people want to be here or visit here.  
 
Numerous minor restorations take place on 3rd St whenever a space changes tenants. These 
efforts are economically viable. Spaces are in high demand and often rent before a sign goes 
in the window. There is demand and the buildings in question should not be hard to rent if the 
price to rent is realistic. Not all spaces demand top of market rates, but that does not mean 
they aren't financially viable or worth investing in.  
 
There are other examples of buildings that have undergone extensive renovation in the past, 
including seismic upgrades. These include Hotel Oregon, The building with the ballroom, and 
more recently, the Bindery. I would like to point out that seismic is not required to occupy the 

https://macktheater.com/


buildings in question. It is only required if a significant change of use is planned. There are 
many success stories that show restoration of historic buildings is economically viable.  
 
The applicants argument relies heavily on facts as they present them. The majority of these 
facts are more accurately points and opinions that support their application and not facts at 
all. I would like to address some of those points. 
 
In a letter from the applicants attorney dated 2/27/23 the attorney outlines several reasons 
why, in their opinion, the Historic Landmarks Committee decision was incorrect and not 
supported by evidence. They also say they want to ground the communication in “facts they 
have offered to support this application”.  
 
Condition of the buildings and their residual historic value. 
 

− Applicant states: Each building has undergone three detailed analysis and a historic 
resources assessment. Each building was rated as fair-to-poor. 

 
− What was the rating system? Fair-to-poor as compared to what? Did a neutral third 

party do this assessment or was the work contracted by the applicant? 
 

− Applicant States: The buildings possess limited residual historic integrity. Criteria of 
OAR 660-023-0200(8) and MZO 17.65.050(3)   Changes summarized as follows with 
opposing points: 

 
− Resurfacing with stucco: If this was a viable reason to dispute a buildings historic 

significance and allow demolition, almost all of the buildings on 3rd Street could be 
considered for demolition. 

 
− Reconfiguration of the ground floors or interiors of the buildings: Interior changes are 

not governed by the HLC or most historic criteria and so this point is irrelevant. 
 

− Window and entrance replacement or reconfiguration: Over the years changes were 
made to these buildings to better suit their various uses over the years. This is not 
unusual. It's highly unlikely that they will ever be used as garages again. This is not 
the goal. What is of importance is their historical significance and  their “fit” within 
the historic district. They continue to retain their historic massing, some features, 
and enhance the charm of downtown. This is another example of a criteria that if 
used, would include most of the buildings downtown. Various facade changes in the 
future could take them back to something more like their original form. There are 
grants available specifically for facade improvement. But they are fine as they are. 
They retain more historic significance than a new building of any kind. The owner is 
not required to restore them to original, the goal is they not be changed to take 
them further from original and that if changes are made, they honor the original.  

 
− Likely addition: This is only one small area of the building and now part of the 

buildings history. Though not as old as the original structure, it adds history to the 
structure. 

 



− Loss of signage: This point is irrelevant. And if it somehow is, signs can be re-
produced.. 

 
− Applicant states it is financially unfeasible to preserve these buildings. 

 
− A significant change in use would trigger seismic upgrades: While this is true, there 

are many uses for the buildings that do not trigger upgrades. Many of which could 
be financially feasible.  

 
− Cause substantial financial hardship to the owners: This paragraph is full of the 

words “likely” and “may”. But the “improvements they refer to are not required. And 
the cost they reference is a likely. The whole paragraph becomes moot when 
alternatives are explored. 

 
− Very limited future value:  If this is true, then why do people own buildings in the 

historic district at all?  Mr Higgins referenced market rate when estimating rents. 
Many of the buildings downtown do not achieve top of market rents and the 
expectation that they all will is currently unrealistic. If all building owners starting 
asking top of market rent we would lose many of our small locally owned 
businesses which are the fabric of downtown. We would likely have vacancies, 
sometimes for long periods. The prior Cornerstone Coffee space is an example of 
this. Still, rents will go up over time and are usually raised incrementally. A more 
relevant comparison should be the average rent on 3rd St and not top of market 
rate. 

 
− A buildings operating costs are assumed to be 45-50%: This may be true if the 

owner is paying every expense for the building, but they are not. Most of these 
costs are paid by the tenant, calculated and included as part of the lease. The 
operating costs paid by the building owner are generally minimal on a month to 
month basis unless the building is vacant. Mr. Higgins is correct in his statement 
that commercial lending can be difficult, but that is not unique to only the properties 
in question. Commercial real estate loans have different parameters than a typical 
home mortgage and it is more difficult. Purchase of commercial buildings usually 
involves large down payments, interim financing, or cash.  

 
− Buildings are of little or no net economic value to a new owner: This has more to do 

with the asking price. If the price was calculated using typical formulas for 
commercial real estate, they would sell. Other buildings downtown sell. Some of 
them quickly, and some recently that are in worse condition than these. But in these 
cases the price was negotiated to where a new owner could see economic value. 
It's true that a lender is unlikely to lend on a building that doesn't “pencil”, but how it 
pencils starts with the purchase price. The fuel contamination may still prove to be 
a challenge regardless of asking price.  

 
The applicant also refers to McMinnville's comprehensive plan policies: 
 

− Goal III 2: To preserve and protect sites, structures, areas, and Objects of historical, 
cultural, architectural, or Archaeological significance to the city of McMinnville. 



 
− The key phrase is “to the city of McMinnville”. We decide what is included and 

significant to us. The applicant does not dictate this.  
 

− Goal IV 1: To encourage the continued growth and diversification of McMinnville’s 
economy in order to enhance the general well-being of the community and provide 
employment opportunities for its citizens. 

 
− There is plenty of opportunity to achieve this goal without compromising the historic 

district. 
 

− Goal IV 2: To encourage the continued growth of McMinnville as the commercial center 
of Yamhill County in order to provide employment opportunities, goods, and services 
for the city and county residents. 

 
− There is plenty of opportunity to achieve this goal without compromising the historic 

district.  
 

− Goal IV 3 
 

− same answer 
 

− Goal IV 4: To promote the downtown as a cultural, administrative, service, and retail 
center of McMinnville. 

 
− Downtown in it's broader sense is larger than the historic district. The historic district 

should remain intact. Areas for this goal have already been established in the 
Alpine district and other areas of McMinnville. If we are considering 3rd St 
specifically. There is room to fulfill this goal from the edge of the historic district east 
to at least Johnson St / Lafayette Ave. If a hotel were to locate on this stretch of 3rd 
St, it's presence could spur greater economic vitality and excitement. Bringing new 
businesses and economic benefit to an underutilized area.  

 
One last issue I would like to address is the applicants response whenever confronted with an 
issue or concern. When asked about parking, workforce housing, and any other concerns the 
applicants response has been “we intend to”, “we hope to”, “we've looked into” or use of a 
similar phrase. It is unrealistic to believe the applicant will add a third level to the parking 
garage or build workforce housing. It may be possible but they are not guaranteeing anything 
when they use these phrases. They are only saying what we would like to hear. Please don't 
be influenced by these responses unless they are actual conditions for approval.  
 
A similar context should be used when discussing inclusion of historic parts of the existing 
buildings in the new construction. What they are saying can be easily overturned later by 
saying the materials were not suitable or inclusion wasn't cost effective.  
 
I appreciate your careful consideration of the issue at hand. It is a difficult task and highlights 
the need for the city to clean up some language and further reinforce what is required in the 
historic district. Please don't let the difference between should and shall  influence what we all 



know the intent of the historic district mandate to be.  
 
Respectfully, 
 
Marilyn Kosel 
 
516 NE 3rd St. 
McMinnville, OR 97128 
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