
 
 

HISTORIC RESOURCES ADVISORY BOARD 
MINUTES 

Wednesday, July 9, 2014 

Vice-Chair Jeannie McGuire called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers of 
City Hall, 380 A Avenue.    

Present:  Vice-Chair Jeannie McGuire, Charlene Green, Holly Rodway, and Donald 
Ross.  Chair Kasey Holwerda and Dylan Oster (Youth Member) were not 
present. 

Staff:  Paul Espe, Associate Planner/Staff Liaison; Jessica Numanoglu, Senior 
Planner; and Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney.   

Guests: Erin O’Rourke-Meadors and Marylou Colver. 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
The Minutes of January 8, 2014; February 12, 2014; March 12, 2014; April 9, 2014; and June 
11, 2014 were corrected and approved.   

PUBLIC HEARING 
LU 14-0033, a request from Youth Villages, Inc. for removal of the Christie School property from 
the historic Landmark Designation List (LDL). The site is located at 2507 Christie Drive 
(21E1400200). 
Link to the case file with the staff report and exhibits: http://www.ci.oswego.or.us/planning/lu-14-0033-removal-
historic-landmark-designation-christie-school-property 

Ms. McGuire opened the public hearing.  Mr. Boone outlined the applicable procedure and 
criteria.  Ms. Rodway declared a site visit and a past ex parte contact with one of the applicants.  
No one present challenged any HRAB member’s right to hear the application.   

Staff Report 
Ms. Numanoglu reported that the applicant proposed to remove the historic designation from the 
Christie School property, including all buildings.  Those included the 1908 Administrative 
Building and four cottages built in the late 1960s and after.  The Landmark Designation List 
listed ‘Christie School’ as the historic landmark.  The Cultural Resources Inventory (CRI) in 
Exhibit F-3 focused only on the Administration Building, which indicated the intent was that the 
designation would only apply to that building.     

Staff advised that the City’s code had a process for removal from the List.  However, ORS 
197.772 allowed a property owner to remove the historic designation by administrative action: ‘ 

“A local government shall allow a property owner to remove the property from a historic property 
designation that was imposed on the property by the local government.’  The applicant was 
asserting that the City Council had acknowledged the property owner was entitled to request 
removal of the designation under the state statute as a separate alternative.”   

In Demlow v. City of Hillsboro, LUBA determined that ‘imposed’ meant that a property owner 
must have actively objected to the designation during the designation process in order to utilize 
the statute to remove the designation.  The applicant was asserting that the City imposed the 
designation by adopting Ordinance 2000 - the one that applied the historic designation to 
Christie School and about 90 other properties – because it was adopted without the consent of 
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the property owner or opportunity for objection prior to the designation.  The applicant had 
provided a May 24, 1990 letter from the executive director of the Christie School at that time 
which objected specifically to the designation of the entire Christie School, including all buildings 
on site, but oddly did not specifically object to the designation of the Administration Building.  
Staff advised that the HRAB needed to determine from the evidence and testimony whether or 
not a historic designation was placed on the property by the City over the objection of the 
owner.   

Ms. Numanoglu reported that after the historic designation was applied to the property by 
Ordinance 2000, the City notified all of the property owners and provided a 45-day period in 
which they could object to the designation and request a hearing to have a property removed at 
no cost.  Even though it occurred after the ordinance, staff found the property owner had the 
same opportunity to object to the designation after the adoption of the ordinance as they would 
have prior to the adoption.  They found that only those property owners who filed an objection 
and were unsuccessful in getting the historic designation removed would be considered to have 
had the designation ‘imposed’ on the property per the Demlow definition.  In other words, staff 
read Demlow to hold that if the property owner did not contest the designation either prior to or 
during the procedures established by the designation ordinance then the property owner did not 
actively object to the designation.  In addition, staff found that the May 24, 1990 letter submitted 
by the executive director was filed within the 45-day time period to object, but the objection was 
only to the designation for the entire school and it excluded the administration building.   

For those reasons staff found the applicant did object to the designation of the entire site and 
buildings that comprised the Christie School, except for the Administration Building.  Staff found 
that the ‘imposed’ requirement under the statute had been met for all of the Christie School 
buildings and property except for the Administration Building. They concluded the applicant had 
not provided sufficient evidence to meet the ‘imposed’ requirement for the Administration 
Building.   

Staff advised that another issue for Board consideration was the statute’s language ‘A property 
owner may request to remove.’  Staff explained that neither the statute nor the Demlow ruling 
directly addressed whether it applied to successor property owners.  However, the City Council 
had recently adopted findings related to LU 13-0012 / AP 13-10 that the eligibility that was 
granted to a property owner by the statute was not restricted to the same property owner who 
objected to the designation at the time the designation was applied.  Based on the City Council 
findings and conclusions staff found the current property owner - regardless of whether they 
were a successor owner - was eligible to request removal of the property from the historic list if 
the Landmark designation was imposed on the original owner.   

Staff recommended approval of the request to remove the Landmark designation from the 
Christie School property, except for the Administration Building; and, denial of the request to 
remove the designation from the Administration Building.   

Questions of Staff 
Mr. Ross asked what the historic designation for the Administration Building included.  Ms. 
Numanoglu clarified it was just the Administration Building itself, not any property or any other 
buildings on the site, noting that the Administration Building was built in 1908 and described on 
the Cultural Resources Inventory.     

Applicant 
Lynne Saxton, Executive Director of Youth Villages, Inc., outlined their mission and need to 
respond to continuing changes in regard to services for emotionally and behaviorally troubled 
children and families in Oregon.  Although historically those services had been provided in 
institutions, methods and practices had changed and 80% of their work now was in the 
communities and homes of those they served, with good results.    The four cottages staff 

Historic Resources Advisory Board Minutes 
July 9, 2014 Page 2 of 9 



recommended be removed from historic designation had been upgraded and improved since 
the buildings were constructed in the 1960s and 1980s.  The Administration Building had been 
built to be an orphanage. No children had lived in the building for over 50 years.  It had been 
used decreasingly over the years because the building did not meet contemporary needs.  Last 
year the applicant moved all family services into the Clark Youth and Family Services Center.  
This year they had eliminated the last classroom in the Administration Building.  The building 
currently housed only 6-8 administrative staff. The fourth floor had not been accessible for over 
a decade for safety reasons.  The building was not accessible to the general public.  They had 
modified the cottage building facilities down the hill to meet current needs and particular 
requirements of buildings structured to support the needs of the kids they served there.  Further 
changes would be necessary in the next 5-10 years as healthcare continued to change 
dramatically in the country.  They did not plan to expand the number of kids they served at the 
Marylhurst campus.  Over the last 12 years the length of stay had been reduced from nine 
months to a year to less than 90 days. Adjacent changes at Mary’s Woods would prompt 
modification to the School’s landscape and facilities as well. The applicant’s facilities were 
private.  They were an accredited psychiatric residential treatment facility including on-site 
medical services.  Their clients and their families received the privacy those services required 
both by law and by best practice standards.  There was no access to any of their buildings by 
the public without prior approval, proper identification, background checks and supervision.   

Ms. Saxton indicated that the applicant had discovered the Landmark status when the City 
called to tell them they were receiving a plaque.  During the due diligence process related to the 
merger in 2011 they discovered the entire campus had been designated historic even though 
the objection had been filed by the executive director in 1990.   

Joe Voboril, Tonkon Torp LLP, 1600 Pioneer Tower, 888 SW Fifth Avenue, Portland, Oregon 
97204, indicated the applicant agreed with most of the staff’s conclusions and 
recommendations.  They agreed with the staff finding that Youth Villages, Inc. was eligible to 
request removal of the historic landmark designation.  In their materials they explained that 
while the name and the corporate structure of the organization had changed in recent years the 
ownership of the property had not.  It had been operated by Christie School and now by Youth 
Villages for over 100 years.  Even if they concluded that there had been a change in ownership, 
Youth Villages Inc., as a successor owner, was eligible to request removal of the Landmark 
designation under the state statute.  Mr. Voboril pointed out Exhibit F-6 was a copy of the City 
Council’s order and findings in the Mary Cadwell Wilmot Trust case in January 2014.  He said 
the applicant agreed with that analysis and order, which concluded that a successor owner was 
eligible to request removal.  They also agreed with the staff conclusion on page 7 of the staff 
report that there was evidence that the historic landmark designation was ‘imposed’ on the 
Christie School property for purposes of ORS 197.772.3.  He indicated that the only 
disagreement they had with the staff conclusion and recommendation was that they believed 
Youth Villages had the right to request removal of the designation with respect to all of the 
property, including the Administration Building.   

Mr. Voboril explained that in 1990, after the City Council adopted the Landmark Designation 
List, the City informed all property owners on the list.  Daniel Mahler, then executive director of 
Christie School, wrote a May 24, 1990 letter (Exhibit F-5) in which he objected to the entirety of 
the school campus being included on the List.  His letter referred to attempts made by Christie 
School representatives during the designation process to clarify both the history and the current 
status of the Christie School back in 1990.  At the end of his letter he concluded, ‘Thus the 
corrected listing should include only the Administration Building which was constructed in 1908, 
not the entire Christie School.’  In spite of his letter asking the City to correct the listing the City 
failed to do so.  All of the Christie School campus was designated, which included all of Tax Lot 
200 and all 11.89 acres.  He said the City could have and perhaps should have designated the 
Administration Building at Christie School, but did not.  On the final Landmark List adopted by 
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Ordinance 2000 in March 1990 one saw number 77 which simply stated, ‘Christie School.’  He 
indicated in looking at the original List it was clear that in those cases where the City Council 
wanted to designate a specific building they were careful to do it.  Examples were #79 
Marylhurst Administration Building and #80 St. Catherine’s Dormitory.  When it came to Christie 
School that was not what happened.   

The applicant’s attorney explained their legal position on this was that having failed to correct 
the listing in 1990 the City could not do so now.  Since the City designated the entirety of the 
campus - all 11.89 acres and all of TL 200 - which included the Administration Building, his 
client legally now had the right under the statute to request removal of the entire designation on 
all of TL 200.  He indicated that for the City to try to correct the listing at this point in time by 
listing only the Administration Building would violate ORS 197.772.1 which would require the 
consent of the property owner, because it would essentially be a new listing.  That was the issue 
about which they disagreed with the staff.   

Mr. Voboril talked about the consequences of delisting the property.  He noted Ms. Saxton had 
explained why the applicant was asking for the removal of the designation.  He knew some 
concern had been expressed that if this property was removed from the Landmark List, some or 
all of it would be made available to developers who would tear the buildings down and use the 
property for residential or commercial purposes.  He explained that was not going to happen. 
The property would not be made available to developers because the entirety of the Youth 
Villages campus - all 11.89 acres - was subject to a deed restriction in favor of the original 
grantor, the Sisters of the Holy Names of Jesus and Mary.  The deed restriction was that if the 
property was used for any purpose other than the education and welfare of children who for 
emotional or social reasons required special instructions and supervision, title of the property 
reverted to the Sisters.  Thus, Youth Villages did not have the ability to sell the property off for 
development purposes. It had to be used to fulfill their mission.   

Questions of Applicant 
Ms. Rodway asked what the applicant was planning to do in the future and if they might be 
going to sell the property.  Mr. Boone advised those questions did not relate to the applicable 
criteria for a decision under ORS 197.772 and were not relevant to the decision, but he noted 
the applicant had opened the door to such questioning during their own presentation.  Mr. 
Voboril agreed with Mr. Boone but explained the applicant had decided they would discuss it 
because they wanted to be transparent and people wanted to know. Ms. Saxton explained it 
was the four buildings called ‘cottages’ down the hill that met the applicant’s needs for 
residential care facilities.  They served between 40 and 80 children at a time.  They did not 
anticipate any need to grow the facilities because best practices meant they achieved better 
results off campus.  They were concerned about the expense and logistical challenges of the 
Administration Building.  The only persons who accessed the building now were 6-8 
administrative staff who only used one floor.  They anticipated that in time they would “mothball’ 
the building and only have ongoing low-level maintenance expense.  That was as far as their 
plans went at this point.  As a nonprofit with a mission they had to focus on investments that 
directly benefitted children and families.    

Ms. McGuire commented that deferred maintenance on an historic building did not seem to her 
to be reason enough to remove it from the Landmark Designation Listing.  Mr. Voboril advised if 
they were there under the Municipal Code with an Economic, Social, Environmental and Energy 
(ESEE) analysis then they would debate whether the economic, social, environmental and 
energy consequences were such that it merited be taken off the List.  But they made their 
request under the statute, not the code, and legally it was not relevant.  They just wanted to tell 
the Board what their thinking was as the Board would be curious.     

Ms. Green asked if they were open to leaving the Administration Building on the List and 
removing the rest of the property.  Ms. Saxton explained they were reluctant to do that because 
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of a clause in their agreement with the Sisters that if it was not used for children and families it 
reverted to the Sisters.  Mr. Voboril clarified they wanted to take the designation off of the entire 
campus and believed they had the legal right to request that.  However, they would feel taking 
the rest off was better than nothing.   

Ms. McGuire asked if they had considered rehabbing the interior and making it useable for 
some part of their program.  Ms. Saxton said they had assessed the building and there was no 
contemporary use of the building that fit the work they did in the 21st century.   

Proponents 
None. 

Opponents 
Carolyne Jones, 2818 Poplar Way, indicated she was a close neighbor of the Christie School.  
She said in her opinion the Christie School building was a visual wonder.  Its story was deeply 
embedded in the Lake Oswego community as Library and Heritage House records indicated.  
On one hand she would really like to see the historical designation stay in place and the 
structure be preserved and kept in Lake Oswego.  On the other hand she had visited the site 
and looked at the condition of the Administration Building.  The side entrance closest to the 
library building had a deep crack in it on two sides.  The front porch might have a structural 
problem as well as it looked like it might be sagging (although that impression might be because 
of a large rust stain on the gutter).  Several years ago she was in the building and noticed it 
have very steep stairs.  If someone were to trip and fall it would be quite a tumble.  She 
wondered if it was ADA accessible with an elevator.  She wondered about the safety of the 
electricity and the plumbing given the age of the building.  The mortar on the bricks was quite 
recessed and she wondered if the building could withstand an earthquake. However, in spite of 
its condition she wondered if there was any way the property could be preserved for another 
use and a new administration building built on the property; or, if the owners of the building 
could work with the City and work something out so the building could be saved.  She 
concluded by saying that she would really like to see the designation stay.   

Marylou Colver, 68 Leonard Street, President of the Lake Oswego Preservation Society, read 
aloud their written testimony (Exhibit G-205). They held the building had national, state and local 
significance.  Their points included that opening day of the orphanage had been an important 
event in Oregon history.  The orphanage building was the first constructed by the Society of the 
Sisters of Holy Names of Jesus and Mary in Oswego and was a testimony to their work. It had 
architectural significance as it was designed by Conradin Alfred Breitung and might be the only 
design of his in Oregon.  They cited a 1997 State Attorney General’s opinion about how 
‘consent’ referred to in Oregon’s owner consent law (ORS 197.772) was defined (Exhibit G-205, 
Attachment 1).  They had attached a copy of the statutory warranty deed dated September 27, 
1990 and Map of Christie School Owned and Leased Property (Exhibit G-205, Attachments 2 
and 3) to show that the Sisters and not the Christie School owned the property at the time the 
designation went into effect; and, that the Christie School purchased the property almost four 
months later.  They held the record showed the Sisters did not object to the listing so the 
designation was not ‘imposed’ and the request for removal under the owner consent law had to 
be denied.   

Ms. Colver pointed out that Preservation Society testimony noted the letter from the Executive 
Director of the Christie School at the time of the designation stated that ‘…the corrected listing 
should include only the Administration Building which was constructed in 1908.’  They had 
included Attachment 4, a copy of a newspaper article reporting that Ms. Saxton had expressed 
pride in the school’s historic 1908 building.  In regard to the cottages the Society wrote that they 
did not believe the 1960’s cottages were actually designated in 1990.  There had been no 
hearing.  They were not 50 years old at the time.  They were not sure that a statement of 
significance was provided to support it.  They noted the property did not have a street address 
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in 1990 and was identified by tax lot.  They reasoned that the cottages were not removed from 
the List in 1990 because at the time the City might have clarified that only the 1908 building was 
being designated.  They asked the HRAB to resolve the matter of the cottages.  They indicated 
that they did not oppose delisting of the cottages, if necessary.   They noted that the size of the 
site provided adequate land for needed expansion without the demolition of those buildings or 
the 1908 building.  They held that because the state statute specified an objection ‘at any point 
during the designation process’ the applicant’s interpretation that the designation was imposed 
because the designation was followed by an opt-out period instead preceded by one was not 
supportable.  They challenged that an applicant could ignore the local criteria and process for 
delisting, contending that state law did not trump local criteria.  In conclusion, Ms. Colver 
reported the Preservation Society supported the staff recommendation and asked the HRAB to 
retain the Administration Building as a protected Landmark.   

Erin O’Rourke-Meadors, 5261 Coventry Court (97034) submitted written testimony (Exhibit G-
106) and highlighted portions of it.   She supported the staff recommendation in regard to the 
Administration Building.  She pointed out her written testimony responded to points made in 
Attorney Voboril’s May 27, 2014 letter to the City.  He had referred to a May 24, 1990 letter from 
Executive Director Daniel Mahler objecting to the inclusion of the Christy School on the 
Landmark Designation List.  She related there was no record of such a letter in the City archives 
and there had been no hearing to hear this objection.  He concluded the corrected listing should 
include only the 1908 Administration Building and not the entire school.  She said the 1990 letter 
reflected the School’s state of mind regarding the appropriateness of the 1908 structure 
designation and she noted it did not include an objection to designation of the Administration 
Building as an historic landmark.  The attorney’s letter noted that the City had removed three 
properties from the Listing in 1999 at the request of the Sisters.  She responded that the Sisters 
were able to do that under the state statute because at the time they were the property owners; 
they had objected; hearings were held and the designation had been imposed over their 
objections, so delisting was available to them and the designations were removed at their 
request.  Ms. O’Rourke-Meadors advised that a 1990 warranty deed showed that at the time of 
designation the Sisters owned the Administration Building, not the Christie School.  She 
contended the applicant could not utilize ORS 197.772 to seek removal because they did not 
own the property on which the Administration Building sat at the time of designation and the 
Sisters had not filed an objection or request for review during the designation process.    Mr. 
Voboril’s letter indicated that while the name and corporate structure had changed in recent 
years the ownership of the property had not been transferred other than under operation of 
corporate law.  She held the title report and 1990 warranty deed showed ownership had 
changed following designation from the Sisters to the Christie School.  Mr. Voboril’s letter cited 
the recent City Council decision on the Carman House as a basis for state statute eligibility.  
She noted that LUBA was about to review that decision.  However, in regard to the 
Administration Building the Council’s interpretation of the state statute was not relevant to the 
applicant’s request because a ‘property owner’ did not object during the process of designation; 
therefore, designation was not imposed and the applicant was not entitled to require the City to 
remove the designation.  She advised the City to deny this aspect of their request.   

Rebuttal 
Mr. Voboril indicated the applicant wanted additional time to submit a final written argument.  He 
said the comment that Christie School received title to the land under the Administration 
Building on September 20, 1990 was a correct statement because the warranty deed went of 
record on that date.  He explained that Mr. Mahler could write the letter on May 24, 1990 
because they were the contract purchaser of the property and had received the notice as 
Christie School.  He referred to the original notice from the City dated April 12, 1990 that Mr. 
Mahler was responding to.  The second paragraph talked about the 45 days; that their 
recommendations would be forwarded to the City Council who would take final action; and that 
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the Council had to take final action on the initial board recommendations by November 9, 1990.  
Mr. Mahler no doubt was responding as the contract purchaser and he knew the final decision 
would not be made until November 9, 1990; and, that they were going to receive title by virtue of 
the contract purchase.  They got the title on September 20, before the final decision of the City 
Council was made.   

Mr. Voboril said perhaps they should change their argument and say the notice was sent to the 
wrong party.  That would mean that when the designation said, ‘Christie School’ it meant the 
rest of the Christie campus, not the Administration Building.  If the Board wanted to take the 
position that the title was held by the Sisters, then the only thing that was designated were the 
buildings other than the Administration Building and the notice was sent to the wrong party.  He 
said the applicant was aware of that but they did not believe that was the right argument 
because they felt that Mr. Mahler as the contract purchaser, Christie School, responded in good 
faith to that notice.  But, again, if it was correct that the notice was sent to the wrong party then 
they [HRAB] had a real problem in terms of the original designation.   

He explained the reason the applicant had submitted the title report was because they were 
required to submit evidence that Youth Villages, Inc. owned the property; and, under ORS 
197.772.3 a property owner had the right to request delisting.  There was never any argument 
that Youth Villages owned the property from day one.  They were saying Youth Villages, Inc. 
was the record title holder today and as a property owner was entitled to request delisting under 
the statute.   

In regard to the comment that they were ignoring the City code, they were not.  They had the 
right to request delisting under the statute and that was what they were doing.  They could have 
used a different strategy and asked the City to do an ESEE analysis under the Municipal code.  
But because they felt they had a valid objection that had been submitted they went the state 
statute route and they had a right to do that.   

Ms. Saxton said, as a community-oriented person, she had heard consistent support for the 
staff’s recommendation to remove all the cottage programs.  She was not a lawyer and was not 
going to take on those arguments. They had been represented at the hearing.  However, she 
had consistently heard that people supported removing the cottages from the historic listing, as 
staff recommended.  She said [the applicant] viewed that as that as progress.  They were 
always willing to talk to any community interest about the building and had been for 12 years.   

Questions on Rebuttal 
Ms. Green asked if the applicant was saying the original designation was opposed by Christie 
School based solely on Mr. Mahler’s May 24, 1990 letter.  Mr. Voboril confirmed that.  She 
indicated that in reading the letter it seemed to her the letter was not requesting that historic 
designation not be imposed, it was simply asking for a clarification to the designation being 
placed and noting that it needed to be only on the Administration Building and not the rest of the 
buildings.  Mr. Voboril said ‘clarification’ was the wrong word, and he actually used the word 
‘corrected.’  She indicated that the ‘corrected listing’ language meant he was not opposing 
historic designation being applied to the 1908 building – he was simply asking for the 
designation to be corrected.  Mr. Voboril said the applicant’s position on that was that the City 
had not made the correction; the City had designated the entirety of the property; the objection 
was not dealt with; and the listing was not corrected as requested.  That made it a valid 
objection for purposes of the Demlow case; and, the applicant had the right to then request that 
the entire designation be removed, including the Administration Building.  Had the City only 
designated the Administration Building then his comment would be wrong and they could not.  
But the City did not make the correction Mr. Mahler requested.   

Ms. Rodway recalled Ms. Saxton mentioned they had 6-8 staff in that building on any given day. 
She asked Ms. Saxton to clarify whether if the applicant moved them out and let the building go 
and then something else happened there, it would revert back to the Sisters.  Ms. Saxton said if 
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the staff left the building and the community wanted the building to stand then the applicant 
would board it up and it would stand.  In regard to whether someone else could take it over the 
challenge was there was a reversionary clause that required that the whole piece of land for 
Christie School be used in service and education of severely emotionally and behaviorally 
disturbed children consistent with their historic mission.  She was asked and clarified the 
applicant would not ‘default.’  They would own the property and successfully mothball the 
property, which meant shutting the building down and making it so it could not become a public 
nuisance or a public safety issue.  There was no public access to the building.  They had not 
fenced and locked the campus as that was not a therapeutic environment for the kids, but as a 
rule there was not access to the campus because it was a private psychiatric facility.  If they 
mothballed the building – boarding up the windows - they would continue to have responsibility 
for the building.  But it was an open question whether someone else could take the building and 
do something with it.  The Sisters requirement for the entire property was it had to be used for 
certain purposes.  Mr. Voboril summarized that Christie School and Youth Villages, Inc. did not 
have the ability to do anything other than use it to fulfill its mission.   

Ms. O’Rourke-Meadors requested a continuance.  Mr. Boone advised the Board was required to 
continue the hearing when a request for continuance was made.  Ms. Rodway wanted to be 
able to read Ms. Colver’s and Ms. O’Rourke-Meadors’ written testimony before making a 
decision.  Ms. McGuire observed the Board members wanted to keep the record open for both 
oral and written testimony.   

Mr. Ross moved to continue LU 14-0033 to July 23, 2014 at 7:00 p.m.  Ms. ___ seconded the 
motion and it passed 4:0.   

CITIZEN COMMENT – Future Agenda Items 

► Marylou Colver – on code to prevent demolition by neglect clause 

Ms. Colver asked HRAB to amend the code to include demolition by neglect provisions.   

ELECTION OF CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR 
Elections were postponed until August.   

PETITIONS AND COMMUNICATIONS 

• Questions in regard to the process of listing and delisting property.   
Mr. Espe confirmed that a Landmark property could be divided and a portion of it could be 
designated via the appropriate land use process.   

► Erin O’Rourke-Meadors – on Preservation Society sponsored walking tours.  There 
were two tours along Iron Mountain and Downtown.   

NEW BUSINESS 

• Farmers’ Market Booth (July 19 / August 16 / September 13) 
Volunteers signed up to staff the booth in July and August.   

Action: The Board planned to discuss September at their next meeting.   

• Workers Cottage Future Uses Committee 
It was reported that the next phase was to focus on the interior.  They had discussed options for 
access/parking and a visual showing the original construction.  The process of getting a tenant 
could begin next year.   

• Real Estate Agency Outreach 
Action: The next step was to brainstorm what was to be in the letter.   
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• Letters to Properties on the LDL 
Action: Mr. Espe would send out letters to historic property owners at the same time he mailed 
the letters to Realtors.   
• Preservation Incentive Grant 
Mr. Espe reported funding was available and a letter would be sent to property owners.   
Suggestions were to contact the owner of the Johnson Barn and advocate for an increased 
budget for this program.     

Action: the Board planned to continue to discuss this at the next meeting.   

OLD BUSINESS 

• Hazelia Agri-Cultural Heritage Trail Update 
Ms. McGuire announced the planning group had enjoyed hearing stories from members of area 
families.  They had selected eleven sites and would take more field trips.         

• Headgate Interpretive Sign Project Update 
Mr. Espe had not heard anything more from Parks and Recreation about installation of the sign.     

• Landmark Designation List (LDL) Revision Update 
Mr. Espe reported that the consultants and Ms. O’Rourke-Meadors had been working together.  
SHPO had agreed to extend the deadline to August 18; and the consultants hoped to provide 
the historical narratives by July 11 and the architectural descriptions by July 18.  The Board 
discussed that owners of Sacred Heart Church had decided not to pursue LDL status in part 
because the process was so cumbersome.  They heard a suggestion to budget for professional 
help to help property owners complete the process.   

Action: The Board put this on the August agenda.   

• Blast House Stabilization Update 
There were conflicting reports that Parks and Recreation had and had not removed the trees 
they had agreed to remove.     

Action: The Board put this on the August agenda.  Mr. Espe was to get clarification from Parks 
and Recreation.   

LAND USE APPLICATIONS  

• Wizer Site Development Update 
Mr. Espe reported the date of the public hearing was about to be set.  Plans had been submitted 
and were available for people to examine at the Planning counter. 

• Carman Farm Appeal 
LUBA Oral arguments were scheduled for July 10. 

ADJOURNMENT  
Ms. McGuire adjourned the meeting at 9:13 p.m.  

Respectfully submitted,  

 

Paul Espe 
Associate Planner  
 

The audio file of this meeting is available at: http://www.ci.oswego.or.us/boc_hrab/historic-resources-advisory-board-31 
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