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City of McMinnville 
Planning Department 

231 NE Fifth Street 
McMinnville, OR  97128 

(503) 434-7311
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Historic Landmarks Committee 
ZOOM Online Meeting 
May 27, 2021 3:00 PM 

Please note that this meeting will be conducted 
Via Zoom meeting software due to the COVID-19 event. 

ZOOM Meeting:  You may join online via the following link: 
https://mcminnvilleoregon.zoom.us/j/91899652631?pwd=Wkk2NjBzQUpIU3NNZDFpb3U1aDIvUT09 

Zoom Meeting ID: 918 9965 2631 
Zoom Meeting Password: 927907 

Or you can call in and listen via Zoom: 1-669-900-9128 

Committee 
Members 

Agenda Items 

Mark Cooley, 

Vice-Chair 

Mary Beth Branch 

Joan Drabkin 

Hadleigh Heller 

Christopher Knapp 

John Mead 

1. Call to Order

2. Citizen Comments

3. Election of Chair

4. Approval of Minutes

A. August 27, 2020 Meeting Minutes (Exhibit 1)

5. Action Items

A. HL 6-20: Certificate of Approval for Demolition (Exhibit 2)

826 SW Gilson Street

B. HL 2-21: Certificate of Approval for Demolition (Exhibit 3)

415 & 423 SE College Avenue

6. Discussion Items

A. Presentation from Northwest Vernacular Historic Preservation on Demolition
Code Review (Exhibit 4)

7. Committee Member Comments

8. Staff Comments

9. Adjournment
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City of McMinnville 
Planning Department 

231 NE Fifth Street 
McMinnville, OR  97128 

(503) 434-7311 
 

www.mcminnvilleoregon.gov 

EXHIBIT 1 - MINUTES 
 

August 27, 2020 3:00 pm 
Historic Landmarks Committee Zoom Meeting 
Regular Meeting McMinnville, Oregon 
 
Members Present: Mary Beth Branch, Mark Cooley, Joan Drabkin, Christopher Knapp, and 

John Mead  

Members Absent: None 

Staff Present: Chuck Darnell – Senior Planner  

Others Present: Spencer Howard 
 

 
1. Call to Order 

 
Chair Branch called the meeting to order at 3:02 p.m. 
 

2. Citizen Comments 
 

None 
 
3. Approval of Minutes 
 

A. May 28, 2020 Meeting Minutes  

Committee Member Drabkin moved to approve the May 28, 2020 minutes. The motion was 
seconded by Committee Member Mead and passed unanimously. 

 
4. Discussion Items 
 

A. Reconnaissance Level Survey (RLS) Presentation 
 
Spencer Howard, Northwest Vernacular, presented. This project was funded through a CLG 
grant. As a Certified Local Government (CLG), the City of McMinnville:  maintained a historic 
preservation commission and the Historic Resource Inventory, surveyed local historic 
properties, enforced state and local preservation laws, and reviewed National Register 
nominations. This project was for additional survey work, and the project survey areas included 
commercial and residential areas south of downtown and north of Cozine Creek as well as 
Chandler’s Second Addition. It was a standard reconnaissance level survey. 371 buildings and 
structures were surveyed (the total included updated forms for demolished buildings and 
structures). The data sets used were SHPO historic sites database, SHPO GIS layer, and City 
color-coded maps used in the 1980s survey. The estimated year-built was done through the 
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limited year-built data from Yamhill County, development patterns, Sanborn Fire Insurance 
maps georeferenced, and US Geological Survey aerials georeferenced. The field work was 
conducted on June 10 and 11. It included one form for each primary building which included all 
secondary buildings, high resolution digital photographs, original use, materials, plan type, 
comments (alterations, notable aspects), number of contributing and non-contributing 
resources, and eligibility evaluation. The data entry included updates to the 1980s forms, 
completed new forms, photographs, updated spatial data for each property, and the database 
was transmitted to SHPO. 
 
Mr. Howard showed maps that were color coded by the development periods, historic functions, 
and architectural styles and forms. He showed pictures that were examples of the styles and 
forms in McMinnville. He discussed the SHPO evaluation that they assigned to the properties. 
ES was for eligible/significant: over 45 years of age, retained integrity, notable architectural 
character, high potential for individual National Register eligibility. EC was for 
eligible/contributing:  over 45 years of age, retained integrity and/or some alterations, if there 
was a historic district the building would likely be contributing. NC was for not eligible/non-
contributing:  over 45 years of age, but extensively altered. UN was for undetermined, the 
building was obstructed by vegetation. XD was for demolished, the building no longer existed. 
He then showed a color coded map with the SHPO evaluation categories. There were 38 
eligible/significant properties, 175 eligible/contributing, 88 not eligible/non-contributing, 53 not 
eligible/out of period, 1 undetermined, and 17 demolished. He showed another map with SHPO 
evaluation footprints and another with common alterations. The most common alterations were 
replacement of wood windows with vinyl and aluminum windows, siding replacement with vinyl, 
fiber cement board, and T1-11, building loss due to demolition from neglect, and additions side 
and rear, and dormers. 
 
Mr. Howard described that for the Historic Resource Inventory evaluation, they used Section 
17.06.060 of McMinnville’s Municipal Code. The classifications were:  distinctive, resources 
outstanding for architectural or historic reasons and potentially worthy of nomination to the 
National Register of Historic Places; significant, resources of recognized importance to the City 
due to historical association or architectural integrity, uniqueness, or quality; contributory, 
resources not in themselves of major significance but which enhance the overall historic 
character of the neighborhood or City, removal or alteration would have a deleterious effect on 
the quality of historic continuity experienced in the community; and environmental, resources 
surveyed that were not classified as distinctive, significant, or contributory, comprise an historic 
context within the community. The HRI methodology included Appendices 3 and 4 of the 1980 
McMinnville Historic Resource Survey and Inventory Phase 1, assigned numbers to newly 
surveyed buildings starting with 1147, pulled previous ranking data from Appendix 5 of the 1980 
survey, and report tables. They updated the scoring based on the 50 year history threshold, 
gave up to three points for style, up to two points for integrity, and up to two points for 
environment. The HRI recommendations were for 24 distinctive resources, 97 significant 
resources, 111 contributory resources, and 69 environmental resources. The HRI common 
changes from 1980-84 vs. 2020 were:  history point increases, history point decreases, style 
point adjustments, integrity point decreases, integrity point increases, and environmental 
scoring increases. 
 
Mr. Howard described other recommendations which include an intensive level survey for the 
eligible/significant buildings and priority areas were identified to support a phased approach. 
They should evaluate National Register eligibility for these properties and support walking tours 
and historic district development. The priorities were:  SE Baker Street corridor (8 total), SE 1st 
and SE 2nd Streets (15 total), Chandler’s Addition (3 total), and development period buildings 
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(12 total). There was also a recommendation to create a South Downtown Historic District with 
222 total buildings, 156 historic contributing buildings (70%) based on a period of significance 
from 1870 to 1965. Another recommendation was for preservation education through property 
owner outreach, window repair and replacement guidance, and cladding repair and replacement 
guidance. The City should consider grants or other direct financial incentives and coordinating 
with McMinnville Water & Light to provide energy rebates for the repair and upgrade of existing 
wood windows and compatible replacements for buildings listed on the McMinnville Historic 
Inventory. 
 
Senior Planner Darnell asked if the Committee was interested in moving forward with making 
any updates to the local Historic Resources Inventory based on the recommendations and 
updated scoring and survey work that was part of the project. There were some that would 
change categories. He asked about the differences in scoring from the 1980 survey to this one. 
 
Mr. Howard said a lot of it had to do with alterations to windows and cladding.  They also tried 
to make sure the style was identifiable and doing a good job of conveying that style. They tried 
to follow as closely as they could the 1980 survey scoring. 
 
Committee Member Mead asked if there were legislative hurdles to adding properties to the 
historic registry that had not been previously listed.  
 
Senior Planner Darnell said this was only survey work, no formal action was being taken. If the 
Committee was interested in moving forward with updating the local inventory with the new 
listings suggested, it would require notification to the property owners. There had to be an owner 
consent process where the owner could object to listing their property on the local inventory. 
There was also a suggestion to change some of the properties already on the list to a different 
category. He was still waiting to hear back if that would also require owner consent. 
 
Committee Member Drabkin asked what happened if a listed property changed owners. Did the 
new owner have any recourse to try to remove the property from the list? 
 
Senior Planner Darnell said no, changes in ownership did not affect the building’s listing. 
 
Chair Branch asked about SHPO’s categories versus McMinnville’s local inventory categories. 
Were the local categories in line with SHPO’s categories for what was eligible and not eligible? 
 
Mr. Howard said the eligible/significant properties aligned with the distinctive category on the 
local inventory and the significant properties aligned with the eligible contributing SHPO 
category. The contributory overlapped with eligible contributing. He could pull a summary of the 
numbers and send it to staff to show a better comparison. 
 
Chair Branch wanted to make sure the language they were using was in line with SHPO’s 
language or if they should make adjustments. She asked if it was typical for cities to have this 
many categories on their local inventories, and if they had a category that was equivalent to the 
Environmental category. 
 
Mr. Howard said other cities did not have an environmental category. McMinnville’s inventory 
did double duty as the local register and inventory and a lot of municipalities separated those 
out. The Distinctive, Significant, and Contributory categories McMinnville had were not that 
unusual. 
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Senior Planner Darnell asked if McMinnville had a lot more on their inventory than other cities.  
 
Mr. Howard said it was unique in the comprehensiveness of the inventory. As far as a local 
register, it compared better with larger metropolitan areas than smaller municipalities. They had 
significantly more than other cities the same size as McMinnville. 
 
The Committee thanked Mr. Howard for his work. 
 
There was discussion regarding sharing the information and getting participation from these 
properties. 
 
Chair Branch asked how many properties were added. 
 
Mr. Howard said 374 properties went into SHPO’s database including the 17 buildings that were 
demolished and 301 buildings received a category recommendation. There were 128 new 
properties. He thought some properties were missed previously, some had been moved, and 
some were added due to the expanded dates. 
 
Senior Planner Darnell said the total number in all four categories was around 1,200. He then 
discussed the potential next steps which could include an intensive level survey and creation of 
a historic district or individual listing. He thought the HLC should determine whether there should 
be an update to the City’s inventory as well. They could look into property owner notification and 
education as a first step. 
 
Committee Member Drabkin suggested finding incentives and possibly funding that could be 
used for window and siding projects before they updated the inventory. They needed to come 
up with a marketing plan to the property owners. 
 
Senior Planner Darnell said funding for improvements was difficult to find. 
 
There was discussion regarding potential incentives, such as data about property values of 
homes in a designated protected area.  
 
Committee Member Cooley thought they should look into possible grants for educational 
materials, especially for promoting preservation of wood windows and cladding. 
 
Chair Branch thought they should have a list of qualified restoration contractors and create pre-
approved options that if followed, applicants would not have to come to the HLC. 
 
There was consensus not to move anything forward immediately so the Committee could study 
the recommendations further. They would look at updating the historic preservation code 
chapter and decide if they wanted to update the inventory. For the next round of the CLG grant 
they could come up with educational projects and incentives. There would also be discussion 
regarding whether or not to keep the Environmental category. 
 
There was discussion regarding getting a Council liaison to attend the Committee meetings, 
especially as they were discussing code changes. 

 
5. Committee Comments 
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Committee Member Cooley encouraged the Committee to look at the recommended category 
changes. 

 
6. Staff Comments 

 
None 
 

7. Adjournment 
 
Chair Branch adjourned the meeting at 4:52 p.m. 
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City of McMinnville 
Planning Department 

231 NE Fifth Street 
McMinnville, OR  97128 

(503) 434-7311 
www.mcminnvilleoregon.gov 

 

EXHIBIT 2 - STAFF REPORT 
 
DATE: May 27, 2021  
TO: Historic Landmark Committee Members 
FROM: Chuck Darnell, Senior Planner 
SUBJECT: PUBLIC MEETING:  HL 6-20 (Certificate of Approval for Demolition) –  

826 SW Gilson Street 
 
STRATEGIC PRIORITY & GOAL:  

 
OBJECTIVE/S: Define the unique character through a community process that articulates our 
core principles 
 
 
Report in Brief:   
 
This is a quasi-judicial review of a Certificate of Approval for Demolition land use application to allow for 
the demolition of an existing historic resource and building located at 826 SW Gilson Street (Tax Lot 
1300, Section 29AB, T. 4 S., R. 4 W., W.M.).  The building is listed on the McMinnville Historic Resources 
Inventory as a “Contributory” historic resource (resource number C152). The City of McMinnville has four 
classifications for historic resources in descending order, A, B, C and D.  Per the McMinnville Municipal 
Code, the McMinnville Historic Landmarks Committee serves as the decision-making body for the review 
of any Certificate of Approval for Demolition application.  The Certificate of Approval for Demolition 
request is subject to the review process described in Section 17.65.050 of the McMinnville Municipal 
Code (MMC).  The Historic Landmarks Committee will make a final decision on the application, subject 
to appeal as described in Section 17.65.080 of the MMC.  
 

Background:   
 

The subject property is located at 826 SW Gilson Street, and is identified as Tax Lot 1300, Section 29AB, 
T. 4 S., R. 4 W., W.M.  See Vicinity Map (Figure 1) below. 
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Figure 1. Vicinity Map (Property Outline Approximate) 
 

 
 
The existing building on the subject property is listed on the Historic Resources Inventory as a 
“Contributory” historic resource (resource number C152).  The property was originally surveyed in 1983, 
which is the date that the “Statement of Historical Significance and Property Description” was drafted and 
included on the Historic Resources Inventory sheet (resource number C152) for the subject property.  
This survey work led to the inclusion of the property on the Historic Resources Inventory, and the Historic 
Resources Inventory was adopted by the McMinnville City Council on April 14, 1987 by Ordinance 4401.  
The Historic Resources Inventory has since been incorporated into the McMinnville Municipal Code 
(MMC) through its adoption and reference in MMC Section 17.65.030(A). 
 
The statement of historical significance and description of the building, as described in the McMinnville 
Historic Resources Inventory sheet for the building, is as follows: 
 

“L-shaped house with additions that are now integral.  This is another rural vernacular sample.  
Double hung sash windows, medium gables, added and enclosed front porch with shed roof.  
Boxed eaves.  Composition shingle siding and brick foundation.” 

 
An image of the historic resource from the time of the survey in 1983 is provided below: 
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An image of the historic resource as it exists today is provided below: 
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Discussion:  
 

Decisions and/or recommendations for approval of the land use application are dependent upon whether 
or not the application meets state regulations, the McMinnville Comprehensive Plan and the McMinnville 
Municipal Code.  The application can either meet these criteria as proposed, or a condition of approval 
can be provided that either outlines what needs to occur to meet the criteria or when something needs to 
occur to meet the criteria. 
 

The specific review criteria for Certificate of Approval for Demolition requests, in Section 17.65.050(B) of 
the McMinnville Zoning Ordinance, require the Historic Landmarks Committee to base each decision on 
the following criteria: 
 

1. The City’s historic policies set forth in the comprehensive plan and the purpose of this ordinance; 
2. The economic use of the historic resource and the reasonableness of the proposed action and 

their relationship to the historic resource preservation or renovation; 
3. The value and significance of the historic resource; 
4. The physical condition of the historic resource; 
5. Whether the historic resource constitutes a hazard to the safety of the public or its occupants; 
6. Whether the historic resource is a deterrent to an improvement program of substantial benefit to 

the City which overrides the public interest in its preservation; 
7. Whether retention of the historic resource would cause financial hardship to the owner not 

outweighed by the public interest in the resource’s preservation; and 
8. Whether retention of the historic resource would be in the best interests of a majority of the citizens 

of the City, as determined by the Historic Landmarks Committee, and, if not, whether the historic 
resource may be preserved by an alternative means such as through photography, item removal, 
written description, measured drawings, sound retention or other means of limited or special 
preservation. 

 
The applicant has provided a written narrative and findings to support their requests.  The narrative and 
findings are provided in the application materials and are also reiterated and expanded upon in the 
Decision Document.  The Decision Document includes the specific findings of fact for each of the 
applicable review criteria, but an overview of the findings in those Decision Documents is provided below. 
 
The applicable review criteria in Section 17.65.050(B) only require that the Historic Landmarks 
Committee base its decision on the applicable review criteria.  It is important to note that the proposal is 
not required to satisfy every one of the review criteria, but that the Historic Landmarks Committee must 
base its decision on the multiple review criteria.  This requires the Historic Landmarks Committee to 
determine whether each criteria is met, and then weigh those findings against any criteria that are found 
not to be met. 
 
Summary of Applicant Findings 
 
The applicant has provided findings and is arguing that the historic resource meets multiple review criteria 
to support the demolition of the historic resource. The applicant’s main arguments are related to the value 
and significance of the historic resources, the existing condition of the historic resources, the amount of 
investment required to bring the structure back to an acceptable level to provide an economic and 
reasonable use (and the associated financial hardship of that investment), the preservation being a 
deterrent to an improvement program of substantial benefit to the city, and that retention would not be in 
the best interests of a majority of the citizens of the city. 
 
The main factor in the applicant’s arguments and findings for the demolition of the existing historic 
resource is the existing condition of the historic resource.  The applicant has provided photographic 
evidence of the poor condition of the historic resource, including issues with the foundation, lack of 
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moisture or vapor barrier, interior framing lacking separation from the ground, extensive dry rot 
throughout, poor and outdated plumbing and electrical systems, and various issues with the exterior 
features of the home.  An estimate from a local contractor was provided that supported these descriptions 
of the poor condition of the home. 
 
The applicant has also argued that the historical value and significance of the historic resource is lacking 
due to its condition and also due to the classification it was assigned at the time of the survey of the 
property and the development of the Historic Resources Inventory. 
 
The applicant has provided multiple statements related to the economic use of the historic resource being 
low, and that preservation of the structure would result in financial hardship that is not outweighed by the 
public interest in the preservation of the historic resource.  Again, the applicant provided a statement from 
a local contractor that includes one cost estimate for the foundation repair, and other statements that 
allude to the need for other improvements to the structure.  The applicant is arguing that these 
improvement costs are not reasonable to restore the historical integrity of the structure given its current 
economic use.  Documentation of the Real Market Value of the structure as assigned by the County 
assessor’s office was also provided, showing that the value of the structure is low, most recently at 
$57,504. 
 
Finally, the applicant is proposing an improvement program on the subject property that the preservation 
of the historic resources would prevent from occurring.  If the existing building was approved for 
demolition, the applicant is proposing to construct a new dwelling unit on the subject site.  The applicant 
has described this replacement dwelling as being either a stick-built single-family dwelling or a 
manufactured home, but no additional detail was provided.  Building permit plans have also not yet been 
submitted for any redevelopment of the property. 
 
Analysis of Review Criteria 
 
The Historic Landmarks Committee needs to make their findings for their decision based on the review 
criteria of the McMinnville Municipal Code, which are in Section 17.65.050(B) and are shown above. 
 
The McMinnville Municipal Code does not require that the applicant’s request meet all of the applicable 
review criteria in order for a Certificate of Approval for Demolition application to be approved.  The Historic 
Landmarks Committee needs to decide if the applicant’s findings are compelling enough to warrant an 
approval for a Certificate of Approval for Demolition.   
 
The applicant had also provided findings for the demolition being consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan (review criteria 17.65.050(B)(1)) and that the historic resource constitutes a hazard to the safety of 
its occupants (review criteria 17.65.050(B)(5)).  However, staff does not believe that the Comprehensive 
Plan goals and the purpose statement of the Historic Preservation chapter of the code support demolition 
of historic resources, and rather speak to the preservation and protection of structures of historical 
significance to the City of McMinnville.  In regards to the historic resource being a hazard to the safety of 
its occupants, staff does not believe that this criteria is as applicable in the demolition request.  While 
there are some documented issues with the condition of the structures (see description above and 
applicant narrative for more detail), there could still be a level of investment that would result in the 
building being functional and not a hazard to its occupants. 
 
Staff believes that the applicant’s arguments described in the section above (titled “Summary of Applicant 
Findings”) could be found to be reasonable and satisfying the applicable review criteria to support the 
demolition of the historic resource.  Staff believes that the most relevant and best satisfied review criteria 
is related to the “physical condition” of the historic resource, together with the value and significance of 
the historic resource, and the economic considerations associated with renovation of the structure to a 
level of acceptable use.  The applicant provided fairly extensive documentation of some of the poor 
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condition of the structure.  Staff believes that some of the structural elements identified in the application 
materials are of particular note, including the crumbling brick foundation in multiple locations and the lack 
of foundation internally resulting in the floor framing resting on bare ground.  The applicant did provide a 
contractor’s statement (not really a true cost estimate) that does support the applicant’s statements about 
the physical condition of the historic resource.  The contractor concurs with the applicant, and notes many 
of structure’s features that require extensive repair. 
 
The one item that the contractor’s statement provides specific cost estimate for is the repair of the 
foundation, which would require lifting the home and is estimated at between $75,000 and $85,000.  
Together with the other improvements required to repair the home and the existing Real Market Value of 
the structure, the Historic Landmarks Committee would need to find that the investment required in the 
structure would not be reasonable and be a financial hardship to the property owner.  However, staff 
would note that the applicant did not provide much data or evidence for what the market value of the 
structure could be after improvements take place. 
 
Staff would also note that it is apparent that there is likely some level of deterioration that has been 
allowed to occur over time, but it is difficult to determine exactly how the structure came to be in its current 
condition.  At the time of the survey of the resource in 1983 at the time of the development of the Historic 
Resources Inventory the condition of the structure was assigned a “Fair” assignment, which is the third 
lowest of four possible assignments of condition.  Within the “Fair” assignment, it was noted that the 
structure had “Rotten sills or frames”, “Deep wear on stairs”, and “Poor or no foundation”, which provides 
some evidence that at least some of the poor condition of the structure existed at the time of original 
designation on the Historic Resources Inventory.  Even with the somewhat poor condition of the structure 
at the time of the original survey, it was still evaluated and scored highly enough amongst all of the 
applicable criteria to be designated as a “Contributory” resource, as will be described in more detail below.  
Therefore, staff would not suggest that the condition of the structure alone be considered the most 
compelling argument for supporting demolition of the structure. 
 
Staff would suggest that the most compelling argument and potentially most influential finding for 
potentially supporting the demolition of the structure would be for the criteria related to the “value and 
significance” of the historic resource.  The applicant had provided some reference to the evaluation and 
scoring process that resulted in the structure being a “Contributory” resource.  However, some of their 
references were incorrect.  The historic resource was determined to be a “Contributory” resource during 
the stage 1 evaluation process during the development of the Historic Resources Inventory.  The 
“Contributory” resources were “considered to enhance the overall historic character of a neighborhood 
or the City”.  The description of resources that “create the background or context for the more significant 
resources” that is referenced by the applicant was used to described “Environmental” resources, which 
the historic resource in question is not. 
 
The historic resource in question was then also considered during the stage 2 evaluation process during 
the development of the Historic Resources Inventory, where it was scored against the stage 2 criteria of 
History, Style, Integrity, and Environment.  The historic resource received a score of 5, which kept it within 
the “Contributory” classification but was not a score that resulted in a level of higher significance.  Detail 
on the scoring from the stage 2 evaluation process, as shown in Appendix 4 and Appendix 5 of the 
Historic Resources Inventory, is shown below: 
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This shows that the structure was originally evaluated at a low level for most of the applicable review 
criteria, other than “History” which may be based on the estimated year of construction (1890). 
 
Finally, the applicant is proposing an improvement program of the redevelopment of another dwelling on 
the subject property, which could be found to be an improvement program of benefit to the City.  The 
improvement program is basically the replacement of one dwelling unit with another dwelling unit, which 
is not necessarily a substantial benefit to the City as it does not result in an increase in available housing, 
but it would result in new construction of a dwelling unit.  The built environment around this location and 
in the surrounding neighborhood is somewhat varied, and there are not a large number of other 
designated historic resources in the area.  There has also been more recent redevelopment of the 
properties immediately adjacent to the west and south with more modern single family homes.  Therefore, 
the replacement of the historic resource with another newer dwelling unit would not result in an 
incompatibility with the surrounding neighborhood or degradation of a significant pattern of historical 
development. 
 
An image of the Historic Resources Inventory map of the surrounding area is shown below for reference: 
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However, staff would note that there have been no plans yet submitted for this redevelopment or 
improvement program, and no timeframe described by the applicant. 
 
On recent demolition requests, the Historic Landmarks Committee has included a condition of approval 
to require that, prior to the demolition, an owner make the structure available for moving to another site.  
Also, on recent demolition requests the Committee has required that the owner make available the 
amount of funds that they would have spent on demolition of the structure to the party that would move 
the structure to cover costs associated with the move.  The intent behind this requirement is to provide a 
financial incentive to someone interested in renovating the structure, as they could receive the structure 
at no cost and also have all or most of the costs of moving the structure covered by the current owner, 
which would test whether the renovation of the structure is economically reasonable. 
 
There has been no evidence or analysis of whether the structure could be moved, and the applicant (and 
also current owners) have not provided any cost estimate associated with the demolition of the structure.  
Based on this, and the fact that there are no redevelopment plans yet submitted for the property, staff 
would suggest that the Historic Landmarks Committee consider requiring the applicant to make the 
structure available for relocation, but not require that funding be made available to assist in the relocation 
(because it is not apparent that the property owner has that funding available due to there being no 
immediate redevelopment plans for the property). 
 
Also, if the Historic Landmarks Committee finds that the improvement program described by the applicant 
would satisfy this review criteria (criteria 17.65.050(B)(6)), and that it may be more influential when 
weighed against other criteria that are not being satisfied, staff would remind the Committee that in the 
past, there has been a consideration of deferring the issuance of a demolition permit until such time as 
building permits are actually submitted for the improvement program.  The intent behind this has been to 
ensure that the improvement program actually moves forward prior to demolition of the historic resource.  
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As stated above, there have been no redevelopment plans submitted for the subject property, so staff 
would suggest that the Committee consider including this delay on the issuance of a demolition permit 
until building permits are submitted. 
 
Finally, the Historic Landmarks Committee could require that the history of the buildings be documented 
through other means for archival purposes if the structure is not relocated and at such time that 
redevelopment of the property is actually proposed, which would satisfy review criteria 17.65.050(B)(8).  
These other means have traditionally included detailed photographic evidence that is provided to the 
Planning Department. 
 
Commission Options: 
 

1) Close the public meeting and APPROVE the application, per the decision document provided 
which includes the findings of fact. 

 
2) CONTINUE the public meeting to a specific date and time. 

 
3) Close the public meeting and DENY the application, providing findings of fact for the denial in the 

motion to deny. 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Again, in reviewing a request for a demolition of a historic landmark, the Historic Landmarks Committee 
must base its decision on the criteria described in Section 17.65.050(B) of the McMinnville City Code, 
and as reviewed in the staff report above.  It is important to note again that the proposal is not 
required to satisfy every one of the review criteria, but that the Historic Landmarks Committee 
must base its decision on the multiple review criteria.  This requires the Historic Landmarks 
Committee to determine whether each criteria is met, and then weigh those findings against any 
criteria that are found not to be met. 
 
Based on the information provided, staff believes that the applicant has provided findings that could be 
found to support the demolition request.  Staff believes that the applicant provided reasonable findings 
for the value and significance of the historic resources, that the preservation of the historic resources 
would be a deterrent to an improvement program of benefit to the City, and that the retention of the 
historic resource not being in the best interests of a majority of the citizens of the city.  The findings related 
to the economic use and financial hardship of the preservation of the historic resources are not as strongly 
supported by data or evidence from the applicant.  Therefore, staff would suggest that the Historic 
Landmarks Committee consider their arguments and determine whether they are found to be reasonable.  
Also, staff has suggested some conditions of approval related to making the structure available for 
relocation, which has been a requirement that has been applied in other demolition requests to further 
test the reasonability and viability of renovating the existing structure. 
 
These criteria, together with a potential requirement to provide an opportunity to relocate the structure, a 
requirement to delay the issuance of the demolition permit until building permits are submitted for 
redevelopment of the property, and a requirement for more detailed documentation of the historic 
resource prior to demolition, could be found by the Historic Landmarks Committee to outweigh the other 
review criteria that are not being satisfied.  Staff does not believe that the Comprehensive Plan goal and 
Historic Preservation purpose statement support demolition of historic resources, and staff also believes 
that the structures could be improved to some degree to not be a hazard to its occupants.  Therefore, 
staff does not believe that these criteria are being satisfied, and that they should be considered and 
weighed by the Historic Landmarks Committee against the criteria that could be found to be satisfied. 
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If the Historic Landmarks Committee agrees with the applicant’s arguments and findings in 
Sections 17.65.050(B)(2), 17.65.050(B)(3), 17.65.050(B)(4), 17.65.050(B)(6), 17.65.050(B)(7), and 
17.65.050(B)(8), staff recommends that the demolition request be approved with conditions.  If the 
Historic Landmarks Committee does decide to approve the request for the demolition of the historic 
resource, staff is suggesting that an opportunity be made for relocation of the structure, that the demolition 
permit also be delayed until such time as building permits are submitted for redevelopment of the 
property, and that photo documentation be provided of the historic resource prior to demolition. 
 
Staff is suggesting that the following conditions of approval be included to provide for additional 
opportunity to preserve the historic resource: 
 

1) That within 20 (twenty) days of notification of the Historic Landmarks Committee’s decision, the 
applicant shall place notice in the “News-Register” advertising that for a period of not less than 
120 days, the subject structure will be available for relocation.  The applicant will place such notice 
in a minimum of two editions of the “News-Register”.  The applicant shall also advertise the 
availability of the subject structure for relocation in postings on Craiglist, in the McMinnville, 
Salem, and Portland areas.  The applicant shall also notify a minimum of four (4) local real estate 
agents of the availability of the subject structure for relocation.  During the 120-day period 
following the required advertising, the applicant shall also place a posted notice on the right-of-
way adjacent to the property noticing the offering of structure for relocation.  Evidence of the 
advertisement and the property posting shall be provided to the Planning Department prior to the 
issuance of the demolition permit for the subject structure. 
 
The City of McMinnville shall not issue a demolition permit for the structure until 120 days from 
the first day of advertising the subject structure for relocation. 
 

2) That the City of McMinnville shall not issue a demolition permit for the historic resource until 
building permits for an improvement program substantially similar to the project described in the 
application materials have been submitted to the Building Department.  The improvement 
program shall be considered to be substantially similar to the project described in the application 
materials if it is for any permitted or conditionally permitted use in the underlying zone. 
 

3) That prior to the issuance of the demolition permit for the subject structure, a minimum of 20 
(twenty) digital photographs documenting exterior views of the subject structure and a minimum 
of 20 (twenty) digital photographs documenting interior views of the subject structure shall be 
submitted to the Planning Department. 

 
Staff has provided a draft decision document with findings to support a Historic Landmarks 
Committee decision to approve the demolition with the above condition. 
 
Alternatively, the Historic Landmarks Committee could make findings to support a decision to deny the 
demolition request.  Staff has provided some description of each of the applicable review criteria, and the 
Committee could use some of those arguments to make findings that the demolition of the resource is 
not warranted.  Again, the Historic Landmarks Committee must consider each applicable review criteria 
and weigh them against each other.  The Committee’s decision must be based on the applicable review 
criteria, but there is no requirement that any particular number of review criteria be satisfied or not 
satisfied. 
 
In order for the Historic Landmarks Committee to make a decision to deny the demolition request, staff 
believes that the Committee could make findings that the existing historic resource still retains some of 
the architectural building form that originally resulted in the structure being listed on the Historic 
Resources Inventory even though most of the detailed architectural features are in poor condition, 
showing that the historic resource does still retain some level of historic value and significance (Section 
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17.65.050(B)(3)).  The Committee could also find that with reinvestment the physical condition of the 
structure could be improved (Section 17.65.050(B)(4)), that with reinvestment the structure would not 
pose a safety hazard (Section 17.65.050(B)(5)), and that there exists a public interest in the retention of 
the structure that is in the best interests of the City (Sections 17.65.050(B)(7)) and 17.65.050(B)(8)).  The 
Historic Landmarks Committee would need to find that these criteria outweigh the applicant’s arguments 
that there is no economic use of the resource given the level of investment required, the potential financial 
hardship that would be incurred by the owner in the retention of the resource, and that the public interest 
in the retention of the resource overrides the potential financial hardship and the improvement program 
described by the applicant. 
 
The Historic Landmarks Committee should review the information and arguments provided by the 
applicant during the public meeting, offer an opportunity for the applicant and the public to provide 
testimony, and then deliberate and determine whether the review criteria being satisfied by the applicant 
outweigh those that are not. 
 
MOTION FOR THE APPROVAL OF HL 6-20: 
 
BASED ON THE FINDINGS OF FACT, THE CONCLUSIONARY FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL, AND 
THE MATERIALS SUBMITTED BY THE APPLICANT, THE HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMITTEE 
APPROVES HL 6-20, BASED ON THE FINDINGS OF FACT PROVIDED IN THE DECISION 
DOCUMENT.  [NOTE – INCLUDE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL IN THE MOTION IF THERE ARE 
ANY DISCUSSED BY THE HLC ON THE PUBLIC RECORD DURING THE MEETING] 
 
If the Committee does not find that applicable criteria have been addressed by the applicant, staff 
recommends that the Committee continue the application to a future Historic Landmarks Committee 
meeting to allow the applicant to provide additional information or findings.  Similarly, if the Committee 
makes findings for the denial of the application, staff would recommend that the Committee continue the 
application to allow staff to draft an updated Decision Document, based on findings provided by the 
Committee on the record during the meeting.  A recommended motion for the continuation of the 
application is provided below: 
 
MOTION FOR THE CONTINUATION OF HL 6-20: 
 
BASED ON THE MATERIALS SUBMITTED BY THE APPLICANT, THE HISTORIC LANDMARKS 
COMMITTEE FINDS THAT ADDITIONAL INFORMATION (AS DISCUSSED ON THE RECORD) IS 
NECESSARY, AND CONTINUES HL 6-20 TO A COMMITTEE MEETING ON JUNE 24, 2021 AT 3:00 
PM. 
 
 
 
CD 
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CITY OF MCMINNVILLE 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

231 NE FIFTH STREET 
MCMINNVILLE, OR  97128 

 
503-434-7311 

www.mcminnvilleoregon.gov  
 

DECISION, CONDITIONS, FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONARY FINDINGS OF THE 
MCMINNVILLE HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMITTEE FOR THE APPROVAL OF A DEMOLITION 
OF A HISTORIC RESOURCE LOCATED AT 826 SW GILSON STREET 

 

DOCKET: HL 6-20 (Certificate of Approval for Demolition) 
 

REQUEST: Approval of the demolition of an existing historic resource and building that is 
located on the subject property.  The building is listed on the McMinnville Historic 
Resources Inventory as a “Contributory” historic resource (resource number 
C152). 

 
LOCATION: 826 SW Gilson Street.  The resources are located at the property that is identified 

as Tax Lot 1300, Section 29AB, T. 4 S., R. 4 W., W.M. 
 

ZONING: R-2 (Single Family Residential) 
 
APPLICANT:   Ron & Priscilla Morton 
 
STAFF: Chuck Darnell, Senior Planner 
 
DATE DEEMED  
COMPLETE: April 28, 2021 
 
HEARINGS BODY  
& ACTION: McMinnville Historic Landmarks Committee   
  
HEARING DATE  
& LOCATION:  May 27, 2021, Zoom Online Meeting ID 938 9056 2975 
 
PROCEDURE: An application for a Certificate of Approval for Demolition is processed in 

accordance with the procedures in Section 17.65.050 of the McMinnville 
Municipal Code. 

 
CRITERIA: The applicable criteria for a Certificate of Approval for Demolition are specified in 

Section 17.65.050(B) of the McMinnville Municipal Code.  In addition, the goals, 
policies, and proposals in Volume II of the Comprehensive Plan are to be applied 
to all land use decisions as criteria for approval, denial, or modification of the 
proposed request.  Goals and policies are mandated; all land use decisions must 
conform to the applicable goals and policies of Volume II.  “Proposals” specified 
in Volume II are not mandated, but are to be undertaken in relation to all 
applicable land use requests. 

 
APPEAL: As specified in Section 17.65.080 of the McMinnville Municipal Code, the Historic 

Landmarks Committee’s decision may be appealed to the Planning Commission 
within fifteen (15) days of the date written notice of decision is mailed.  The City’s 
final decision is subject to a 120 day processing timeline, including resolution of 
any local appeal.   
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COMMENTS: This matter was referred to the following public agencies for comment: 

McMinnville Fire Department, Police Department, Engineering Department, 
Building Department, Parks Department, City Manager, and City Attorney; 
McMinnville Water and Light; McMinnville School District No. 40; Yamhill County 
Public Works; Yamhill County Planning Department; Frontier Communications; 
Comcast; Northwest Natural Gas; and Oregon Department of Transportation.  
Their comments are provided in this document. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Based on the findings and conclusionary findings, the Historic Landmarks Committee finds the 
applicable criteria are satisfied with conditions and APPROVES the Certificate of Approval for 
Demolition (HL 6-20), subject to the conditions contained in this document. 

 

////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////// 
 DECISION: APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS 
////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////// 
 
  
Planning Department:   Date:    
Heather Richards, Planning Director 
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I.  APPLICATION SUMMARY: 
 
The applicant has provided information in their application narrative and findings (attached as 
Attachment 1) regarding the history of the subject site(s) and the request(s) under consideration.  Staff 
has found the information provided to accurately reflect the current land use request, and excerpted 
portions are provided below to give context to the request, in addition to the City’s findings. 
 
Subject Property & Request 
 
The subject property is located at 826 SW Gilson Street, and is identified as Tax Lot 1300, Section 
29AB, T. 4 S., R. 4 W., W.M.  See Vicinity Map (Figure 1) below. 
 

Figure 1. Vicinity Map (Property Outline Approximate) 
 

 
 
The existing building on the subject property is listed on the Historic Resources Inventory as a 
“Contributory” historic resource (resource number C152).  The statement of historical significance and 
description of the building, as described in the McMinnville Historic Resources Inventory sheet for the 
building, is as follows: 
 

“L-shaped house with additions that are now integral.  This is another rural vernacular sample.  
Double hung sash windows, medium gables, added and enclosed front porch with shed roof.  
Boxed eaves.  Composition shingle siding and brick foundation.” 
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The applicant provided an additional, brief description of the historic resource in the application 
narrative, which is as follows: 
 

“The structure proposed for demolition is a 1,254 sq ft, two story, three-bedroom, one-bathroom 
home.  The house was constructed in 1890. 
 
The historical resource in question has been described in the statement of historical significance as 
twostory house with no basement. Wood frame construction. Most windows are single pane. The 
dwelling is rectangular in shape, very plain. The porch is falling in, extensive rot damage under brick 
that supports the structure. Comp roof which has been leaking and caused significant damage to 
interior.” 

 
Photos of the resource at the time of survey in 1983, photos of the existing exterior of the historic 
resources, and a graphic of the proposed new construction are provided below.  See 1983 Historic 
Resources Inventory Photo (Figure 2), and Existing Conditions (Figure 3) below. 
 

Figure 2. 1983 Historic Resources Inventory Photo  
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Figure 3. Existing Conditions 
 

 
 

Background 
 
The property was originally surveyed in 1983, which is the date that the “Statement of Historical 
Significance and Property Description” were drafted and included on the Historic Resources Inventory 
sheet (resource number C152) for the subject property.  This survey work led to the inclusion of the 
property on the Historic Resources Inventory, and the Historic Resources Inventory was adopted by the 
McMinnville City Council on April 14, 1987 by Ordinance 4401.  The Historic Resources Inventory has 
since been incorporated into the McMinnville Municipal Code (MMC) through its adoption and reference 
in MMC Section 17.65.030(A). 
 
Summary of Criteria & Issues 
 

The application (HL 6-20) is subject to Certificate of Approval for Demolition review criteria in Section 
17.65.050(B) of the Zoning Ordinance.  The goals and policies in Volume II of the Comprehensive Plan 
are also independent approval criteria for all land use decisions.  
 

The specific review criteria for Certificate of Approval for Demolition requests, in Section 17.65.050(B) 
of the McMinnville Zoning Ordinance, require the Historic Landmarks Committee to base each decision 
on the following criteria: 
 

1. The City’s historic policies set forth in the comprehensive plan and the purpose of this ordinance; 
2. The economic use of the historic resource and the reasonableness of the proposed action and 

their relationship to the historic resource preservation or renovation; 
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3. The value and significance of the historic resource; 
4. The physical condition of the historic resource; 
5. Whether the historic resource constitutes a hazard to the safety of the public or its occupants; 
6. Whether the historic resource is a deterrent to an improvement program of substantial benefit 

to the City which overrides the public interest in its preservation; 
7. Whether retention of the historic resource would cause financial hardship to the owner not 

outweighed by the public interest in the resource’s preservation; and 
8. Whether retention of the historic resource would be in the best interests of a majority of the 

citizens of the City, as determined by the Historic Landmarks Committee, and, if not, whether 
the historic resource may be preserved by an alternative means such as through photography, 
item removal, written description, measured drawings, sound retention or other means of limited 
or special preservation. 

 
The applicant has provided findings to support the request for a Certificate of Approval for Demolition.  
These will be discussed in detail in Section VII (Conclusionary Findings) below. 
 
II.  CONDITIONS: 
 

1. That within 20 (twenty) days of notification of the Historic Landmarks Committee’s decision, the 
applicant shall place notice in the “News-Register” advertising that for a period of not less than 
120 days, the subject structure will be available for relocation.  The applicant will place such 
notice in a minimum of two editions of the “News-Register”.  The applicant shall also advertise 
the availability of the subject structure for relocation in postings on Craiglist, in the McMinnville, 
Salem, and Portland areas.  The applicant shall also notify a minimum of four (4) local real estate 
agents of the availability of the subject structure for relocation.  During the 120-day period 
following the required advertising, the applicant shall also place a posted notice on the right-of-
way adjacent to the property noticing the offering of structure for relocation.  Evidence of the 
advertisement and the property posting shall be provided to the Planning Department prior to 
the issuance of the demolition permit for the subject structure. 
 
The City of McMinnville shall not issue a demolition permit for the structure until 120 days from 
the first day of advertising the subject structure for relocation. 
 

2. That the City of McMinnville shall not issue a demolition permit for the historic resource until 
building permits for an improvement program substantially similar to the project described in the 
application materials have been submitted to the Building Department.  The improvement 
program shall be considered to be substantially similar to the project described in the application 
materials if it is for any permitted or conditionally permitted use in the underlying zone. 
 

3. That prior to the issuance of the demolition permit for the subject structure, a minimum of 20 
(twenty) digital photographs documenting exterior views of the subject structure and a minimum 
of 20 (twenty) digital photographs documenting interior views of the subject structure shall be 
submitted to the Planning Department. 

 
III.  ATTACHMENTS: 
 

1. HL 6-20 Application and Attachments (on file with the Planning Department) 
 

IV.  COMMENTS: 
 
Agency Comments 
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This matter was referred to the following public agencies for comment:  McMinnville Fire Department, 
Police Department, Parks and Recreation Department, Engineering and Building Departments, City 
Manager, and City Attorney, McMinnville School District No. 40, McMinnville Water and Light, Yamhill 
County Public Works, Yamhill County Planning Department, Recology Western Oregon, Frontier 
Communications, Comcast, Northwest Natural Gas.  The following comments were received: 
 

• McMinnville Engineering Department 
 
Sanitary Sewer shall be properly capped and inspected prior to demo permit final. 

 

• McMinnville Building Department 
 

 No building code concerns with demolition. Any rebuilding would need to address the 
 adjacent property line and could not be rebuilt as close as present without a firewall. 
 

• Comcast 
 
We are good here, no conflicts. 
 

• Ziply Fiber 
 
We have no conflicts. However, the property owner/developer will need to provide path (Subduct 
or Conduit) from the new home to the Right of Way (to a pole would be ideal) for 
communications. 
 

Public Comments 
 
Notice of this request was mailed to property owners located within 300 feet of the subject site on May 
13, 2021.  As of the date of the Historic Landmarks Committee public meeting on May 27, 2021 no 
public testimony had been received by the Planning Department. 
 
V.  FINDINGS OF FACT - PROCEDURAL FINDINGS 
 
1. The applicant, property owners Ron & Priscilla Morton, submitted the Certificate of Approval 

application (HL 2-21) on December 10, 2020. 
 
2. The application was deemed incomplete on January 7, 2021.  A revised application submittal, 

including the items that were requested by the Planning Department to deem the application 
complete, was provided on March 3, 2021.  The revised application materials were submitted 
by a representative of the applicant.  The Planning Department requested written confirmation 
that the representative was authorized to participate on behalf of the property owners and 
applicant.  This confirmation of owner consent was provided on April 19, 2021. 
 

3. The application was deemed complete on April 28, 2021.  Based on that date, the 120 day land 
use decision time limit expires on August 26, 2021. 

 
4. Notice of the application was referred to the following public agencies for comment in 

accordance with Section 17.72.120 of the Zoning Ordinance:  McMinnville Fire Department, 
Police Department, Parks and Recreation Department, Engineering and Building Departments, 
City Manager, and City Attorney, McMinnville School District No. 40, McMinnville Water and 
Light, Yamhill County Public Works, Yamhill County Planning Department, Recology Western 
Oregon, Frontier Communications, Comcast, Northwest Natural Gas.   
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Comments received from agencies are addressed in the Decision Document.   
 
5. Notice of the application and the May 27, 2021 Historic Landmarks Committee public meeting 

was mailed to property owners within 300 feet of the subject property in accordance with Section 
17.65.070(C) of the Zoning Ordinance on Thursday, May 13, 2021. 

 
6. No public testimony was submitted to the Planning Department prior to the Historic Landmarks 

Committee public hearing. 
 

7. On May 27, 2021, the Historic Landmarks Committee held a duly noticed public hearing to 
consider the request.   

 
VI. FINDINGS OF FACT – GENERAL FINDINGS 
 
1. Location:   826 SW Gilson Street.  The resource is located at the property that is identified as 

Tax Lot 1300, Section 29AB, T. 4 S., R. 4 W., W.M. 
 

2. Size:  Approximately 7,025 square feet. 
 

3. Comprehensive Plan Map Designation:  Residential 
 

4. Zoning:   R-2 (Single Family Residential) 
  

5. Overlay Zones/Special Districts:  None. 
 

6. Current Use:  Residential 
 

7. Inventoried Significant Resources: 
a. Historic Resources:  Historic Resources Inventory – Resource Number C152. 
b. Other:  None 

 
8. Other Features:  The site is generally flat and there is no significant vegetation on the site. 

  
9. Utilities: 

a. Water:  Water service is available to the subject site. 
b. Electric:  Power service is available to the subject site. 
c. Sewer:  Sanitary sewer service is available to the subject site.     
d. Stormwater:  Storm sewer service is available to the subject site. 
e. Other Services:   Other utility services are available to the subject site.  Northwest Natural 

Gas and Comcast is available to serve the site.   
 

10. Transportation:  The site is adjacent to SW Gilson Street, which is identified as a local street 
in the McMinnville Transportation System Plan.  Section 17.53.101 of the McMinnville Municipal 
Code identifies the right-of-way width for local streets as 50 feet.  The existing right-of-way width 
of SW Gilson Street adjacent to the subject site is approximately 60 feet, which exceeds the 
required minimum right-of-way width and therefore does not require any additional dedication. 

 

VII.  CONCLUSIONARY FINDINGS: 
 

The Conclusionary Findings are the findings regarding consistency with the applicable criteria for the 
application. The applicable criteria for a Historic Resources Inventory Amendment are specified in 
Section 17.65.050(B) of the Zoning Ordinance. 
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In addition, the goals, policies, and proposals in Volume II of the Comprehensive Plan are to be applied 
to all land use decisions as criteria for approval, denial, or modification of the proposed request.  Goals 
and policies are mandated; all land use decisions must conform to the applicable goals and policies of 
Volume II.  “Proposals” specified in Volume II are not mandated, but are to be undertaken in relation to 
all applicable land use requests.   
 

Comprehensive Plan Volume II: 
 
The following Goals, Policies, and Proposals from Volume II of the Comprehensive Plan provide criteria 
applicable to this request: 
 

The implementation of most goals, policies, and proposals as they apply to this application are 
accomplished through the provisions, procedures, and standards in the city codes and master plans, 
which are sufficient to adequately address applicable goals, polices, and proposals as they apply to this 
application.   
 

The following additional findings are made relating to specific Goals and 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. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: The purpose of the city's historic policies is to preserve historical 
resources with special historical, architectural or cultural significance while improving property 
values and strengthening the economy. This resource lacks significance required to meet the 
proposed of restoring it and much of the historical value has been diminished due to various 
remodeling and rot. Additionally, restricting the demolition of this resource will hinder the 
applicant's ability to move forward with an alternative action of great value to the citizens of 
McMinnville by providing a new dwelling. 
 
FINDING:  NOT SATISFIED.  The focus of the comprehensive plan goal is to preserve and 
protect structures that have special historical or architectural significance.  A demolition clearly 
does not meet that intent.  The Historic Landmarks Committee, after reviewing the application 
materials and receiving testimony, decided that other applicable criteria for the consideration of 
the demolition were met and therefore the demolition was approved.  Findings for those other 
applicable review criteria are provided below. 

 
GOAL X 1: TO PROVIDE OPPORTUNITIES FOR CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT IN THE LAND USE 

DECISION MAKING PROCESS ESTABLISHED BY THE CITY OF McMINNVILLE. 
 
GOAL X 2:  TO MAKE EVERY EFFORT TO ENGAGE AND INCLUDE A BROAD CROSS SECTION OF 

THE COMMUNITY BY MAINTAINING AN ACTIVE AND OPEN CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT 
PROGRAM THAT IS ACCESSIBLE TO ALL MEMBERS OF THE COMMUNITY AND 
ENGAGES THE COMMUNITY DURING DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION OF 
LAND USE POLICIES AND CODES. 

 

Policy 188.00 The City of McMinnville shall continue to provide opportunities for citizen involvement in 
all phases of the planning process.  The opportunities will allow for review and comment 
by community residents and will be supplemented by the availability of information on 
planning requests and the provision of feedback mechanisms to evaluate decisions and 
keep citizens informed. 

 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE:  None. 
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FINDING:  SATISFIED.  The process for a Certificate of Approval for Demolition provides an 
opportunity for citizen involvement throughout the process through the public notice and the 
public meeting process.  Throughout the process, there are opportunities for the public to review 
and obtain copies of the application materials and the completed staff report prior to the 
advertised public meeting(s).  All members of the public have access to provide testimony and 
ask questions during the public review and meeting process. 

 
McMinnville Municipal Code 
 
The following Sections of the McMinnville Municipal Code (MMC) provide criteria applicable to the 
request: 
 
Chapter 17.03.  General Provisions 
 
17.03.020 Purpose.  The purpose of this ordinance is to encourage appropriate and orderly physical 
development in the City through standards designed to protect residential, commercial, industrial, and 
civic areas from the intrusions of incompatible uses; to provide opportunities for establishments to 
concentrate for efficient operation in mutually beneficial relationship to each other and to shared 
services; to provide adequate open space, desired levels of population densities, workable relationships 
between land uses and the transportation system, and adequate community facilities; to provide 
assurance of opportunities for effective utilization of the land resource; and to promote in other ways 
public health, safety, convenience, and general welfare. 
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: None. 
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED.  The purpose of the Zoning Ordinance is met by the proposal as 
described in the Conclusionary Findings contained in this Decision Document. 

 
17.65.050 Demolition, Moving, or New Construction. The property owner shall submit an application 
for a Certificate of Approval for the demolition or moving of a historic resource, or any resource that is 
listed on the National Register for Historic Places, or for new construction on historical sites on which 
no structure exists. Applications shall be submitted to the Planning Department for initial review for 
completeness as stated in Section 17.72.040 of the McMinnville Zoning Ordinance. The Historic 
Landmarks Committee shall meet within thirty (30) days of the date the application was deemed 
complete by the Planning Department to review the request. A failure to review within thirty (30) days 
shall be considered as an approval of the application. 
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: None. 
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED.  The applicant, who is the property owner, filed an application and 
request to demolish the existing building that is designated as a Contributory resource on the 
Historic Resources Inventory.  The application was reviewed by the Historic Landmarks 
Committee within 30 days of the application being deemed complete. 

 
17.65.050 Demolition, Moving, or New Construction. […] 

B. The Historic Landmarks Committee shall base its decision on the following criteria:  
 
17.65.050(B)(1).  The City’s historic policies set forth in the comprehensive plan and the purpose of 
this ordinance;  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: The purpose of the city's historic policies is to preserve historical 
resources with special historical, architectural or cultural significance while improving property 
values and strengthening the economy. This resource lacks significance required to meet the 
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proposed of restoring it and much of the historical value has been diminished due to various 
remodeling and rot. Additionally, restricting the demolition of this resource will hinder the 
applicant's ability to move forward with an alternative action of great value to the citizens of 
McMinnville by providing a new dwelling. 
 
Additional Response Provided in Revised Submittal: The City's policies (Historic) are to make 
McMinnville a better place now as well as the future and to remember the past. It is not to stop 
progress in making our community better. When moving forward, it is nice to maintain what we 
must continue to add value to our community. Do we have a method in which to help 
homeowners maintain these prospective historical resources since they are assets to our 
community? Too often they have been so modified they no longer maintain the history they once  
portrayed. 
 
FINDING:  NOT SATISFIED.  Most of the City’s historic policies in the comprehensive plan focus 
on the establishment of the Historic Landmarks Committee, public awareness of historic 
preservation, and other activities for the City to pursue to increase documentation of historic 
resources.  However, the goal most specifically related to historic preservation is as follows: 
 
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 purpose of the Historic Preservation ordinance includes the following:  

 
(a) Stabilize and improve property values through restoration efforts;  
(b) Promote the education of local citizens on the benefits associated with an active historic 

preservation program;  
(c) Foster civic pride in the beauty and noble accomplishments of the past;  
(d) Protect and enhance the City’s attractions for tourists and visitors; and  
(e) Strengthen the economy of the City. 
 
The focus of the comprehensive plan goal and the purpose of the Historic Preservation chapter 
are to preserve structures that have special historical or architectural significance through 
restoration efforts.  A demolition clearly does not meet that intent.  The Historic Landmarks 
Committee, after reviewing the evidence and hearing the public testimony, decided that other 
criteria for the consideration of the demolition were satisfied and therefore the demolition was 
approved with conditions. 
 

17.65.050(B)(2).  The economic use of the historic resource and the reasonableness of the proposed 
action and their relationship to the historic resource preservation or renovation;  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Within the past 25 years the house has been used as a rental. 
Over this extended period there has been additions and renovations, but the quality of 
workmanship and the materials used were not consistent with code requirements of preserving 
the historical integrity of the house. The house is currently vacant because of the poor condition 
and will not be suitable for economic use without substantial repairs. The cost to repair and 
preserve the structure are provided on the estimate sheet. We believe these costs are not within 
a reasonable range to restore the historical integrity of this house given the current economic 
use.  
 
The proposed action we would like to take after demolition is the construction of a new home or  
manufactured home it will meet current community need and increase the economic value of 
the property. The new structure will include a full seismic upgrade. New electrical and plumbing 
systems improved exterior lighting and improvements for accessibility and egress. It will 
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increase the appeal of the neighborhood and provide housing. The project is contingent on 
demolition of the existing structure. The proposed project will be determined a stick-built home 
or a manufactured home. 
 
It is reasonable to pursue the proposed demolition and alternative action described above 
because of both the lack of historical and economic value in the current structure. Because the 
structure serves historical purpose in name only after various remodels and deterioration of the 
original historic aspect there is little loss in demolition of the property. 
 
Additional Response Provided in Revised Submittal: The economic use of this proposal 
historical resource has not been consistent in the past and does no longer meet any perpetuating 
history. Therefore, the value of the resource is highly diminished. 
 
There is no current economic use of this resource due to the lack of ability to use these premises 
safely. 
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED WITH CONDITION #1.  The City finds that this criteria is satisfied, but 
does not entirely concur with the applicant’s findings.  The City does not find that the applicant 
provided much data or evidence of the economic value of the current structure.  The applicant 
also includes some statements about a lack of historical integrity, which will be addressed more 
specifically in findings for more applicable review criteria below (see Finding for review criteria 
17.65.050(B)(3)). 
 
The applicant did provide a letter with some brief cost estimates from a contractor.  These cost 
estimates for the overall renovation were not comprehensive or detailed for each individual 
improvement required, but did reference various items that would require significant 
improvement.  The estimated cost to lift and repair the foundation was between $75,000 and 
$85,000.  The letter and brief cost estimates provided by the contractor can be seen below: 
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While not specifically referenced in the applicant’s response to this review criteria, 
documentation of the assessor’s market value of the structure was provided in the application 
materials.  The Real Market Value has fluctuated over the past five tax years between $46,686 
and $57,504.  Investment in the structure may result in increases to Real Market Value, but the 
City does acknowledge that the levels of investment required could possibly exceed the 
assessor’s market value of the structure, which may not provide for a reasonable economic 
return on the investment.   
 
The City finds that the economic use and reasonability of the applicant’s proposal satisfied the 
review criteria.  Because there are no immediate plans in place for redevelopment of the 
property, a condition of approval is included to require that the applicant make the structure 
available for moving and relocation.  The condition of approval specifically requires that the 
applicant make the structure available for moving and relocation for a period of at least 120 
days.  The condition also requires that the applicant provide notice on the property and in the 
local newspaper, on Craigslist, and to local real estate agents making them aware of the 
availability of the resource for moving and relocation.  The condition of approval also requires 
that the demolition permit for the structure be delayed for 120 days from the first day of 
advertising the structure for relocation. 
 
The availability of structure for moving and relocation would test whether the renovation of the 
structure is economically reasonable.  Should no party come forward to move and relocate the 
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structure during the 120-day timeframe, the renovation costs may be proven to be not 
economically feasible and the renovations required not reasonable to warrant the preservation 
of the historic resource. 

 
17.65.050(B)(3).  The value and significance of the historic resource;  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: There is currently little value in the existing structure. The property 
is taxed currently for the land and therefore no current tax value exists for the historic home with 
the city. With the current deterioration of the structure it is hazardous to occupants and it cannot 
be rented or leased for any value. C152, the historic resource in question has little historical 
significance according to the evaluations done by the historic landmarks committee going back 
to 1983. According to the records included this resource. From evaluation stage 1 Historic 
Resources Survey city of McMinnville this was done October 15, 1983 Please look at documents 
which show the time this was done it was category C lowest stage in the evaluation.  
 
The lowest class included resources which did not necessarily contribute to the historic 
character of the community but did create the background or context for the more significant 
resources'' Therefor we conclude that this resource is listed on the historical resource list simply 
because it existed at a certain time in a certain part of town, not for any unique characteristics 
or history related to this resource.  
 
Additional Response Provided in Revised Submittal: There is no current value to the resources 
because it no longer a credible historical asset. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  The City partially concurs with the applicant’s findings.  However, the 
City clarifies that the historic resource was determined to be a “Contributory” resource during 
the stage 1 evaluation process during the development of the Historic Resources Inventory.  The 
“Contributory” resources were “considered to enhance the overall historic character of a 
neighborhood or the City”.  The description of resources that “create the background or context 
for the more significant resources” that is referenced by the applicant was used to described 
“Environmental” resources, which the historic resource in question is not. 
 
The historic resource in question was considered during the stage 2 evaluation process during 
the development of the Historic Resources Inventory, where it was scored against the stage 2 
criteria of History, Style, Integrity, and Environment.  The historic resource received a score of 
5, which kept it within the “Contributory” classification.  Detail on the scoring from the stage 2 
evaluation process, as shown in Appendix 4 and Appendix 5 of the Historic Resources Inventory, 
is shown below: 
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The structure received the highest score for “History” and low scores for the other evaluation 
criteria.  This may be based on the year of construction of the structure, which is estimated at 
1890.  In regards to architectural significance, the existing structure does still retain much of the 
exterior architectural building form and features that existed at the time the structure was 
surveyed.  These features appear to have deteriorated over time, as shown in the photos 
provided in the application materials, but poor building conditions are not found to necessarily 
be reflective of historic integrity.  However, the structure did receive a low score of “1” for 
“Integrity” at the time of the original evaluation of the structure.  For these reasons, together with 
other findings for other applicable review criteria and conditions of approval, the historical value 
and historical significance are not found to warrant the retention of the historic resource. 

 
17.65.050(B)(4).  The physical condition of the historic resource;  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: The current physical condition of the structure is poor. There are 
several hazards on the property including outside entry stairs that are rotting, multiple cracks, 
shifts and missing bricks in the foundation of the structure, narrow and steep stairs inside the 
structure which hinder evacuation if needed, no kitchen do to dry rot hole in kitchen floor caused 
from moisture from sitting in the dirt. Dry rot on multiple windows causing windows to be loose 
and shifting. Mold and moisture in crawl space (Which is no more than 12 inches) Caused cracks 
in the foundation and rotten exterior on the ground level of the structure. All pictured and labeled 
below for reference. 
 
Additional Response Provided in Revised Submittal: The site is and will accommodate its 
present zoning as residential. The current physical condition of the resource has deteriorated to 
almost beyond repair. It has become a structural hazard to fire, life and safety. One of the largest 
factors, is the amount of mold that has built up in the home. There has been enough structural 
change that was not done and in order to begin a renovation process, the addition portion of the 
structure would need to be removed from the main structure. The main structure is in bad 
condition it might collapse if removed. There is no benefit in preserving this resource for public 
interest. 
 
These premises can no longer be safely occupied. 
 
FINDING: SATISFIED.  The City partially concurs with the applicant’s findings.  The City adds 
that the poor physical condition of the historic resource is better documented in the photos 
provided in the application materials.  The photo documentation shows that the foundation is in 
very poor condition, with the brick foundation at the perimeter of the home crumbling in multiple 
locations and the framing of the flooring in the interior of the home sitting directly on the ground 
with no vapor barrier.  The exterior of the structure is also in poor condition with siding and 
window frames exhibiting extensive rot. 
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While it cannot be determined how the resource came to be in its current condition, at the time 
of the survey of the resource in 1983 at the time of the development of the Historic Resources 
Inventory the condition of the structure was assigned a “Fair” assignment, which is the third 
lowest of four possible assignments of condition.  Within the “Fair” assignment, it was noted that 
the structure had “Rotten sills or frames”, “Deep wear on stairs”, and “Poor or no foundation”.  
Therefore, some of the poor condition of the structure existed at the time of original designation 
on the Historic Resources Inventory. 
 
The applicant has provided a contractor’s estimate and statement that also further support the 
fact that the historic resource is in poor condition, and the contractor notes the following: poor 
foundation requiring the home to be lifted to repair the foundation; stringers infected badly with 
dry rot; floors at different levels making this home impractical to lift; plumbing and electrical in 
poor condition requiring major upgrades; and extensive rot throughout the home. 
 
The City does clarify that while the applicant has stated that the building “has become a 
structural hazard to fire, life and safety”, there has been no determination of such a status by 
the City’s Fire Marshal or Building Official. 

 
17.65.050(B)(5).  Whether the historic resource constitutes a hazard to the safety of the public or its 
occupants;  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: In its current conditions this Structure is a major hazard to any 
occupancies. The condition of this structure causes a hinderance to neighbors attempting to sell 
or buy houses and lowers the comp value to housing in the area. It is not reasonable for 
occupants to reside here due to the many hazardous conditions including window that matter 
are not fully functional due to rotting window frames, narrow, steep stairs, dry rot on all two 
floors, flood damage and mold in the crawlspace. Unstable flooring, unstable exterior stairs due 
to dry rot, foundation cracks and foundation separation from the building structure in multiple 
locations. 
 
Additional Response Provided in Revised Submittal: This resource constitutes a hazard as there 
are many code violations and safety issues. 
 
FINDING:  NOT SATISFIED.  The applicant has provided arguments that the current condition 
of the structure could be a hazard to the occupants and the public, based on the condition.  
However, there is not much factual evidence provided to verify whether the historic resource is 
actually a hazard, and there was no evidence provided of when the structure was last occupied.  
The City does clarify that while the applicant has stated that the building “is a major hazard to 
any occupancies”, there has been no determination of such a status by the City’s Fire Marshal 
or Building Official. 
 
Also, the City finds that the condition of the building is likely the result of deferred maintenance 
over time.  If the property owner invested the amount necessary to renovate the existing 
structure and resolve, at a minimum, the basic structural building issues, the potential safety 
hazards would no longer exist.  However, other applicable review criteria are satisfied that 
outweigh the proposal not meeting this criteria. 

 
17.65.050(B)(6).  Whether the historic resource is a deterrent to an improvement program of 
substantial benefit to the City which overrides the public interest in its preservation;  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Currently this structure is a deterrent to a relevant improvement 
project of substantial benefits to the city and the public interest. The proposed project will directly 
impact the housing crisis in McMinnville by providing 1 new affordable home.  
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The proposed project will increase the economic value of the site substantially with the addition 
of the home.  
 
The proposed project will increase the tax revenue value of the site.  
 
The proposed project will Increase the ascetic value of the neighborhood and the city will gain 
an attractive, residential home. 
 
Additional Response Provided in Revised Submittal: The proposed Will add value and safety to 
the proposed new home building at 826 SW Gilson St. McMinnville, OR 97128 and the public 
that visit it. Retaining the old home building devalues the surrounding properties. 
 
  
FINDING:  SATISFIED WITH CONDITION #2.  The City partially concurs with the applicant’s 
findings, and adds that while the retention of the existing building on the site is not an immediate 
deterrent to a public improvement program, it would be a deterrent to a private improvement 
program in the form of the proposed new dwelling unit described by the applicant.  The 
improvement program is basically the replacement of one dwelling unit with another dwelling 
unit, which is not necessarily a substantial benefit to the City as it does not result in an increase 
in available housing, but it would result in new construction of a dwelling unit. 
 
The built environment around this location and in the surrounding neighborhood is somewhat 
varied, and there are not a large number of other designated historic resources in the area.  
There has also been more recent redevelopment of the properties immediately adjacent to the 
west and south with more modern single family homes.  Therefore, the replacement of the 
historic resource with another newer dwelling unit would not result in an incompatibility with the 
surrounding neighborhood or degradation of a significant pattern of historical development.  An 
image of the Historic Resources Inventory map of the surrounding area is shown below for 
reference: 
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The private improvement program and private investment would result in a safer dwelling unit 
and housing opportunity in this location of the city, and the new development will also likely 
result in a higher assessed value which would result in increased property tax revenue for the 
City.  These benefits override the public interest in the preservation of the existing building, as 
the existing building has also been found to not be of high value and significance. 
 
The City also adds that there is not any certainty that the new construction will move forward, 
as the applicant and property owner have not submitted any redevelopment plans or building 
permits for any new dwelling unit on the subject site.  Therefore, to ensure that the demolition 
of the historic resource does not occur without this improvement program moving forward, a 
condition of approval is included to require that the City of McMinnville not issue a demolition 
permit for the historic resource until building permits for an improvement program substantially 
similar to the project described in the application materials have been submitted to the Building 
Department.  The improvement program shall be considered to be substantially similar to the 
project described in the application materials if it is for any permitted or conditionally permitted 
use in the underlying zone. 

 
17.65.050(B)(7).  Whether retention of the historic resource would cause financial hardship to the 
owner not outweighed by the public interest in the resource’s preservation; and  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: We have had an estimate prepared for the restoration and 
demolition of the resource. Please see attached estimate. When reviewing this application 
please keep in mind that the applicant was never told that the house was a Historic home and, 
on the McMinnville, Historic Landmark.  
 
It would be a financial hardship to the owner to restore and it would not add excess value to  
compensate in doing so. It would not be reasonable for the city to expect the applicant to incur 
such a loss and prevent the application's improvement program from moving forward. 
 
Additional Response Provided in Revised Submittal: Retention of this resource would be cost 
prohibitive. In estimated cost of this replacement, the amount is in excess of $300,000.00 if 
possible. The cost of the land was $150,000.00 as of June 1 2020. Total cost of this project 
would exceed $450,000.00. 
 
The proposed Will add value and safety to the proposed new home building at 826 SW Gilson 
St. McMinnville, OR 97128 and the public that visit it. Retaining the old home building devalues 
the surrounding properties. 
  
FINDING:  SATISFIED WITH CONDITION #1.  The City partially concurs with the applicant’s 
findings.  However, the City does acknowledge that some of the estimates provided by the 
applicant are not supported by evidence or documentation.  The applicant provided cost 
estimates of “$300,000” for replacement of the structure, but this value is not supported by any 
formal cost estimate from a licensed contractor.  The cost of the land referenced by the applicant 
is also not consistent with the documentation provided showing the County Assessor’s most 
recent Real Market Value of the land in the 2019 tax year.  The Real Market Value of the land 
in the 2019 tax year was actually $114,197. 
 
The City adds that the findings for Section 17.65.050(B)(2) and Section 17.65.050(B)(3) above 
are also applicable.  More specifically, the potential investment in the structures compared to 
the value of the structures described in more detail above show that the option of investing in 
the renovation of the existing building may not provide for a reasonable economic return on the 
investment and could be considered a financial hardship for the owner.  Also, the existing 
building has also been found to not be of high value and significance.  Therefore, there is not a 
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significant public interest in the preservation of the structures that would outweigh the financial 
hardship that may be caused to the property owner. 
 
However, there was not much evidence provided to fully support the economic hardship that 
may be borne by the property owner.  In order to fully test the issue of financial hardship, and 
because there are no immediate plans in place for redevelopment of the property, a condition 
of approval is included to require that the applicant make the structure available for moving and 
relocation.  The condition of approval specifically requires that the applicant make the structure 
available for moving and relocation for a period of at least 120 days.  The condition also requires 
that the applicant provide notice on the property and in the local newspaper, on Craigslist, and 
to local real estate agents making them aware of the availability of the resource for moving and 
relocation.  The condition of approval also requires that the demolition permit for the structure 
be delayed for 120 days from the first day of advertising the structure for relocation. 
 
The availability of structure for moving and relocation would test whether the renovation of the 
structure is economically reasonable.  Should no party come forward to move and relocate the 
structure during the 120-day timeframe, the renovation costs may be proven to be not 
economically feasible and the renovations required not reasonable to warrant the preservation 
of the historic resource.  If no party comes forward to move and relocate the structure, this would 
also verify that there may be a financial hardship for the owner in the preservation of the historic 
resource. 
 

17.65.050(B)(8).  Whether retention of the historic resource would be in the best interests of a 
majority of the citizens of the City, as determined by the Historic Landmarks Committee, and, if not, 
whether the historic resource may be preserved by an alternative means such as through 
photography, item removal, written description, measured drawings, sound retention or other means 
of limited or special preservation.  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Since a priority for the citizens is to have affordable, safe housing 
we believe the initiative outweighs the interest in preserving this historical resource. The historic 
resource in question is by name only, a historic a resource and no real loss will come from its 
removal. The applicants are prepared to offer any historical pieces from the structure free of 
charge to any person or organization who would like to retain them for display or historical 
reference in our community. Because of the deterioration of the interior there would be little use 
recording the resource through photography because nothing is original. The included exterior 
photos are available to any citizen or organization who would like to retain them for display or 
historical reference in our community. For all the above reasons, it is in the interest of the  
applicant, the citizens and the city of McMinnville that this historical resource be demolished and  
replaced with a new dwelling. 
 
Additional Response Provided in Revised Submittal: To preserve this resource through 
photography, would be mute because of the fact of so many different additions, renovations and 
tried improvements, it does not even come close to a historical rendition of the original single 
family dwelling it was built for. 
 
There is no current or future value of the citizens of our community to retention of this (Historic) 
home. 
  
FINDING:  SATISFIED WITH CONDITIONS #1 AND #3.  The City concurs with the applicant’s 
findings, but adds that the existing building has also been found to not be of high value and 
significance, which does not create a situation where retention of the historic resources would 
be in the best interests of a majority of the citizens of the City. 
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In addition, a condition of approval is included to require that the applicant make the structure 
available for moving and relocation.  As there are no immediate redevelopment plans for the 
subject property evident and no development or building permits submitted for the subject 
property, the condition of approval specifically requires that the applicant make the structure 
available for moving and relocation for a period of at least 120 days.  The condition also requires 
that the applicant provide notice on the property and in the local newspaper, on Craigslist, and 
to local real estate agents making them aware of the availability of the resource for moving and 
relocation.  The condition of approval also requires that the demolition permit for the structure 
be delayed for 120 days from the first day of advertising the structure for relocation. 

 
This would not only test whether the renovation of the structure is economically reasonable to 
warrant the renovation (as discussed in findings for review criteria in Section and 
17.65.050(B)(3) above), it would also preserve the structure itself.  Maintaining the structure and 
the resource, albeit in another location, would preserve some level of public interest by retaining 
the historic resource.  This would preserve the resource for future use and would serve the 
public interest in the retention of the resource. 
 
Should no party come forward to move and relocate the structure during the 120-day timeframe, 
and together with the other applicable review criteria, the retention of the resource would not be 
in the best interest of a majority of the citizens of the City.  If no party comes forward during the 
120-day timeframe, another condition of approval is included to require that a minimum of 20 
digital photos be provided of the exterior of the building to document the existing structure prior 
to its demolition, should it not be moved, relocated, or renovated as required by other conditions 
of approval. 

 
17.65.070 Public Notice.   

A. After the adoption of the initial inventory, all new additions, deletions, or changes to the inventory 
shall comply with subsection (c) of this section. 

B. Any Historic Landmark Committee review of a Certificate of Approval application for a historic 
resource or landmark shall comply with subsection (c) of this section. 

C. Prior to the meeting, owners of property located within 300 feet of the historic resource under 
consideration shall be notified of the time and place of the Historic Landmarks Committee 
meeting and the purpose of the meeting. If reasonable effort has been made to notify an owner, 
failure of the owner to receive notice shall not impair the validity of the proceedings 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: None. 
  
FINDING:  SATISFIED.  Notice of the Historic Landmarks Committee’s consideration of the 
Certificate of Approval application was mailed to property owners located within 300 feet of the 
historic resource.  A copy of the written notice provided to property owners is on file with the 
Planning Department. 

 
 
 
CD 
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City of McMinnville 
Planning Department 

231 NE Fifth Street 
McMinnville, OR  97128 

(503) 434-7311 
www.mcminnvilleoregon.gov 

 

EXHIBIT 3 - STAFF REPORT 
 
DATE: May 27, 2021  
TO: Historic Landmark Committee Members 
FROM: Chuck Darnell, Senior Planner 
SUBJECT: PUBLIC MEETING:  HL 2-21 (Certificate of Approval for Demolition) –  

415 & 423 SE College Avenue 
 
STRATEGIC PRIORITY & GOAL:  

 
OBJECTIVE/S: Define the unique character through a community process that articulates our 
core principles 
 
 
Report in Brief:   
 
This is a quasi-judicial review of a Certificate of Approval for Demolition land use application to allow for 
the demolition of two existing historic resources and buildings located at 415 & 423 SE College Avenue 
(Tax Lot 2500, Section 21CC, T. 4 S., R. 4 W., W.M.).  Both buildings are listed on the McMinnville 
Historic Resources Inventory as “Environmental” historic resources (resource numbers D582 and D584). 
The City of McMinnville has four classifications for historic resources in descending order, A, B, C and D.  
Per the McMinnville Municipal Code, the McMinnville Historic Landmarks Committee serves as the 
decision-making body for the review of any Certificate of Approval for Demolition application.  The 
Certificate of Approval for Demolition request is subject to the review process described in Section 
17.65.050 of the McMinnville Municipal Code (MMC).  The Historic Landmarks Committee will make a 
final decision on the application, subject to appeal as described in Section 17.65.080 of the MMC.  
 

Background:   
 

The subject property is located at 415 & 423 SE College Avenue, and the historic resources and buildings 
in question are both located on the same property.  The property is identified as Tax Lot 2500, Section 
21CC, T. 4 S., R. 4 W., W.M.  See Vicinity Map (Figure 1) below. 
 

Figure 1. Vicinity Map (Property Outline Approximate) 
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The existing buildings on the subject property are listed on the Historic Resources Inventory as 
“Environmental” historic resources (resource numbers D582 and D584).  The property was originally 
surveyed in 1983, which is the date that the “Statement of Historical Significance and Property 
Description” were drafted and included on the Historic Resources Inventory sheets (resource numbers 
D582 and D584) for the subject property.  This survey work led to the inclusion of the property on the 
Historic Resources Inventory, and the Historic Resources Inventory was adopted by the McMinnville City 
Council on April 14, 1987 by Ordinance 4401.  The Historic Resources Inventory has since been 
incorporated into the McMinnville Municipal Code (MMC) through its adoption and reference in MMC 
Section 17.65.030(A). 
 
The statement of historical significance and description of the buildings, as described in the McMinnville 
Historic Resources Inventory sheet for each building, is as follows: 
 
 415 SE College Avenue: 
 

“This is a simple rectangular 1 story house of the army barracks type.  It has a gabled roof of 
composition shingle and situated with the gabled end facing the street.  It has no projecting 
eaves and is sided with plain clapboard.  It has a simple hood with brackets as a small porch 
covering the entrance door which is off center on the main façade facing the driveway.  The 
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windows are simple six-over-one sash and there is one central brick chimney and a concrete 
foundation.  It is facing (across the driveway) it’s twin at 423 College.  It is well-kept but 
undistingwished [sic] by any outstanding features.” 

 
 423 SE College Avenue: 
 

“This is one of a matched set facing each other across a driveway (see 415 College Ave.)  It 
is also a rectangle (almost a square though), centrally placed on the lot with a gabled 
composition roof.  The gabled end faces the street.  It is rural vernacular with clapboard siding, 
slightly projecting eaves, one central brick chimney and six-over-one sash windows.  It needs 
painting at this time but seems sound structurally, although not as well kept generally as 415.  
It also has the roof extended and supported by posts over the off center front door on the main 
driveway façade.  The foundation is of concrete.” 

 
Images of the historic resources from the time of the survey in 1983 are provided below: 
 

415 SE College Avenue 
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423 SE College Avenue 

 

 
 

An image of the historic resources as they exist today is provided below: 
 

 
 
Discussion:  
 

Decisions and/or recommendations for approval of the land use application are dependent upon whether 
or not the application meets state regulations, the McMinnville Comprehensive Plan and the McMinnville 
Municipal Code.  The application can either meet these criteria as proposed, or a condition of approval 
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can be provided that either outlines what needs to occur to meet the criteria or when something needs to 
occur to meet the criteria. 
 

The specific review criteria for Certificate of Approval for Demolition requests, in Section 17.65.050(B) of 
the McMinnville Zoning Ordinance, require the Historic Landmarks Committee to base each decision on 
the following criteria: 
 

1. The City’s historic policies set forth in the comprehensive plan and the purpose of this ordinance; 
2. The economic use of the historic resource and the reasonableness of the proposed action and 

their relationship to the historic resource preservation or renovation; 
3. The value and significance of the historic resource; 
4. The physical condition of the historic resource; 
5. Whether the historic resource constitutes a hazard to the safety of the public or its occupants; 
6. Whether the historic resource is a deterrent to an improvement program of substantial benefit to 

the City which overrides the public interest in its preservation; 
7. Whether retention of the historic resource would cause financial hardship to the owner not 

outweighed by the public interest in the resource’s preservation; and 
8. Whether retention of the historic resource would be in the best interests of a majority of the citizens 

of the City, as determined by the Historic Landmarks Committee, and, if not, whether the historic 
resource may be preserved by an alternative means such as through photography, item removal, 
written description, measured drawings, sound retention or other means of limited or special 
preservation. 

 
The applicant has provided a written narrative and findings to support their requests.  The narrative and 
findings are provided in the application materials, and are also reiterated and expanded upon in the 
Decision Document.  The Decision Document includes the specific findings of fact for each of the 
applicable review criteria, but an overview of the findings in those Decision Documents is provided below. 
 
The applicable review criteria in Section 17.65.050(B) only require that the Historic Landmarks 
Committee base its decision on the applicable review criteria.  It is important to note that the proposal is 
not required to satisfy every one of the review criteria, but that the Historic Landmarks Committee must 
base its decision on the multiple review criteria.  This requires the Historic Landmarks Committee to 
determine whether each criteria is met, and then weigh those findings against any criteria that are found 
not to be met. 
 
Summary of Applicant Findings 
 
The applicant has provided findings and is arguing that the historic resource meets multiple review criteria 
to support the demolition of the historic resource. The applicant’s main arguments are related to the value 
and significance of the historic resources, the existing condition of the historic resources, the amount of 
investment required to bring the structure back to an acceptable level to provide an economic and 
reasonable use (and the associated financial hardship of that investment), the preservation being a 
deterrent to an improvement program of substantial benefit to the city, and that retention would not be in 
the best interests of a majority of the citizens of the city. 
 
An overarching and primary factor in the applicant’s findings for the demolition of the existing historic 
resources is that the resources were not designated as highly significant historical resources at the time 
of the survey and designation on the Historic Resources Inventory.  The two existing dwellings were both 
evaluated and designated as “Environmental” resources, which is the lowest classification on the Historic 
Resources Inventory.  The applicant has also referenced the statements of historical significance from 
the Historic Resources Inventory sheets, which describe certain elements of the structures such as 
clapboard siding, chimneys, covered porches at main entrances, and six-over-one sash windows.  The 
applicant has provided evidence that these elements and features no longer exist on the structures, which 
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the applicant is arguing results in the existing structures no longer having historical value and significance 
that would warrant preservation. 
 
The applicant provided some evidence of poor physical condition of the historic resources.  Photographic 
evidence of some of these conditions was provided and can be seen in more detail in the application 
materials attached to this staff report.  Some of the issues related to the physical condition of the 
buildings, as described by the applicant, include foundations lacking footings, concrete stem walls without 
proper reinforcement, lack of clearance within the crawl space for circulation and maintenance access, 
and poor siding materials and installation resulting in dry rot and mold within the walls of the structures. 
 
The applicant has also argued that the economic use of the historic resources is low, as documented by 
the tax assessments of the property and the declining Real Market Value of the structures (which recently 
in 2019 was $122,315 in combined value of both structures on the subject property).  The applicant has 
argued that investment in the structures would be financially unsustainable for the property owner, which 
would result in financial hardship that is not outweighed by the public interest in the preservation of the 
historic resources. 
 
Finally, the applicant is proposing an improvement program on the subject property that the preservation 
of the historic resources would prevent from occurring.  If the two existing buildings are approved for 
demolition, the applicant is proposing to construct two new dwelling units on the subject site that would 
be of a similar size and scale as the existing buildings.  The two new dwelling units are proposed to be 
one story buildings of a bungalow craftsman style, which the applicant is arguing will maintain 
compatibility with the surrounding area.  The new dwelling units will also be constructed to today’s 
standards and code requirements, which the applicant is proposing would be an improvement in terms 
of the quality of housing on the subject property and also would provide for an increase in taxable value 
and tax revenue for the City. 
 
Analysis of Review Criteria 
 
The Historic Landmarks Committee needs to make their findings for their decision based on the review 
criteria of the McMinnville Municipal Code, which are in Section 17.65.050(B) and are shown above. 
 
The McMinnville Municipal Code does not require that the applicant’s request meet all of the applicable 
review criteria in order for a Certificate of Approval for Demolition application to be approved.  The Historic 
Landmarks Committee needs to decide if the applicant’s findings are compelling enough to warrant an 
approval for a Certificate of Approval for Demolition.   
 
The applicant had also provided findings for the demolition being consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan (review criteria 17.65.050(B)(1)) and that the historic resource constitutes a hazard to the safety of 
its occupants (review criteria 17.65.050(B)(5)).  However, staff does not believe that the Comprehensive 
Plan goals and the purpose statement of the Historic Preservation chapter of the code support demolition 
of historic resources, and rather speak to the preservation and protection of structures of historical 
significance to the City of McMinnville.  In regards to the historic resource being a hazard to the safety of 
its occupants, staff does not believe that this criteria is as applicable in the demolition request.  While 
there are some documented issues with the condition of the structures (see description above and 
applicant narrative for more detail), there could still be a level of investment that would result in the 
building being functional and not a hazard to its occupants. 
 
Staff believes that the applicant’s arguments described in the section above (titled “Summary of Applicant 
Findings”) could be found to be reasonable and satisfying the applicable review criteria to support the 
demolition of the historic resource.  Staff believes that the most relevant and best satisfied review criteria 
is related to the “value and significance” of the historic resources.  Both structures were classified as 
“Environmental” historic resources and neither structure was subject to the second stage of evaluation 
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described in Appendix 4 and Appendix 5 of the Historic Resources Inventory, which is evidence that they 
structures were not found to be of high significance at the time of the development of the Historic 
Resources Inventory.  A majority of the architectural features of the structures that are described in the 
Statements of Historical Significance have also been removed and lost over time, including the clapboard 
siding, brick chimneys, six-over-one sash windows, and covered porches at the main entrances to the 
structures.  The applicant has argued that the loss of these features results in the structures being of 
even less historical significance than they were at the time of survey and inclusion on the Historic 
Resources Inventory.  Staff would note that these changes that have occurred over time could have 
occurred without any violation of code, as alterations to “Contributory” and “Environmental” historic 
resource can occur without any review against the City’s historic preservation standards for alterations. 
 
The applicant has also argued that renovation of the existing structures would not be reasonable given 
their economic use and current value (review criteria 17.65.050(B)(2)), and that continued investment in 
the structure would cause financial hardship to the property owner (review criteria 17.65.050(B)(7)).  The 
applicant did not provide any detailed cost estimate for renovation of the existing structures.  However, 
the applicant did reference the fact that the assessed value of the structures is very low and has been 
decreasing over time.  Staff agrees with the applicant that levels of investment required to improve the 
code issues described by the applicant in responses to other review criteria may not provide for a 
reasonable economic return on the investment and could cause financial hardship to the property owner.  
Together with the fact that the structures were not originally determined to be of high historical 
significance and that features and elements that did previously exist have now been removed or replaced, 
staff does not believe that there is a public interest in preservation of the historic resources that would 
outweigh the potential financial hardship that could be incurred by the property owner. 
 
Finally, the applicant is proposing an improvement program that would be of benefit to the City, which is 
the construction of two new dwelling units on the subject site.  Staff believes that this private improvement 
program would be a benefit to the City, and that the improvement program is proposed in such a manner 
as to be compatible with the surrounding area.  The two new dwellings proposed would be of a similar 
size and scale to the existing buildings (one story buildings in a similar footprint), and could be generally 
described as a craftsman bungalow type of building style that would be compatible with development in 
the surrounding area. 
 
On recent demolition requests, the Historic Landmarks Committee has included a condition of approval 
to require that, prior to the demolition, an owner make the structure available for moving to another site.  
Also, on recent demolition requests the Committee has required that the owner make available the 
amount of funds that they would have spent on demolition of the structure to the party that would move 
the structure to cover costs associated with the move.  The intent behind this requirement is to provide a 
financial incentive to someone interested in renovating the structure, as they could receive the structure 
at no cost and also have all or most of the costs of moving the structure covered by the current owner, 
which would test whether the renovation of the structure is economically reasonable.  However, evidence 
or analysis of whether these structures could be moved has not been provided.  Additionally, the applicant 
has stated in conversations with staff that it is their intent to demolish the buildings and complete the new 
construction of two new dwelling units on the subject site prior to next school year (fall of 2021).  Staff 
would suggest that the Historic Landmarks Committee consider the applicant’s intentions for the subject 
property and their condensed construction timeframe, and determine whether the condition of approval 
related to making the building available for relocation be included, perhaps after requesting additional 
information from the applicant’s architect.  Alternatively, the Historic Landmarks Committee could require 
that the history of the buildings be documented through other means for archival purposes, which would 
satisfy review criteria 17.65.050(B)(8).  These other means have traditionally included detailed 
photographic evidence that is provided to the Planning Department. 
 
Finally, if the Historic Landmarks Committee finds that the improvement program described by the 
applicant would satisfy this review criteria (criteria 17.65.050(B)(6)), and that it may be more influential 
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when weighed against other criteria that are not being satisfied, staff would remind the Committee that 
in the past, there has been a consideration of deferring the issuance of a demolition permit until such 
time as building permits are actually submitted for the improvement program.  The intent behind this has 
been to ensure that the improvement program actually moves forward prior to demolition of the historic 
resource.  In this case, the applicant has already submitted building permit applications for the proposed 
two new dwelling units.  These applications were submitted to the Building Department and include both 
the demolition of the existing structures and the construction of the new dwelling units. 
 
Commission Options: 
 

1) Close the public meeting and APPROVE the application, per the decision document provided 
which includes the findings of fact. 

 
2) CONTINUE the public meeting to a specific date and time. 

 
3) Close the public meeting and DENY the application, providing findings of fact for the denial in the 

motion to deny. 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Again, in reviewing a request for a demolition of a historic landmark, the Historic Landmarks Committee 
must base its decision on the criteria described in Section 17.65.050(B) of the McMinnville City Code, 
and as reviewed in the staff report above.  It is important to note again that the proposal is not 
required to satisfy every one of the review criteria, but that the Historic Landmarks Committee 
must base its decision on the multiple review criteria.  This requires the Historic Landmarks 
Committee to determine whether each criteria is met, and then weigh those findings against any 
criteria that are found not to be met. 
 
Based on the information provided, staff believes that the applicant has provided findings that could be 
found to support the demolition request.  Staff believes that the applicant provided reasonable findings 
for the value and significance of the historic resources, that the preservation of the historic resources 
would be a deterrent to an improvement program of benefit to the City, that the retention of the historic 
resource not being in the best interests of a majority of the citizens of the city, and the economic use and 
financial hardship of the preservation of the historic resources.  These criteria, together with a potential 
requirement to provide more detailed documentation of the historic resource prior to demolition, could be 
found by the Historic Landmarks Committee to outweigh the other review criteria that are not being 
satisfied.  Staff does not believe that the Comprehensive Plan goal and Historic Preservation purpose 
statement support demolition of historic resources, and staff also believes that the structures could be 
improved to some degree to not be a hazard to its occupants.  Therefore, staff does not believe that these 
criteria are being satisfied, and that they should be considered and weighed by the Historic Landmarks 
Committee against the criteria that could be found to be satisfied. 
 
If the Historic Landmarks Committee agrees with the applicant’s arguments and findings in 
Sections 17.65.050(B)(2), 17.65.050(B)(3), 17.65.050(B)(6), 17.65.050(B)(7), and 17.65.050(B)(8), 
staff recommends that the demolition request be approved with conditions.  If the Historic 
Landmarks Committee does decide to approve the request for the demolition of the historic resource, 
staff is suggesting that photo documentation be provided of the historic resource prior to demolition. 
 
Staff is suggesting that the following condition of approval be included to provide for additional opportunity 
to preserve the historic resource: 
 

1) That prior to the issuance of the demolition permit for the subject structures, a minimum of 20 
(twenty) digital photographs documenting exterior views of the subject structures and a minimum 
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of 20 (twenty) digital photographs documenting interior views of the subject structures shall be 
submitted to the Planning Department. 

 
Staff has provided a draft decision document with findings to support a Historic Landmarks 
Committee decision to approve the demolition with the above condition. 
 
Alternatively, the Historic Landmarks Committee could make findings to support a decision to deny the 
demolition request.  Staff has provided some description of each of the applicable review criteria, and the 
Committee could use some of those arguments to make findings that the demolition of the resource is 
not warranted.  Again, the Historic Landmarks Committee must consider each applicable review criteria 
and weigh them against each other.  The Committee’s decision must be based on the applicable review 
criteria, but there is no requirement that any particular number of review criteria be satisfied or not 
satisfied. 
 
In order for the Historic Landmarks Committee to make a decision to deny the demolition request, staff 
believes that the Committee could make findings that the existing historic resource still retains some of 
the architectural building form that originally resulted in the structure being listed on the Historic 
Resources Inventory even though most of the detailed architectural features have been removed or 
replaced, showing that the historic resource does still retain some level of historic value and significance 
(Section 17.65.050(B)(3)).  The Committee could also find that with reinvestment the physical condition 
of the structure could be improved (Section 17.65.050(B)(4)), that with reinvestment the structure would 
not pose a safety hazard (Section 17.65.050(B)(5)), and that there exists a public interest in the retention 
of the structure that is in the best interests of the City (Sections 17.65.050(B)(7)) and 17.65.050(B)(8)).  
The Historic Landmarks Committee would need to find that these criteria outweigh the applicant’s 
arguments that there is no economic use of the resource given the level of investment required, the 
potential financial hardship that would be incurred by the owner in the retention of the resource, and that 
the public interest in the retention of the resource overrides the improvement program described by the 
applicant. 
 
The Historic Landmarks Committee should review the information and arguments provided by the 
applicant during the public meeting, offer an opportunity for the applicant and the public to provide 
testimony, and then deliberate and determine whether the review criteria being satisfied by the applicant 
outweigh those that are not. 
 
MOTION FOR THE APPROVAL OF HL 2-21: 
 
BASED ON THE FINDINGS OF FACT, THE CONCLUSIONARY FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL, AND 
THE MATERIALS SUBMITTED BY THE APPLICANT, THE HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMITTEE 
APPROVES HL 2-21, BASED ON THE FINDINGS OF FACT PROVIDED IN THE DECISION 
DOCUMENT.  [NOTE – INCLUDE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL IN THE MOTION IF THERE ARE 
ANY DISCUSSED BY THE HLC ON THE PUBLIC RECORD DURING THE MEETING] 
 
If the Committee does not find that applicable criteria have been addressed by the applicant, staff 
recommends that the Committee continue the application to a future Historic Landmarks Committee 
meeting to allow the applicant to provide additional information or findings.  Similarly, if the Committee 
makes findings for the denial of the application, staff would recommend that the Committee continue the 
application to allow staff to draft an updated Decision Document, based on findings provided by the 
Committee on the record during the meeting.  A recommended motion for the continuation of the 
application is provided below: 
 
MOTION FOR THE CONTINUATION OF HL 2-21: 
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BASED ON THE MATERIALS SUBMITTED BY THE APPLICANT, THE HISTORIC LANDMARKS 
COMMITTEE FINDS THAT ADDITIONAL INFORMATION (AS DISCUSSED ON THE RECORD) IS 
NECESSARY, AND CONTINUES HL 2-21 TO A COMMITTEE MEETING ON JUNE 24, 2021 AT 3:00 
PM. 
 
 
 
CD 
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CITY OF MCMINNVILLE 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

231 NE FIFTH STREET 
MCMINNVILLE, OR  97128 

 
503-434-7311 

www.mcminnvilleoregon.gov  
 

DECISION, CONDITIONS, FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONARY FINDINGS OF THE 
MCMINNVILLE HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMITTEE FOR THE APPROVAL OF A DEMOLITION 
OF THE HISTORIC RESOURCES LOCATED AT 415 AND 423 SE COLLEGE AVENUE 

 

DOCKET: HL 2-21 (Certificate of Approval for Demolition) 
 

REQUEST: Approval of the demolition of two existing historic resources and buildings that 
are located on the subject property.  Both buildings are listed on the McMinnville 
Historic Resources Inventory as “Environmental” historic resources (resource 
numbers D582 and D584). 

 
LOCATION: 415 & 423 SE College Avenue.  The resources are located at the property that is 

identified as Tax Lot 2500, Section 21CC, T. 4 S., R. 4 W., W.M. 
 

ZONING: R-4 (Multiple Family Residential) 
 
APPLICANT:   Mario Espinosa, on behalf of property owner Delta Rho of Kappa Alpha Bld. 

Assoc. 
 
STAFF: Chuck Darnell, Senior Planner 
 
DATE DEEMED  
COMPLETE: April 28, 2021 
 
HEARINGS BODY  
& ACTION: McMinnville Historic Landmarks Committee   
  
HEARING DATE  
& LOCATION:  May 27, 2021, Zoom Online Meeting ID 938 9056 2975 
 
PROCEDURE: An application for a Certificate of Approval for Demolition is processed in 

accordance with the procedures in Section 17.65.050 of the McMinnville 
Municipal Code. 

 
CRITERIA: The applicable criteria for a Certificate of Approval for Demolition are specified in 

Section 17.65.050(B) of the McMinnville Municipal Code.  In addition, the goals, 
policies, and proposals in Volume II of the Comprehensive Plan are to be applied 
to all land use decisions as criteria for approval, denial, or modification of the 
proposed request.  Goals and policies are mandated; all land use decisions must 
conform to the applicable goals and policies of Volume II.  “Proposals” specified 
in Volume II are not mandated, but are to be undertaken in relation to all 
applicable land use requests. 

 
APPEAL: As specified in Section 17.65.080 of the McMinnville Municipal Code, the Historic 

Landmarks Committee’s decision may be appealed to the Planning Commission 
within fifteen (15) days of the date written notice of decision is mailed.  The City’s 
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final decision is subject to a 120 day processing timeline, including resolution of 
any local appeal.   

 
COMMENTS: This matter was referred to the following public agencies for comment: 

McMinnville Fire Department, Police Department, Engineering Department, 
Building Department, Parks Department, City Manager, and City Attorney; 
McMinnville Water and Light; McMinnville School District No. 40; Yamhill County 
Public Works; Yamhill County Planning Department; Frontier Communications; 
Comcast; Northwest Natural Gas; and Oregon Department of Transportation.  
Their comments are provided in this document. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Based on the findings and conclusionary findings, the Historic Landmarks Committee finds the 
applicable criteria are satisfied with conditions and APPROVES the Certificate of Approval for 
Demolition (HL 2-21), subject to the conditions contained in this document. 

 

////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////// 
 DECISION: APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS 
////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////// 
 
  
Planning Department:   Date:    
Heather Richards, Planning Director 
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I.  APPLICATION SUMMARY: 
 
The applicant has provided information in their application narrative and findings (attached as 
Attachment 1) regarding the history of the subject site(s) and the request(s) under consideration.  Staff 
has found the information provided to accurately reflect the current land use request, and excerpted 
portions are provided below to give context to the request, in addition to the City’s findings. 
 
Subject Property & Request 
 
The subject property is located at 415 and 423 SE College Avenue, and the historic resources and 
buildings in question are both located on the same property.  The property is identified as Tax Lot 2500, 
Section 21CC, T. 4 S., R. 4 W., W.M.  See Vicinity Map (Figure 1) below. 
 

Figure 1. Vicinity Map (Property Outline Approximate) 
 

 
 
The existing buildings on the subject property are listed on the Historic Resources Inventory as 
“Environmental” historic resources (resource numbers D582 and D584).  The statement of historical 
significance and description of the buildings, as described in the McMinnville Historic Resources 
Inventory sheet for each building, is as follows: 
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415 SE College Avenue: 
 

“This is a simple rectangular 1 story house of the army barracks type.  It has a gabled roof of 
composition shingle and situated with the gabled end facing the street.  It has no projecting 
eaves and is sided with plain clapboard.  It has a simple hood with brackets as a small porch 
covering the entrance door which is off center on the main façade facing the driveway.  The 
windows are simple six-over-one sash and there is one central brick chimney and a concrete 
foundation.  It is facing (across the driveway) it’s twin at 423 College.  It is well-kept but 
undistingwished [sic] by any outstanding features.” 

 
423 SE College Avenue: 
 

“This is one of a matched set facing each other across a driveway (see 415 College Ave.)  It is 
also a rectangle (almost a square though), centrally placed on the lot with a gabled composition 
roof.  The gabled end faces the street.  It is rural vernacular with clapboard siding, slightly 
projecting eaves, one central brick chimney and six-over-one sash windows.  It needs painting 
at this time but seems sound structurally, although not as well kept generally as 415.  It also has 
the roof extended and supported by posts over the off center front door on the main driveway 
façade.  The foundation is of concrete.” 

 
The applicant provided an additional, brief description of the historic resources in the application 
narrative along with a description of the intention for the property if the buildings were allowed to be 
demolished, which is as follows: 
 

“The (2) existing homes were built in the 1940’s of an Army Barracks style with undistinguishable 
outstanding features.  In its place, its proposed to build (2) new 1-stoy [sic] structures of 
bungalow/craftsman style in harmony with an adjacent structure and other homes found in the 
vicinity, the new homes will be built in the same location as the existing homes and are identical in 
design, but one will be mirrored from the other.  The homes will be built with a wood structure, 
horizontal siding, composition roof and a new porch facing the street with stone veneer columns.” 

 
Photos of the resources at the time of survey in 1983, photos of the existing exterior of the historic 
resources, and a graphic of the proposed new construction are provided below.  See 1983 Historic 
Resources Inventory Photo – 415 SE College Ave (Figure 2), 1983 Historic Resources Inventory 
Photo – 423 SE College Ave (Figure 3), Existing Conditions (Figure 4), and Proposed New 
Construction (Figure 5) below. 
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Figure 2. 1983 Historic Resources Inventory Photo – 415 SE College Ave 
 

 
 

Figure 3. 1983 Historic Resources Inventory Photo – 423 SE College Ave 
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Figure 4. Existing Conditions 

 

 
 

Figure 5. Proposed New Construction 
 

 
 
Background 
 
The property was originally surveyed in 1983, which is the date that the “Statement of Historical 
Significance and Property Description” were drafted and included on the Historic Resources Inventory 
sheets (resource numbers D582 and D584) for the subject property.  This survey work led to the 
inclusion of the property on the Historic Resources Inventory, and the Historic Resources Inventory was 
adopted by the McMinnville City Council on April 14, 1987 by Ordinance 4401.  The Historic Resources 
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Inventory has since been incorporated into the McMinnville Municipal Code (MMC) through its adoption 
and reference in MMC Section 17.65.030(A). 
 
Summary of Criteria & Issues 
 

The application (HL 2-21) is subject to Certificate of Approval for Demolition review criteria in Section 
17.65.050(B) of the Zoning Ordinance.  The goals and policies in Volume II of the Comprehensive Plan 
are also independent approval criteria for all land use decisions.  
 

The specific review criteria for Certificate of Approval for Demolition requests, in Section 17.65.050(B) 
of the McMinnville Zoning Ordinance, require the Historic Landmarks Committee to base each decision 
on the following criteria: 
 

1. The City’s historic policies set forth in the comprehensive plan and the purpose of this ordinance; 
2. The economic use of the historic resource and the reasonableness of the proposed action and 

their relationship to the historic resource preservation or renovation; 
3. The value and significance of the historic resource; 
4. The physical condition of the historic resource; 
5. Whether the historic resource constitutes a hazard to the safety of the public or its occupants; 
6. Whether the historic resource is a deterrent to an improvement program of substantial benefit 

to the City which overrides the public interest in its preservation; 
7. Whether retention of the historic resource would cause financial hardship to the owner not 

outweighed by the public interest in the resource’s preservation; and 
8. Whether retention of the historic resource would be in the best interests of a majority of the 

citizens of the City, as determined by the Historic Landmarks Committee, and, if not, whether 
the historic resource may be preserved by an alternative means such as through photography, 
item removal, written description, measured drawings, sound retention or other means of limited 
or special preservation. 

 
The applicant has provided findings to support the request for a Certificate of Approval for Demolition.  
These will be discussed in detail in Section VII (Conclusionary Findings) below. 
 
II.  CONDITIONS: 
 

1. That prior to the issuance of the demolition permit for the subject structures, a minimum of 20 
(twenty) digital photographs documenting exterior views of the subject structures and a minimum 
of 20 (twenty) digital photographs documenting interior views of the subject structures shall be 
submitted to the Planning Department. 

 
III.  ATTACHMENTS: 
 

1. HL 2-21 Application and Attachments (on file with the Planning Department) 
 

IV.  COMMENTS: 
 
Agency Comments 
 
This matter was referred to the following public agencies for comment:  McMinnville Fire Department, 
Police Department, Parks and Recreation Department, Engineering and Building Departments, City 
Manager, and City Attorney, McMinnville School District No. 40, McMinnville Water and Light, Yamhill 
County Public Works, Yamhill County Planning Department, Recology Western Oregon, Frontier 
Communications, Comcast, Northwest Natural Gas.  The following comments were received: 
 

• McMinnville Engineering Department 
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Sanitary Sewer shall be properly capped and inspected prior to demo permit final. 

 

• McMinnville Building Department 
 
No building code issues. 

 

• Comcast 
 
We are good with this one, no conflicts. 
 

• Ziply Fiber 
 
We have no conflicts. However, the property owner/developer will need to provide path (Subduct 
or Conduit) from each new home to the Right of Way (to a pole would be ideal) for 
communications. 
 

Public Comments 
 
Notice of this request was mailed to property owners located within 300 feet of the subject site on May 
13, 2021.  As of the date of the Historic Landmarks Committee public meeting on May 27, 2021 no 
public testimony had been received by the Planning Department. 
 
V.  FINDINGS OF FACT - PROCEDURAL FINDINGS 
 
1. The applicant, Mario Espinosa, on behalf of property owner Delta Rho of Kappa Alpha Bld. 

Assoc., submitted the Certificate of Approval application (HL 2-21) on April 2, 2021. 
 
2. The application was deemed complete on April 28, 2021.  Based on that date, the 120 day land 

use decision time limit expires on August 26, 2021. 
 
3. Notice of the application was referred to the following public agencies for comment in 

accordance with Section 17.72.120 of the Zoning Ordinance:  McMinnville Fire Department, 
Police Department, Parks and Recreation Department, Engineering and Building Departments, 
City Manager, and City Attorney, McMinnville School District No. 40, McMinnville Water and 
Light, Yamhill County Public Works, Yamhill County Planning Department, Recology Western 
Oregon, Frontier Communications, Comcast, Northwest Natural Gas.   

 
Comments received from agencies are addressed in the Decision Document.   

 
4. Notice of the application and the May 27, 2021 Historic Landmarks Committee public meeting 

was mailed to property owners within 300 feet of the subject property in accordance with Section 
17.65.070(C) of the Zoning Ordinance on Thursday, May 13, 2021. 

 
5. No public testimony was submitted to the Planning Department prior to the Historic Landmarks 

Committee public hearing. 
 

6. On May 27, 2021, the Historic Landmarks Committee held a duly noticed public hearing to 
consider the request.   
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VI. FINDINGS OF FACT – GENERAL FINDINGS 
 
1. Location:   415 & 423 SE College Avenue.  The resource is located at the property that is 

identified as Tax Lot 2500, Section 21CC, T. 4 S., R. 4 W., W.M. 
 

2. Size:  Approximately 12,497 square feet. 
 

3. Comprehensive Plan Map Designation:  Residential 
 

4. Zoning:   R-4 (Multiple Family Residential) 
  

5. Overlay Zones/Special Districts:  None. 
 

6. Current Use:  Residential 
 

7. Inventoried Significant Resources: 
a. Historic Resources:  Historic Resources Inventory – Resource Numbers D582 and D584. 
b. Other:  None 

 
8. Other Features:  The site is generally flat and there is no significant or mature vegetation on 

the site. 
  

9. Utilities: 
a. Water:  Water service is available to the subject site. 
b. Electric:  Power service is available to the subject site. 
c. Sewer:  Sanitary sewer service is available to the subject site.     
d. Stormwater:  Storm sewer service is available to the subject site. 
e. Other Services:   Other utility services are available to the subject site.  Northwest Natural 

Gas and Comcast is available to serve the site.   
 

10. Transportation:  The site is adjacent to SE College Avenue, which is identified as a local street 
in the McMinnville Transportation System Plan.  Section 17.53.101 of the McMinnville Municipal 
Code identifies the right-of-way width for local streets as 50 feet.  The existing right-of-way width 
of SE College Avenue adjacent to the subject site is 60 feet, which exceeds the required 
minimum right-of-way width and therefore does not require any additional dedication. 

 

VII.  CONCLUSIONARY FINDINGS: 
 

The Conclusionary Findings are the findings regarding consistency with the applicable criteria for the 
application. The applicable criteria for a Historic Resources Inventory Amendment are specified in 
Section 17.65.050(B) of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 

In addition, the goals, policies, and proposals in Volume II of the Comprehensive Plan are to be applied 
to all land use decisions as criteria for approval, denial, or modification of the proposed request.  Goals 
and policies are mandated; all land use decisions must conform to the applicable goals and policies of 
Volume II.  “Proposals” specified in Volume II are not mandated, but are to be undertaken in relation to 
all applicable land use requests.   
 

Comprehensive Plan Volume II: 
 
The following Goals, Policies, and Proposals from Volume II of the Comprehensive Plan provide criteria 
applicable to this request: 
 

Page 132 of 199



HL 2-21 – Decision Document Page 10 
 

 

Attachments: 

Attachment 1 – Application and Attachments 

The implementation of most goals, policies, and proposals as they apply to this application are 
accomplished through the provisions, procedures, and standards in the city codes and master plans, 
which are sufficient to adequately address applicable goals, polices, and proposals as they apply to this 
application.   
 

The following additional findings are made relating to specific Goals and 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. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: The resources never had a strong significance as these were 
structures built modestly and not necessarily represent other homes in the neighborhood, 
notwithstanding the modesty of the properties, it is appropriate to mention that other local 
resources have done better to preserve the integrity of defining features, as opposed to these 
homes that never feature clear distinguished outstanding features, the resources lack 
significance required to meet the purpose of restoring it and much of the historical value has 
been diminished due to previous remodel action, the proposed replacement structures will add 
to the value of this property for the owner, the City and the Community, the new structures will 
keep with the scale and character of the existing homes nearby, thus enhancing the positive 
character of the neighborhood. 
 
FINDING:  NOT SATISFIED.  The focus of the comprehensive plan goal is to preserve and 
protect structures that have special historical or architectural significance.  A demolition clearly 
does not meet that intent.  The Historic Landmarks Committee, after reviewing the application 
materials and receiving testimony, decided that other applicable criteria for the consideration of 
the demolition were met and therefore the demolition was approved.  Findings for those other 
applicable review criteria are provided below. 

 
GOAL X 1: TO PROVIDE OPPORTUNITIES FOR CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT IN THE LAND USE 

DECISION MAKING PROCESS ESTABLISHED BY THE CITY OF McMINNVILLE. 
 
GOAL X 2:  TO MAKE EVERY EFFORT TO ENGAGE AND INCLUDE A BROAD CROSS SECTION OF 

THE COMMUNITY BY MAINTAINING AN ACTIVE AND OPEN CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT 
PROGRAM THAT IS ACCESSIBLE TO ALL MEMBERS OF THE COMMUNITY AND 
ENGAGES THE COMMUNITY DURING DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION OF 
LAND USE POLICIES AND CODES. 

 

Policy 188.00 The City of McMinnville shall continue to provide opportunities for citizen involvement in 
all phases of the planning process.  The opportunities will allow for review and comment 
by community residents and will be supplemented by the availability of information on 
planning requests and the provision of feedback mechanisms to evaluate decisions and 
keep citizens informed. 

 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE:  None. 
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED.  The process for a Certificate of Approval for Demolition provides an 
opportunity for citizen involvement throughout the process through the public notice and the 
public meeting process.  Throughout the process, there are opportunities for the public to review 
and obtain copies of the application materials and the completed staff report prior to the 
advertised public meeting(s).  All members of the public have access to provide testimony and 
ask questions during the public review and meeting process. 

 
McMinnville Municipal Code 
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The following Sections of the McMinnville Municipal Code (MMC) provide criteria applicable to the 
request: 
 
Chapter 17.03.  General Provisions 
 
17.03.020 Purpose.  The purpose of this ordinance is to encourage appropriate and orderly physical 
development in the City through standards designed to protect residential, commercial, industrial, and 
civic areas from the intrusions of incompatible uses; to provide opportunities for establishments to 
concentrate for efficient operation in mutually beneficial relationship to each other and to shared 
services; to provide adequate open space, desired levels of population densities, workable relationships 
between land uses and the transportation system, and adequate community facilities; to provide 
assurance of opportunities for effective utilization of the land resource; and to promote in other ways 
public health, safety, convenience, and general welfare. 
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: None. 
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED.  The purpose of the Zoning Ordinance is met by the proposal as 
described in the Conclusionary Findings contained in this Decision Document. 

 
17.65.050 Demolition, Moving, or New Construction. The property owner shall submit an application 
for a Certificate of Approval for the demolition or moving of a historic resource, or any resource that is 
listed on the National Register for Historic Places, or for new construction on historical sites on which 
no structure exists. Applications shall be submitted to the Planning Department for initial review for 
completeness as stated in Section 17.72.040 of the McMinnville Zoning Ordinance. The Historic 
Landmarks Committee shall meet within thirty (30) days of the date the application was deemed 
complete by the Planning Department to review the request. A failure to review within thirty (30) days 
shall be considered as an approval of the application. 
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: None. 
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED.  The applicant, who is representing the property owner, filed an 
application and request to demolish the existing buildings that are designated as Environmental 
resources on the Historic Resources Inventory.  The application was reviewed by the Historic 
Landmarks Committee within 30 days of the application being deemed complete. 

 
17.65.050 Demolition, Moving, or New Construction. […] 

B. The Historic Landmarks Committee shall base its decision on the following criteria:  
 
17.65.050(B)(1).  The City’s historic policies set forth in the comprehensive plan and the purpose of 
this ordinance;  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: The resources never had a strong significance as these were 
structures built modestly and not necessarily represent other homes in the neighborhood, 
notwithstanding the modesty of the properties, it is appropriate to mention that other local 
resources have done better to preserve the integrity of defining features, as opposed to these 
homes that never feature clear distinguished outstanding features, the resources lack 
significance required to meet the purpose of restoring it and much of the historical value has 
been diminished due to previous remodel action, the proposed replacement structures will add 
to the value of this property for the owner, the City and the Community, the new structures will 
keep with the scale and character of the existing homes nearby, thus enhancing the positive 
character of the neighborhood. 
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FINDING:  NOT SATISFIED.  Most of the City’s historic policies in the comprehensive plan focus 
on the establishment of the Historic Landmarks Committee, public awareness of historic 
preservation, and other activities for the City to pursue to increase documentation of historic 
resources.  However, the goal most specifically related to historic preservation is as follows: 
 
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 purpose of the Historic Preservation ordinance includes the following:  

 
(a) Stabilize and improve property values through restoration efforts;  
(b) Promote the education of local citizens on the benefits associated with an active historic 

preservation program;  
(c) Foster civic pride in the beauty and noble accomplishments of the past;  
(d) Protect and enhance the City’s attractions for tourists and visitors; and  
(e) Strengthen the economy of the City. 
 
The focus of the comprehensive plan goal and the purpose of the Historic Preservation chapter 
are to preserve structures that have special historical or architectural significance through 
restoration efforts.  A demolition clearly does not meet that intent.  The Historic Landmarks 
Committee, after reviewing the evidence and hearing the public testimony, decided that other 
criteria for the consideration of the demolition were satisfied and therefore the demolition was 
approved with conditions. 
 

17.65.050(B)(2).  The economic use of the historic resource and the reasonableness of the proposed 
action and their relationship to the historic resource preservation or renovation;  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: The existing homes have been used as single residential units and 
have, through the years, gone through maintenance to make them habitable, but these efforts 
have not been enough to counter the effect of poor construction, and time. The deficient 
structures is allowing for water intrusion to the interior, the crawl space foundation is only 10" 
inches from the ground and it makes it almost impossible to maintain the floor, the plumbing and 
the electrical systems that have to be accessible from below, all of this adds up to a greater risk 
to the occupants. The new structures will be fully compliant with current codes and will be of 
superior energy efficiency and will provide its occupants with improved living conditions. The 
costs of maintaining the existing homes have been very expensive and financially unsustainable 
to the owners, but the new units will increase value, rentability and will provide for a continued 
City source of revenue as well as enhance the neighborhood qualities.  
 
There is a diminished value of the existing houses as documented in tax and market value 
records in the last few years (Please see below Tax Exhibit) with an average loss of value of 
about $6,400 a year, this combined with the undistinguished architectural style makes the 
significance diminished. The new homes will increase the property value and it will be better fit 
for adjusted increased yearly value as other better built homes in the neighborhood. 
 
FINDING:  SATISFIED.  The City finds that this criteria is satisfied, but does not entirely concur 
with the applicant’s findings.  The City does not find that the applicant provided much data or 
evidence of the economic value of the current structure, or what the economic use of the 
structure could be if improvements were undertaken.  The City adds that while no preliminary 
cost estimates were provided by the applicant that show the investment required to renovate the 
existing buildings, the applicant has provided arguments that further investment in the structures 
is not reasonable due to their economic use and given the level of significance of the historic 
resource, which is an Environmental resource and the lowest classification on the Historic 
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Resources Inventory.  The City concurs that the documentation of market value of the structures 
has reduced over time, with Real Market Values decreasing from $135,204 in 2017 to $122,315 
in 2019.  Investment in the structures may prevent further decrease in Real Market Value, but 
levels of investment required to improve the code issues described by the applicant in responses 
to other review criteria may not provide for a reasonable economic return on the investment.   
 

17.65.050(B)(3).  The value and significance of the historic resource;  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: The two dwellings are described in the Statement of Historical 
Significance and Description of Property as Army Barracks style, rectangular shape, and gabled 
roof type, but it also addresses other historically defining elements that are now missing, that 
given the small size of the homes, the following removed elements become very significant: 
 

• Clapboard Siding- This element is nonexistent as it was replaced with simple plywood 
siding with no texture or hint of horizontality as the original siding provided. (Please see 
attached images #1 and 2). 

• Central Brick Chimney- This element is nonexistent as it was removed some time ago 
most likely due to a structurally unsafe condition, and improper moisture flashing. (Please 
see attached images #2,3 and 4). 

• Six-Over-One Sash Windows- The original windows are nonexistent, and the replacement 
windows not all have the same original dimensions nor have the sixover-one sash feature. 
(Please see attached images #1 and 2) 

• Roof Extension with Posts at Entry Door- The entry porches were removed some time ago, 
and the homes have no entrance roof shelter element. (Please see images #3 and 4). 

 
The existing homes do not properly represent its historic background as too many defining 
elements have been removed over the years and its present appearance are more a detraction 
to the neighborhood than an asset, and it offers no aesthetic, or redeeming architectural value. 
  
FINDING: SATISFIED.  The City concurs with the applicant’s findings, but adds that the Historic 
Resources Inventory evaluation process that was conducted at the time of the development of 
the Historic Resources Inventory shows that the structures in question were not found to be of 
high historical significance at the time that they were surveyed and added to the Historic 
Resources Inventory.  More specifically, the resources were evaluated as resources that “did 
not necessarily contribute to the historic character of the community but did create the 
background or context for the more significant resources” and were classified as 
“Environmental” resources.  The structures in question were not subject to the second stage of 
evaluation described in Appendix 4 and Appendix 5 of the Historic Resources Inventory. 
 
In regards to architectural significance, the City concurs with the applicant in that the existing 
structures have lost much of the exterior architectural building features that existed at the time 
the structures were surveyed.  For these reasons, together with other findings for other 
applicable review criteria and conditions of approval, the historical value and historical 
significance are not found to warrant the retention of the historic resources. 

 
17.65.050(B)(4).  The physical condition of the historic resource;  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: The existing condition of the resources is poor and getting worse 
as the time passes as seen in the attached exhibit tax market value trend, there are several 
hazardous structural conditions with stress cracks on the walls, cracks in the foundation's stem 
walls, separation of the wall's top plate to the bearing walls. Mold is present due to water 
intrusion to the house's interior creating the opportunity for unhealthy spores to appear. The 
resources do not have proper foundation and access to the crawl space for maintenance, is 
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impossible to have access to the crawl space without having to remove the floors for access 
and allowing for a constant appearance of vermin that have proven, over the years, very difficult 
to control, which makes it financially unfeasible and unhealthy. Please see attached Historic 
Resources Survey statements. 
 
FINDING: NOT SATISFIED.  Given that some level of investment would improve the physical 
condition of the resource, the Historic Landmarks Committee does not find that the existing 
physical condition of the historic resources is poor enough to warrant demolition solely based 
on physical condition.  In addition, the City does not find that enough detailed evidence of poor 
physical condition was provided by the applicant to warrant the demolition.  However, other 
applicable review criteria are satisfied that outweigh the proposal not meeting this criteria, which 
are described in the findings for those other criteria. 

 
17.65.050(B)(5).  Whether the historic resource constitutes a hazard to the safety of the public or its 
occupants;  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: The structure of the resources is in poor condition. They do not 
meet current Oregon Residential Codes Currently in several critical locations on both properties 
as follows: 
 

• The foundation lacks the required 12" minimum concrete footing (See Image 8) 

• The concrete stem walls lack proper steel reinforcement (See image 8) 

• The crawl space lacks the required 18" minimum access clearance, this has prevented 
proper access to maintain the buildings as well as reduced air flow to prevent dry rot to the 
floor framing (See image 8) 

• The existing substitute plywood siding was not properly attached and flashed to the walls 
and is bulging and dry rotting allowing moisture into the walls weakening the structure and 
providing for an environment that can harbor mildew and spores. 

• The required bonding and fastening between the walls and the ceiling is failing creating 
separations between the two elements and is not in code compliance for seismic or wind 
requirements without the proper fasteners and hardware. 

 
The resources are rented with caution as the conditions explained in Criteria 4, makes it very 
challenging to provide for a safe and healthy environment, the structural issues, if the structure 
fails, presents a potential direct hazard to occupants and the public nearby. The presence of 
vermin attracted to passage to the interior of the crawl space, walls and ceiling present a health 
hazard to the occupants. 
 
FINDING:  NOT SATISFIED.  The applicant has provided arguments that the current condition 
of the structure could be a hazard to the occupants and the public, based on the condition.  
However, the condition is the result of deferred maintenance over time.  If the property owner 
invested the amount necessary to renovate the existing structure and resolve, at a minimum, 
the basic structural building issues, the potential safety hazards would no longer exist.  However, 
other applicable review criteria are satisfied that outweigh the proposal not meeting this criteria, 
particularly the review criteria in Section 17.65.050(B)(2) and 17.65.050(B)(3) above. 

 
17.65.050(B)(6).  Whether the historic resource is a deterrent to an improvement program of 
substantial benefit to the City which overrides the public interest in its preservation;  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: Currently these resources are a deterrent to a relevant 
improvement project of substantial benefit to the city and the public interest. The owners have 
invested considerably in the last few years to maintain the resources in a livable condition, but 
all the expenditures and effort have done nothing to improve its value, the resources do not 

Page 137 of 199



HL 2-21 – Decision Document Page 15 
 

 

Attachments: 

Attachment 1 – Application and Attachments 

qualify for significant historic credits to help cover the expenses for its maintenance. The 
improvements will directly benefit the city by providing a continued source of needed housing in 
the area, local new construction jobs related to the new homes as well as the increase value to 
the property and the structures within. 
  
FINDING:  SATISFIED.  The City concurs with the applicant’s findings, and adds that while the 
retention of the existing building on the site is not an immediate deterrent to a public 
improvement program, it would be a deterrent to a private improvement program in the form of 
the proposed two (2) new single family homes described by the applicant.  The improvement 
program is basically the replacement of two dwelling units with two new dwelling units, which is 
not necessarily a substantial benefit to the City as it does not result in an increase in available 
housing, but it would result in new construction of new dwelling units. 
 
The private improvement program and private investment would result in a development with a 
likely higher assessed value which would result in increased property tax revenue for the City.  
The new construction would provide for high quality housing in the area, and is also proposed 
in a manner that is compatible in scale and form with surrounding development.  These benefits 
override the public interest in the preservation of the existing building, as the existing buildings 
have also been found to not be of high value and significance. 
 
The City also adds that there is certainty that the new construction will move forward, as the 
applicant and property owner have already submitted building permits for the two (2) proposed 
new homes on the subject site.  The building permits that were submitted include both the 
demolition of the existing structures and the construction of the new dwelling units. 

 
17.65.050(B)(7).  Whether retention of the historic resource would cause financial hardship to the 
owner not outweighed by the public interest in the resource’s preservation; and  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: The retention of the historic resources will directly negatively 
impact the financial status of the owner, the continued loss in value is not sustainable and it 
would only be a matter of time, before the owner could be forced to abandon the structures as 
seen in other nearby buildings that as vacant buildings are a continued source of building 
degradation, vandalism, and illegal trespassing. The owners continually volunteer to provide 
help to such neighboring properties in despair, by helping board up windows, clean and when 
appropriate, keep an eye on said properties, so is clear the owners want to contribute to the 
community with better, safer, energy-efficient housing. Please refer to Criteria 2. 
  
FINDING:  SATISFIED.  The City partially concurs with the applicant’s findings, and adds that 
the findings for Section 17.65.050(B)(2) and Section 17.65.050(B)(3) above are also applicable.  
The City does acknowledge that there was not much data or evidence provided to fully support 
the economic hardship that may be borne by the property owner, in terms of the economic value 
of the current structures or what the economic use of the structures could be if improvements 
were undertaken.  However, the potential investment in the structures compared to the value of 
the structures described in more detail above show that the option of investing in the renovation 
of the existing building could be considered a financial hardship for the owner.  Also, the existing 
buildings have also been found to not be of high value and significance.  Therefore, there is not 
a significant public interest in the preservation of the structures that would outweigh the financial 
hardship that may be caused to the property owner. 
 

17.65.050(B)(8).  Whether retention of the historic resource would be in the best interests of a 
majority of the citizens of the City, as determined by the Historic Landmarks Committee, and, if not, 
whether the historic resource may be preserved by an alternative means such as through 
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photography, item removal, written description, measured drawings, sound retention or other means 
of limited or special preservation.  
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: No, since priorities of the citizens is to have available housing that 
is safe, healthy, and pleasant, as well as resources that create value, retention of these 
properties will not offer that. The existing house's condition is quickly deteriorating and is at a 
pint [sic] where relocation is not reasonably feasible. Maintenance of the resources was provided 
by the owners for many years to the point where is becoming unfeasible to properly maintain 
and or preserve the properties, therefore, it is in the best interest of the majority of the citizens 
to replace the aging and potentially dangerous structures with new homes of similar 
characteristics and scale to properly fit in the neighborhood, increase its value and appeal, and 
at the same time provide an added financial resource to the owners, the city and the community. 
  
FINDING:  SATISFIED WITH CONDITION #1.  The City concurs with the applicant’s findings, 
but adds that the existing buildings have also been found to not be of high value and significance, 
which does not create a situation where retention of the historic resources would be in the best 
interests of a majority of the citizens of the City. 
 
A condition of approval is included to require that a minimum of 20 digital photos be provided of 
each building that document both the exterior and interior of each building to document the 
existing structures prior to their demolition. 

 
17.65.070 Public Notice.   

A. After the adoption of the initial inventory, all new additions, deletions, or changes to the inventory 
shall comply with subsection (c) of this section. 

B. Any Historic Landmark Committee review of a Certificate of Approval application for a historic 
resource or landmark shall comply with subsection (c) of this section. 

C. Prior to the meeting, owners of property located within 300 feet of the historic resource under 
consideration shall be notified of the time and place of the Historic Landmarks Committee 
meeting and the purpose of the meeting. If reasonable effort has been made to notify an owner, 
failure of the owner to receive notice shall not impair the validity of the proceedings 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE: None. 
  
FINDING:  SATISFIED.  Notice of the Historic Landmarks Committee’s consideration of the 
Certificate of Approval application was mailed to property owners located within 300 feet of the 
historic resource.  A copy of the written notice provided to property owners is on file with the 
Planning Department. 

 
 
 
CD 
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Attachment 1: Memorandum – McMinnville Demolition Ordinance Review 

City of McMinnville 
Planning Department 

231 NE Fifth Street 
McMinnville, OR  97128 

(503) 434-7311 
www.mcminnvilleoregon.gov 

 

EXHIBIT 4 - STAFF REPORT 
 
DATE: May 27, 2021  
TO: Historic Landmark Committee Members 
FROM: Chuck Darnell, Senior Planner 
SUBJECT: Presentation from Northwest Vernacular Historic Preservation on Demolition 
 Code Review 
 
STRATEGIC PRIORITY & GOAL:  

 
OBJECTIVE/S: Strategically plan for short and long-term growth and development that will 
create enduring value for the community 
 
 
Report in Brief:   
 
The purpose of this discussion item is for the Historic Landmarks Committee to receive a presentation 
from a consultant, Katie Pratt with Northwest Vernacular Historic Preservation, that has been hired to 
assist the Planning Department in a review of the City’s code related to demolitions of historic resources. 
 
Background: 
 
The City of McMinnville has adopted a historic preservation program that seeks to preserve and protect 
historic resources, and also to educate the community on historic preservation and promote the benefits 
that historic preservation has in the community.  This historic preservation program is more specifically 
implemented by the Planning Department and the Historic Landmarks Committee.  One component of 
the historic preservation program is the Certificate of Approval review process that is required to be 
completed by any property owner that wishes to request the demolition of any designated historic 
resource.  The Certificate of Approval for Demolition process is described in more detail in McMinnville 
Municipal Code (MMC) Section 17.65.050.  Over the past few years, the Historic Landmarks Committee 
has reviewed numerous Certificate of Approval for Demolition applications.  During the review of those 
applications there have been some components of the process that have been difficult for applicants to 
understand, and some aspects of the applicable review criteria that have been difficult for the Historic 
Landmarks Committee to consistently consider and apply to individual requests based on the information 
that is provided in the applications. 
 
The Planning Department had the ability to bring on a consultant to provide a professional assessment 
and opinion on the City’s current application review process and code related to the demolition of historic 
resources within the 2020-2021 fiscal year budget. 
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Attachment 1: Memorandum – McMinnville Demolition Ordinance Review 

 
Discussion: 
 
Katie Pratt with Northwest Vernacular Historic Preservation was hired to assist the Planning Department 
and the Historic Landmarks Committee with an analysis and review of the City’s current processes and 
code requirements as they pertain to the demolition of historic resources.  The main tasks of the 
consultant were to meet with staff to understand challenges that have occurred with the City’s current 
process, analyze the existing application process and code related to the demolition of historic resources, 
complete research into other comparable city’s processes on historic resource demolition, and provide 
recommendations for potential updates to the City’s process and code to resolve identified challenges. 
 
Attached to this staff report is a memorandum prepared by Northwest Vernacular Historic Preservation.  
The memorandum includes four main parts: 
 

1) Overview of McMinnville’s Demolition Review Process 
2) Comparisons of Other Municipalities’ Demolition Ordinances 
3) Recommendations 
4) Appendices (Copies of Other Demolition Ordinances and Relevant Materials) 

 
At the Historic Landmarks Committee meeting on May 27, 2021, Katie Pratt will be in attendance and will 
provide a presentation on the materials included in the attached memorandum.  The focus of the 
presentation will be on the recommendations, and staff and the consultant will be seeking feedback from 
the Historic Landmarks Committee on those recommendations. 
 
Fiscal Impact: 
 
None. 
 
Recommendation/Suggested Motion: 
 
As a discussion item, no specific action is required.  Staff suggests that the Historic Landmarks 
Committee provide direction to staff and the consultant on potential updates that could be made to the 
recommendations within the attached memorandum. 
 
 
 
CD 
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