
 

 

Monday, March 19, 2018 
7:00 PM 

2nd Floor Council Chambers 
1095 Duane Street  Astoria OR 97103 

 
1) CALL TO ORDER 
 
2) ROLL CALL 
 
3) PROCLAMATIONS 
 

a) Proclamation: Sexual Assault Awareness Month  
 

4) REPORTS OF COUNCILORS 
 

5) CHANGES TO AGENDA 
 

6) CONSENT 
The items on the Consent Calendar are considered routine and will be adopted by one 
motion unless a member of the City Council requests to have any item considered separately. 
Members of the community may have an item removed if they contact the City Manager by 
5:00 p.m. the day of the meeting. 
 
a) City Council Minutes for February 14, 2018  
b) City Council Minutes for February 26, 2018 
c) Board and Commission Meeting Minutes 

1. Astoria Planning Commission January 24, 2018 
2. Traffic Safety Advisory Committee January 24, 2018 
3. Historic Landmarks Commission January 17, 2018 
4. Safety Committee February 15, 2018 

 
7) REGULAR AGENDA ITEMS 

All agenda items are open for public comment following deliberation by the City Council. 
Rather than asking for public comment after each agenda item, the Mayor asks that audience 
members raise their hands if they want to speak to the item and they will be recognized. In 
order to respect everyone’s time, comments will be limited to 3 minutes. 
 
a) Public Hearing: Appeal 18-01 by Ted Osborn on Demolition Request 17-02 at 347 Alameda Avenue  
b) Second Reading and Ordinance: Amendment A 17-02 by Garry Vallaster, Astor Venture, LLC, 

represented by Jennifer Bunch, dba Wickiup Consulting, LLC, for a map amendment to the development 
Code to change zoning from Attached Housing-Mill Pond (AH-MP) to Local Service (LS) on   
approximately 1.04 acres (45,452 sq. ft.) of land, and also a text amendment to remove certain uses 
from the LS Zone between 23rd and 29th Streets north of Marine Drive. The intent is to construct a 
retail grocery that will accommodate the expansion of the Astoria Co-op Grocery.  

c) Supplemental Budget Public Hearing 
d) Council Policy on Column Lighting Effects 
e) Authorization to light the Column Teal for the month of April in recognition of Sexual Assault 

Awareness Month  
f) 2018 City Council Goals  

 
8) NEW BUSINESS & MISCELLANEOUS, PUBLIC COMMENTS (NON-AGENDA)  

AGENDA 
 ASTORIA CITY COUNCIL 



 
 

THE MEETINGS ARE ACCESSIBLE TO THE DISABLED.  AN INTERPRETER FOR THE 
HEARING IMPAIRED MAY BE REQUESTED UNDER THE TERMS OF ORS 192.630 BY 

CONTACTING THE CITY MANAGER'S OFFICE AT 503-325-5824. 



  

 

 

 

DATE: MARCH 15, 2018 

TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 

FROM:   BRETT ESTES, CITY MANAGER 

SUBJECT: ASTORIA CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF MARCH 19, 2018 

 
PROCLAMATIONS 

Item 5(a): Sexual Assault Awareness Month 

Mayor Arline LaMear will proclaim the month of April as Sexual Assault 
Awareness Month. 

CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
Item 6(a): City Council Minutes for February 14, 2018  

 
The minutes of the City Council meeting of February 14, 2018 are enclosed for 
review.  Unless there are any corrections, it is recommended that Council 
approve these minutes. 

 
Item 6(b): City Council Minutes for February 26, 2018 
 

The minutes of the City Council meeting of February 26, 2018 are enclosed for 
review.  Unless there are any corrections, it is recommended that Council 
approve these minutes. 

 
Item 6(c): Board and Commission Meeting Minutes 

1) Astoria Planning Commission January 24, 2018 
2) Traffic Safety Advisory Committee January 24, 2018 
3) Historic Landmarks Commission January 17, 2018 
4) Safety Committee February 15, 2018 
 
The minutes of the above Boards and Commissions are included. Unless there 
are any questions or comments regarding the contents of these minutes, they are 
presented for information only. 

 
REGULAR AGENDA ITEMS 
 
Item 7(a): Public Hearing: Appeal 18-01 by Ted Osborn on Demolition Request 17-02 

at 347 Alameda Avenue  
 



 
 

On January 17, 2018 the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) held a public 
hearing and reviewed a request to demolish a multi-family dwelling at 347 
Alameda Avenue. The structure is a primary contributing structure in the 
Uniontown Historic District. With a vote of three to three, which constitutes a 
denial, the HLC denied the request. On January 30, 2018 Mr. Osborn submitted 
an appeal of the HLC decision of denial of the demolition.  

It is recommended that the City Council hold the public hearing on the appeal, 
review the new testimony, and consider the Historic Landmarks Commission 
decision to deny the demolition request.  

Item 7(b): Second Reading and Ordinance: Amendment A 17-02 by Garry Vallaster, 
Astor Venture, LLC, represented by Jennifer Bunch, dba Wickiup 
Consulting, LLC, for a map amendment to the development Code to change 
zoning from Attached Housing-Mill Pond (AH-MP) to Local Service (LS) on 
approximately 1.04 acres (45,452 sq. ft.) of land, and also a text amendment 
to remove certain uses from the LS Zone between 23rd and 29th Streets 
north of Marine Drive. The intent is to construct a retail grocery that will 
accommodate the expansion of the Astoria Co-op Grocery  

 
On March 5, 2018 the City Council conducted the first reading of the ordinance 
amending the zoning map and text of the development code to facilitate the 
expansion of the Astoria Coop grocery.  The proposed map and text changes are 
attached.  The acreage of the zone map amendment on the private parcel owned 
by Mr. Vallaster is 1.04 acres.  This is the area proposed for development by the 
Astoria Coop and has not changed since the initial application.  However, the 
area of the map amendment, as shown on the attached legal description, is 1.45 
acres, because it encompasses portions of the rights of way of 23rd Street, Steam 
Whistle Way and Marine Drive.   

It is recommended that City Council hold the second reading and adopt the 
ordinance. 

Item 7(c): Supplemental Budget Public Hearing 
 
ORS 294.473 provides guidance for a municipality to hold a public hearing on a 
supplemental budget to adjust for changes which could not reasonably be foreseen 
when preparing the original budget.  The process requires advertisement of a 
supplemental budget not less than 5 days before a Council meeting.  There will be 
a public hearing for consideration of the supplemental budgets being presented 
and which were advertised March 14, 2018.   

The supplemental budgets for Parks Operation Fund, General Fund, Public Works 
Improvement Fund and Promote Astoria Fund are provided in attached resolution 
along with the details of proposed revisions in the memo to Council. 

It is recommended that City Council conduct a public hearing and approve the 
supplemental budgets as presented in the attached resolution.  

Item 7(d): Council Policy on Column Lighting Effects  
 



 
 

On February 18th, 2014 the Astoria City Council gave direction to the Parks and 
Recreation Department to limit the use of colored lighting effects at the Astoria 
Column to twice a year when specifically authorized by City Council.  

In 2017 and 2018 additional Astoria Column lighting requests have been 
received. Due to the City Council direction received in February 2014 to limit the 
use of colored lighting effects to twice per year any additional requests received 
within the fiscal year have not been processed at the Staff level.  

The Mayor asked that this policy be brought back for discussion by the City 
Council. If the number of lighting effects at the Astoria Column are increased City 
Council may want to consider assessing a fee for the service as an estimated 
$350 of staffing and maintenance costs are accrued with each lighting effect.  

The Friends of the Astoria Column have been briefed on the possible update to 
the policy on Astoria Column lighting effects and are scheduled to meet on 
Friday, March 16th to discuss this possibility. The Friends of the Astoria Column 
feedback and recommendation gathered from this meeting will provided to the 
City Council.  

It is recommended that City Council review their established policy and if desired 
provide direction on any potential changes.   

Item 7(e): Authorization to light the Column Teal for the month of April in recognition 
of Sexual Assault Awareness Month  

 
In partnership with the Domestic Violence Council, the Harbor and the Friends of 
the Astoria Column, the Parks and Recreation Department is requesting 
permission to change the lighting color on the Astoria Column to a teal hue for 
the month of April 2018 in recognition of Sexual Assault Awareness and Child 
Abuse Awareness Month. In recognition of the established policy this would be 
the second request for the 2017-2018 fiscal year. 
 
It is recommended that City Council consider authorizing the change in lighting at 
the Astoria Column to a teal hue for the month of April 2018 in recognition of 
Sexual Assault Awareness Month and Child Abuse Awareness Month.   

 
Item 7(f): 2018 City Council Goals 

 
The City Council held a work session on February 2, 2018 to set goals for Fiscal 
Year 2018-2019. From the work session a list of Council goals was drafted. City 
Council requested that the City Manager coordinate with the Astoria Library 
Foundation to determine proposed goal language for the library renovation. 
Library Foundation President Van Dusen suggested the language for this goal. 
These draft goals are included in the agenda packet for further discussion and 
consideration.  
 
 

 

 



CITY OF ASTORIA 
Founded 1811 • Incorporated 1856 

PROC L AMATION 

WHEREAS, sexual assault affects Oregonians every day, whether as a victim 
or survivor or as a family member, friend, partner, neighbor, employer or co-worker 
of a survivor; and 

WHEREAS, Oregonians of all gender identities experience sexual violence, 
including an estimated 1 in 4 adult women who has been the victim of rape, and 
nearly 1 in 5 men who has experienced sexual violence in their lifetime; and 

WHEREAS, certain populations in Oregon experience much higher rates of 
sexual violence due to systemic oppression and inequity; and 

WHEREAS, compassionate, courageous, and dedicated individuals, local 
organizations, and other partners have provided services and support for victims and 
survivors, and worked to prevent sexual violence for decades; and 

WHEREAS, sexual violence is preventable and all communities are 
strengthened by encouraging healthy, non-violent interactions, relationships and 
social norms; and 

WHEREAS, every individual and community in Oregon has a role to play to 
help eliminate sexual violence by working together to promote social change. 

NOW, THEREFORE, I, Arline LaMear, Mayor of Astoria, do hereby proclaim 
April as 

SEXUAL ASSAULT AWARENESS MONTH 

in the City of Astoria and encourage all citizens to join in this observance. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have herewith set my hand and caused the Seal of the 
City of Astoria to be affixed this 19th day of March, 2018. 

Mayor 

ITY HALL• 1095 DUANE STREET • ASTORIA, OREGON 97103 •WWW.ASTORIA.OR.US 



  

Page 1 of 4  City Council Journal of Proceedings 
  February 14, 2018 
 

CITY OF ASTORIA      CITY COUNCIL JOURNAL OF PROCEEDINGS  
City Council Chambers 
February 14, 2018 
 
A special session of the Astoria Common Council was held at the above place at the hour of 9:00 am. 
 
Councilors Present: Nemlowill, Price, Brownson, Jones (via telephone), and Mayor LaMear. 
 
Councilors Excused: None 
 
Staff Present: City Manager Estes, Parks and Recreation Director Cosby, Planning Consultant Johnson, Finance 
Director Brooks, Public Works Director Harrington, and City Attorney Henningsgaard. The meeting is recorded 
and will be transcribed by ABC Transcription Services, Inc.  
 
Mayor LaMear thanked Rosemary Johnson and Nathan Crater for researching the City’s properties and 
preparing the report. 
 
SALE OF CITY-OWNED PARKS LAND 
 

Earlier this year, the City Council directed the Parks and Recreation Department to consider sale of several 
City-owned parcels that are currently maintained by Parks staff. Based on the recently adopted Astoria Parks 
and Recreation Master Plan, several sites were identified by the Council due to the underutilized nature of the 
sites and/or development potential of the sites. The sites Council identified to be investigated included: Birch 
Ballfield, US Custom House Reconstruction, Tidal Rock/Chairwall, First US Post Office, and Yacht Club. It was 
later determined to not pursue the sale of the Yacht Club at this time due to the complications concerning 
relocation of the Parks facilities located at the Rec Center (Yacht Club). 
 
Sale of any City-owned property is governed by processes identified in City Code, State Code, and City 
Administrative Practices. Staff has prepared a summary of the process for sale of City-owned property. The 
process includes several City Council meetings at different stages, an appraisal, and hiring a real estate firm to 
handle the sale documents. Staff has also prepared a fact sheet on each of the four sites identified with a list 
of issues that would need to be considered and/or resolved prior to sale of the properties. 
 
It is recommended that City Council determine which of these properties and/or any other possible properties 
should be researched further for possible sale. Should Council wish to have staff proceed further based upon 
the information above, actions to consider include proceeding with sale of Birch Field; relocation evaluation 
and engineering evaluation of Customhouse; contact adjacent property owners to Tidal Rock. 

 
Director Cosby gave an overview of each site, which was included in the Agenda packet. Her presentation 
included details about each property’s current condition, potential uses for each property, potential issues with 
selling each property, Staff’s recommendations, and the next steps necessary to implement those 
recommendations. During the presentation, Staff addressed Council’s questions and concerns with the following 
key comments: 
 
Birch Field 
• Birch Field is in a flood zone, so the park would need to be evaluated to determine whether filling it in would 

impact drainage in the Alderbrook neighborhood. Development of the property would require flood plain 
permits, which would mandate drainage infrastructure.  
• The City could not issue permits at the time sale, but would have to wait until a development had been 

proposed to the City. However, because this park is in a flood zone, a higher level of review would be 
done.  

• Director Harrington explained the Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO) project and the potential future need for 
more storm water treatment facilities. He described various types of facilities, noting that an open wetland at 
Birch Field would be more economical than a vault. The Custom House would also be suitable for a wetland. 
The City has several other sites suited for storm water treatment facilities, so selling Birch Field and/or the 
Custom House would not negatively impact the CSO project. 
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Custom House 
• If the Custom House were moved, the new location would have to be deemed appropriate. One potential 

location is the east side of the park. An environmental impact review would also be required. Staff believed 
any new location would need to be near the water or within view of the water, and that certain locations 
would be deemed ineligible due to historic context. 
• Annual expenses for Custom House were estimated to be $4,000 or $5,000 on average. Annual 

expenses fluctuate due to maintenance needs. During FY2015-2016, repairs to the building and 
installation of the interpretive panels cost $8,000. 

• Maintenance costs were likely to increase if the house were moved to a more accessible location. 
• The house was originally to be used by an organization like a genealogical society. The interior is part of 

the building’s historic designation, so a commercial use would have to be a very low impact use. The 
building does not have a foundation or plumbing. 

 
Tidal Rock  
• A 40-by-80-foot space at Tidal Rock Park could be developed for commercial use. Rosemary Johnson 

indicated the exact location on the map shown on the screen. 
• The rock used to be accessible by a trail, but is now only accessible from the Astor Hotel parking lot. 
• Even though Tidal Rock is not designated as a park, the Parks Department still maintains it because it is 

City-owned property. The Parks Department maintains many City-owned properties that are not parks. 
Director Cosby confirmed she preferred that all parks be accessible and well-maintained. 

• Urban Renewal District Funds could be used to improve Tidal Rock. However, funds have already been 
earmarked for other projects. 

• Councilor Nemlowill confirmed that Fort George had not made any formal offer on the property, but was 
focused on expanding to Warrenton.  

 
Post Office Park 
• Councilor Brownson wanted to find out why the Post Office did not take care of the park, given its historical 

importance. However, the new 5-year maintenance agreement on the park gives the City time to consider 
next steps. 

 
Councilor Price did not believe selling the properties made sense, given the high costs of selling them and their 
limited uses. Mayor LaMear agreed, but believed Tidal Rock might be worth pursuing. The adjacent property 
owners might be willing to purchase or maintain the park. 
Councilor Jones believed Tidal Rock Park was useless as a historic attraction because of the property’s 
configuration unless the section of the property south of the rock were developed. He suggested relocating the 
Custom House to Post Office Park. Staff confirmed there would be significant difficulties getting that approved. 
Councilor Jones said Birch Field is not used and recommended pursuing the opportunity to turn the one-acre lot 
into single-family homes. 
 
Councilor Brownson agreed that of all the properties researched, Birch Field was best suited for sale and 
development. He also agreed the Custom House should be moved, but the other properties were not worth 
considering due to the high costs of selling them and their limited uses. 
 
Mayor LaMear believed the Custom House would be more visible at the 9th Street Park. 
 
Director Cosby confirmed the best possible outcome of these properties is not feasible due to the City’s limited 
resources. 
 
Councilor Price asked if there was a way to inform the public of the City’s intent to sell these properties without 
spending any funds until a proposal came forward. City Manager Estes said the sale of any City-owned property 
would incur expenses and a time intensive process. He confirmed the steps necessary to sell each property in 
Staff’s report. Councilor Price recommended removing the Park designation from Birch Field because that 
seemed like a simple task. Ms. Johnson explained how the Park designation impacted Code enforcement. 
 
Director Cosby confirmed removing the Park designation from Birch Field would not impact the Parks 
Department. If the property were sold, the department would have one less site to manage and resources would 



  

Page 3 of 4  City Council Journal of Proceedings 
  February 14, 2018 
 

be reallocated to other higher uses. Selling one site would not make a significant impact, but many small 
changes could add up. 
 
Mayor LaMear expressed concern about the potential future importance of Birch Field as a storm water 
treatment facility. Staff confirmed they did not yet know what the City’s storm water treatment requirements 
would be. Removing the Park designation would be done through a City Code amendment, which would require 
a public hearing. 
 
Councilor Price said she supported selling Birch Field because the Alderbrook neighborhood already had several 
other natural areas like the Riverwalk and Violet LaPlante Park. Additionally, Birch Field is under water for most 
of the year. 
 
Mayor LaMear asked Council to narrow the list of properties to be considered for sale. Discussion of each 
property included the following key comments: 
• All Councilors agreed nothing should be done with Post Office Park. 
• Most of the Council agreed that the City should consider a public/private partnership for the maintenance of 

Tidal Rock Park. However, Councilors Nemlowill and Brownson disagreed since the park has a maintenance 
agreement and could be improved with urban renewal funds. Councilor Jones believed the land around the 
rock should be developed commercially and the rock showcased as a historic attraction. 
• Councilors debated about whether to pursue a partnership now or wait until the current park adoption 

had expired. Forming partnerships take time, but Staff has limited capacity and it could be beneficial to 
wait and see what happens with the current park adoption. After some discussion, Council agreed Staff 
should start conversations with potential partners about adopting Tidal Rock after the current park 
adoption expires. 

• Moving the Custom House would be very expensive. However, the City could sell a portion of the lot and use 
the profit to move the Custom House. Councilor Jones believed a quarter-acre could be sold, which would 
accommodate five residential units. The potential to add to Astoria’s housing stock was a good reason to 
pursue dividing and selling a portion of the land. Councilors Nemlowill and Brownson agreed. Councilor 
Price did not believe a developer would build housing on that lot due to its location and configuration. 
• Councilor Brownson wanted to discuss the entire section, including the ballfields, because he was 

concerned about the City maintaining properties it does not own. The ballfield is owned by the City and 
the City does not sponsor sports programs. Staff explained that most of the field was owned by the 
school district, but home plate was on City property and within the street right-of-way. The City only 
maintains a portion of the park. Additionally, the Parks Department uses school facilities. 

• Maybe the US Customs Service would have interest in the Custom House.  
• Council debated about whether Staff should spend time pursuing options for the site. Most of the 

Council believed doing so would take up too much of Staff’s time and be too expensive. While 
something should be done, this site should not be considered a priority. Councilor Brownson said he 
needed more information about the feasibility of moving the Custom House before he could make a 
decision.  

• Ms. Johnson confirmed she had the capacity do more research on the feasibility of moving the Custom 
House. Staff agreed that doing more research would help inform a decision about what to do with the 
site. This research could be done affordably and without taking up too much of Staff’s time. Council 
agreed that Staff should continue to pursue options for the Custom House. 

 
Mayor LaMear called for public comments. 
 
Celia Davis, 1354 Miller Lane, Astoria, asked if Tidal Rock had to remain in its current location. 
 
Ms. Johnson said yes because it serves as a benchmark. The rock marks the location of one of the original 
survey pin sites and is still used for surveying today. 
 
Ms. Davis said it would have been cool to incorporate Tidal Rock into the new Scandinavian park. She noted that 
she liked the Custom House. 
 
Jim Stoffer, 51st and Cedar, Astoria, said the Custom House site did not look viable for housing, even low-
income housing. He believed the City was stuck with the building and moving it would be costly. The size of the 
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lot looked like it could accommodate a fast food restaurant but it was not even big enough for a Dollar General. 
Developing the lot would degrade the approach to Astoria. Improving the site with a pull-out lane for busses, 
similar to the lane at the monument adjacent to Safeway, would enhance accessibility to the site. He believed the 
residents of Alderbrook considered the ballpark part of the neighborhood’s fabric even though it is not used 
much. Converting the open space to another use like a swale would be acceptable to the community, but he did 
not want the park sold. 
 
The Council discussed Birch Field. Most of the Council agreed that if the park designation was removed, the City 
should make their reason known, that the designation was removed for the purpose of pursuing a housing 
development on the property. If the City has a future need for the property, the park designation should remain. 
Staff confirmed the property was not critical to future storm water treatment; Staff does not know what the future 
requirements would be.  
 
City Manager Estes gave details about the process of removing the park designation from Birch Field, which 
would include a public hearing and an amendment to the City Code. Ms. Johnson explained how this could 
impact the Buildable Lands Inventory and said more information would be provided when Council reviews the 
Code amendments. Council agreed Staff should move forward with the process. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 10:42 am. 
  
ATTEST:       APPROVED: 
 
 
 
              
Finance Director City Manager  
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CITY OF ASTORIA      CITY COUNCIL JOURNAL OF PROCEEDINGS  
City Council Chambers 
February 26, 2018 
 
A regular meeting of the Astoria Common Council was held at the above place at the hour of 7:00 pm. 
 
Councilors Present: Nemlowill, Jones, Price, Brownson, and Mayor LaMear. 
 
Councilors Excused: None 
 
Staff Present: City Manager Estes, Parks and Recreation Director Cosby, Finance Director Brooks, Fire Chief 
Ames, Police Chief Spalding, Public Works Director Harrington, Library Director Pearson, and City Attorney 
Henningsgaard. The meeting is recorded and will be transcribed by ABC Transcription Services, Inc.  
 
REPORTS OF COUNCILORS 

 
Item 3(a): Councilor Jones reported that he and Councilor Brownson attended the East Astoria 

Uppertown Business Association meeting. The group formed last year and it was good to see businesses on 
that side of town getting together to discuss areas of common interest and concerns. Lack of affordable housing 
as an obstacle to new startups and relocating to Astoria, parking requirements, and the need for lighting along 
the Riverwalk was discussed. 

 
City Manager Estes confirmed that during expansions when funding was available, lighting was added along the 
Riverwalk.  
 
 Item 3(b): Councilor Price No reports. 
 
 Item 3(c): Councilor Brownson reported on the East Astoria Uppertown Business Association 
meeting. The group is trying to improve their part of town and their meeting was worth attending. He was happy 
to get their input and point of view. He also attended the Homelessness Taskforce meeting, where a one-hour 
presentation was given by Helping Hands about data they have collected on the homeless and other people who 
need assistance. Helping Hands hopes to have their Yellow House operational by next July. Any solutions would 
come from the Taskforce. He encouraged everyone to attend the Taskforce meetings because there is a lot to 
learn.  
 
 Item 3(d): Councilor Nemlowill reported that she and Councilor Brownson attended a Port 
Commission special meeting to discuss the oil spill at Cannery Pier Hotel. She represented the City and showed 
support for the joint efforts to clean up the oil. The Coast Guard gave a great presentation on their current clean-
up efforts. 
 
 Item 3(e): Mayor LaMear reported that she attended the stage play Astoria Part II and was given 
a poster signed by the cast which will be framed and hung on the wall next to the signed poster from Astoria Part 
I. The performance made her happy that she lived in Astoria now and not in the 1800s. She also attended the 
meet and greet for the Community Development Director candidates and Career Week at Astor Elementary. At 
Career Week, she learned more children wanted to be a police officer than mayor. When asked what a mayor 
was, one boy said, “It’s when you look at something and you can see your face looking back at you.” 
 
CHANGES TO AGENDA 
There were none. 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR 
The following items were presented on the Consent Calendar: 

5(a) City Council Work Session Minutes of 1/10/18 
5(b) City Council Minutes of 1/16/18 
5(c) Boards and Commission Minutes 
5(d) Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) with Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) for Uniontown 

TGM Grant (Community Development) 
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City Council Action: Motion made by Councilor Nemlowill, seconded by Councilor Brownson, to approve the 
Consent Calendar. Motion carried unanimously. Ayes: Councilors Price, Jones, Nemlowill, Brownson, and Mayor 
LaMear; Nays: None. 
 
REGULAR AGENDA ITEMS 
 

Item 6(a):  Ordinance Updating Section 8.045 – Transient Room Tax Distribution (2nd Reading) 
(Finance) 

 
At the August 7, 2017 City Council meeting, Council approved a 2 percent increase to the Transient Lodging 
Tax rate from 9 percent to 11 percent, beginning January 2018. At the time Ordinance 17-11 was adopted 
Section 8.045.2 was amended to update the tax rate increase from 9 percent to 11 percent but Section 
8.045.18 was not updated to reflect the distribution of the additional 2 percent. 
 
HB 2267 placed restriction on new or increased local lodging taxes so that 70 percent of new or increased 
taxes must be used for tourism promotion or tourism related facilities and 30 percent is unrestricted in use. 
The earlier approved local lodging taxes must maintain the percentage of existing lodging tax used for tourism 
promotion and tourism facilities. 
 
In order to distribute and manage the Transient Lodging Tax receipts Section 8.045.18 requires adjustment to 
account 70 percent portion of the increased tax (2 percent) to the Promote Astoria Fund and 30 percent 
portion of the increased tax to the General Fund. The attached ordinance segregates the original distribution of 
existing 9 percent tax and adds distribution for the increased 2 percent tax according to State Statutes. 
 
It is recommended that Council adopt the proposed ordinance. 

 
Director Brooks conducted the second reading of the ordinance. 
 
City Council Action: Motion made by Councilor Brownson, seconded by Councilor Jones, to adopt the 
Ordinance updating Section 8.045 - Transient Room Tax Distribution. Motion carried unanimously. Ayes: 
Councilors Price, Jones, Nemlowill, Brownson, and Mayor LaMear; Nays: None. 
 

Item 6(b): Ordinance Updating Section 7.100 – Criminal History Record Check (2nd Reading) 
(Police)  

 
The City of Astoria currently conducts Background Checks on certain license holders, applicants, and 
volunteers. This is done in accordance with City of Astoria City Code Section 7.100. Staff would like to modify 
the existing ordinance to include Astoria 9-1-1 Rural Fire Department Subscribers. These agencies are 
required by Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR 259-009-0015) to conduct an employment and criminal history 
check prior to employment or utilization as a fire service professional. Fire service professionals include paid 
(career) or volunteer fire fighters, officers, or members of a public or private fire protection agency engaged 
primarily in fire investigation, fire prevention, fire safety, fire control or fire suppression or providing emergency 
medical services, light and heavy rescue services, search and rescue services or hazardous materials incident 
response. 
 
To satisfy these requirements Astoria 9-1-1 would hold a letter requesting this service from each subscribing 
Fire Chief, and modify the annual Subscriber Agreement to include performing record checks for the Agency. 
The City Attorney has reviewed and approved the ordinance as to form. 
 
It is recommended that Council adopt the proposed ordinance. 

 
Director Brooks conducted the second reading of the ordinance. 
 
City Council Action: Motion made by Councilor Jones, seconded by Councilor Price, to adopt the Ordinance 
updating Section 7.100 – Criminal History Record Check. Motion carried unanimously. Ayes: Councilors Price, 
Jones, Nemlowill, Brownson, and Mayor LaMear; Nays: None. 
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Item 6(c):  Resolution – Waterfront Bridges Replacement Project IFA Financing Contract (Public 
Works) 

 
Where each of the City’s numbered streets between 6th and 11th Streets meet the Columbia River, a short 
bridge connects the solid-ground road to the over-water pier structure. These waterfront bridge structures are 
of utmost importance to the City as they provide access to critical portions of our waterfront. Currently the 
structures are all vehicular load limited. 
 
In September 2014, the City entered into an Intergovernmental Agreement with the Oregon Department of 
Transportation (ODOT) for the design phase of the Waterfront Bridges Replacement Project that will replace 
these six structures. In April 2015, OBEC Consulting Engineers, Inc. (OBEC) was hired by ODOT as the 
engineering design consultant. 
 
In February 2017, Council authorized City staff to apply for loan funding from Business Oregon Infrastructure 
Finance Authority (IFA) for the City match and expenses not covered by the project during construction. The 
two major City expenses are utility relocations and repairs to the 11th Street extension outside the project 
limits to achieve highway load capacity. These expenses are currently estimated at $337,000. 
 
Total estimated City funds contributed to this project is $1,698,548. To date, the City has contributed $242,987 
from Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds and Promote Astoria funds. The remaining match amount 
of $1,455,561 is proposed to be paid by the IFA loan that will be paid back by the City’s future STP funds. 
Current project schedule anticipates construction of the odd numbered street structures (7th St, 9th St and 
11th St) to begin by October 1, 2018 and the even numbered street structures (6th St, 8th St and 10th St) to 
begin after September 3, 2019. 
 
It is recommended that City Council approve the Business Oregon Infrastructure Finance Authority Financing 
Contract in the amount of $1,455,561 to provide the remaining match funds for the Waterfront Bridges  
Replacement Project. 

 
City Council Action: Motion made by Councilor Brownson, seconded by Councilor Price to adopt the 
Waterfront Bridges Replacement Project Financing Resolution. Motion carried unanimously. Ayes: Councilors 
Price, Jones, Nemlowill, Brownson, and Mayor LaMear; Nays: None. 
 
City Council Action: Motion made by Councilor Brownson, seconded by Councilor Nemlowill to approve the 
Business Oregon Infrastructure Finance Authority Financing Contract in the amount of $1,455,561 to provide the 
remaining match funds for the Waterfront Bridges Replacement Project. Motion carried unanimously. Ayes: 
Councilors Price, Jones, Nemlowill, Brownson, and Mayor LaMear; Nays: None. 
 

Item 6(d):  Resolution – Reestablish Waterfront Bridges Replacement Project Fund (Finance) 
 

Public Works staff has continued progress related to establishing a loan for the Waterfront Bridges 
Replacement Project which will cover the City required matching funds. In order to facilitate the tracking of 
resource and requirements related to the project, the Public Works Department along with the Finance 
Department is requesting creation of new fund to track Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds, IFA loan 
proceeds and associated requirements of the project. The Waterfront Bridges Replacement Project fund will 
be a Capital Improvement fund. Attached is a resolution for Council consideration. 
 
It is recommended that Council consider the attached resolution for adoption to create a new Capital 
Improvement Fund. 

 
City Council Action: Motion made by Councilor Price, seconded by Councilor Brownson to adopt the resolution 
to reestablish the Waterfront Bridges Replacement Project Fund as a new Capital Improvement Fund. Motion 
carried unanimously. Ayes: Councilors Price, Jones, Nemlowill, Brownson, and Mayor LaMear; Nays: None. 
 

Item 6(e): Resolution – Agree to Work Cooperatively to Facilitate Environmental Remediation  
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In January, oil leaked from a tank located beneath an abandoned pier into the Columbia River. The Coast 
Guard and other parties quickly responded. Representatives of the City were contacted by the Coast Guard 
and assisted. The pollution released created an environmental and economic threat to the region. Senator 
Betsy Johnson asked that local jurisdictions affected by the spill pass resolutions to work together on 
remediation. These resolutions may assist in securing State funds as well as federally sourced Maritime 
Environmental Response (MER) funds. The Port of Astoria recently passed a similar resolution and the 
Clatsop County Commission will be considering a resolution at an upcoming meeting. The attached resolution 
has been reviewed and approved as to form by City Attorney Henningsgaard. It is recommended the City 
Council consider the resolution. 

 
Councilor Jones confirmed the resolution would not obligate the City to expend any resources. 
 
City Council Action: Motion made by Councilor Jones, seconded by Councilor Brownson, to adopt the 
resolution to work cooperatively with other jurisdictions to facilitate environmental remediation. Motion carried 
unanimously. Ayes: Councilors Price, Jones, Nemlowill, Brownson, and Mayor LaMear; Nays: None. 
 

Item 6(f): Library Architectural/Engineering Services Contract (Library) 
 

City Council established the goal of renovating the Astor Public Library in 2017. The proposed contract will 
begin the renovation securing the firm of Hennebery Eddy Architects Inc. to assess the condition of the current 
50-year-old building. The information will establish the foundation for moving into Phase II upon completion of 
a successful capital campaign. 
 
It is recommended that City Council approve the contract authorizing the Mayor and City Manager to sign on 
behalf of the City of Astoria. 

 
Councilor Nemlowill said the library’s future was in good hands with Director Pearson and those on the selection 
committee. 
 
City Council Action: Motion made by Councilor Nemlowill, seconded by Councilor Brownson, to authorize 
Mayor LaMear and City Manager Estes to sign a contract with Hennebery Eddy Architects Inc. for architectural 
and engineering services for the Astor Library. Motion carried unanimously. Ayes: Councilors Price, Jones, 
Nemlowill, Brownson, and Mayor LaMear; Nays: None. 
 
NEW BUSINESS & MISCELLANEOUS, PUBLIC COMMENTS (NON-AGENDA) 
There was none. 
 
The City Council meeting recessed to convene the Astoria Development Commission meeting. 
 
The City Council meeting reconvened at 7:42 pm and immediately recessed into Executive Session.  
 
EXECUTIVE SESSION 
 

Item 8(a): ORS192.660(2)(h) – Legal Counsel  
 

The City Council will meet in executive session to discuss legal proceedings. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned to ADC.  
 
ATTEST:       APPROVED: 
 
 
 
              
Finance Director City Manager  



ASTORIA PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
Astoria City Hall 
January 24, 2018 

CALL TO ORDER: 

Vice President Easom called the meeting to order at 6:35 pm. 

ROLL CALL: 

Commissioners Present: President Sean Fitzpatrick, Vice President Kent Easom, Jennifer Cameron
Lattek, Daryl Moore, Jan Mitchell, Joan Herman, and Brookley Henri. 

Staff Present: Planners Nancy Ferber and Mike Morgan. The meeting is recorded and will be 
transcribed by ABC Transcription Services, Inc. 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
There were none. 

PUBLIC HEARINGS: 

Vice President Easom noted the Supplemental Staff Report for Amendment Request A17-02 dated January 23, 
2018 had been provided to the Commissioners at the dais and he allowed them time to review the information. 

Vice President Easom explained the procedures governing the conduct of public hearings to the audience and 
advised that handouts of the substantive review criteria were available from Staff. 

ITEM 4(a) : 

A17-02 Amendment A17-02 by Garry Vallaster, Astor Venture, LLC, represented by Jennifer Bunch 
dba Wickiup Consulting, LLC, for a map amendment to the Development Code to change 
zoning from Attached Housing - Mill Pond (AH-MP) to Local Service (LC) on approximately 
1.04 acres (45,452 square feet) of land, and a text amendment to remove certain uses 
from the LS Zone between 23rd and 291h Streets north of Marine Drive. The intent is to 
construct a retail grocery that will accommodate the expansion of the Astoria Co-op 
Grocery. 

Vice President Easom asked if a·nyone objected to the jurisdiction of the Planning Commission to hear this 
matter at this time. There were no objections. He asked if any member of the Planning Commission had any 
conflicts of interest or ex parte contacts to declare. 

President Fitzpatrick declared that he had several potential conflicts and considerable ex parte contacts. 
Therefore, he recused himself. As there was no room for him to sit in the audience, he remained at the dais. 

Commissioner Mitchell declared she was a member of the Astoria Co-op Grocery. She had been careful to limit 
her ex parte comments and refrain from talking to people about this application. She believed she was capable 
of making a decision based on the information provided during the hearing. She did not believe her membership 
would influence her decision. 

Comrnissloner Henri declared she was a member of the Co-op and attended their information .session in the fall 
regarding this application. However, she did not believe that would influence her decision. 

Commissioner Cameron-Lattek declared she was also a member of the Co-op. She has had a few 
conversations and had been following this topic in their newsletter. However, she would remain impartial. 

Commissioner Herman declared she was a member of the Co-op and attended the informational meeting, but 
she did not believed that would inhibit her ability to be impartial. 

Astoria Planning Commission 
Minutes 01 -24-2018 

Page I of 12 



Commissioner Moore declared he was a member of the Co-op, but believed he could make an evaluation based 
solely on the criteria presented during the hearing. 

Vice President Easom declared he was also a member of the Co-op, but had not had any ex parte contacts 
regarding this matter. He believed he could make an impartial decision. 

Vice President Easom asked Staff to present the Staff report. 

Planner Morgan stated he was a member of the Co-op, but had never served as a Board member and was not 
an investor. He reviewed the written Staff report and said Staff recommended approval of the request. 

Commissioner Moore clarified that the request was to rezone part of the parcel shown on the map, not a lot line 
adjustment. 

Planner Morgan explained the rezone was the first step. If the rezone is approved by City Council, the Applicant 
would still have to apply for a lot line adjustment and a design review to complete the development. He confirmed 
the Applicant would not be obligated to apply for a lot line adjustment if the rezone were approved. He noted the 
line on the map represented what had been proposed by the Applicant to accommodate the store and it had not 
been surveyed. 

Commissioner Henri confirmed that OKS completed the traffic study at the request of the Applicant, and that 
Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT} and Astoria's Engineering Department found the proposal to be in 
compliance. 

Commissioner Cameron-Lattek noted the Staff report did not contain Exhibit 1, the table of information that was 
mentioned on Page 18 as part of the traffic study. 

Planner Morgan said the Applicant would address that during her presentation. 

Vice President Easom opened the public hearing and called for a presentation by the Applicant. 

Jennifer Bunch, Wickiup Consulting, PO Box 1455, Astoria, stated she was a member of the Co-op and 
presented the application via PowerPoint. The proposal was to rezone just over one acre, 1.04 acres, from AH
MP to LS. The line on the map has not been surveyed yet. However, the City will be provided with a legal 
description of the property prior to the City Council hearing. The proposed text amendments limit uses in the 
zone between 23rd and 29th Streets. The uses were for things that might be considered undesirable in the Mill 
Pond area. The zoning comparison on Page 12 of the Staff report compared the uses currently allowed in the 
AH-MP zone with the proposed changes to the uses in the LS zone and the uses allowed in the adjacent C-3 
zone. The proposed uses for the LS zone are very similar to the uses already allowed in the Mill Pond zone. She 
wanted to allow for a larger retail use. 
• During discussions with Staff, she believed the proposed uses were a good transition from the Mill Pond 

zone to the C-3 zone. The traffic study, which was required by City Code and Oregon State Administrative 
Rule, was completed by OKS from Portland. The traffic impact analysis contains three main sections. They 
first analyzed existing conditions to determine the transportation infrastructure, who owned the roads, and 
what types of roads existed. OKS looked at traffic volumes by going out into the field to do traffic counts. 
They also examined safety issues and the safety history of the roadways in the area. The second part of the 
study is the impact analysis, which includes access to the proposed site, trip generation, the distribution of 
that traffic, and potential future build-out. The third section of the study is the Transportation Planning Rule 
Assessment, which is a 20-year projection of future transportation conditions. Those projections allow OKS 
to determine whether this development would have a significant impact on local transportation facilities_ now 
or in the future. The study analyzed four intersections, Marine Drive/Commercial/21st Street; 
Marine/Exchange, Marine 123rd, and Marine/29th_ Traffic counts were taken during peak hours at these 
intersections in September. OKS determined the highest hour was between 4: 15 pm and 5: 15 pm. The 
intersections were monitored through mobility targets intended to maintain a certain level of efficiency from 
motor vehicle travel in the area. OKS used volume to capacity ratios to gauge intersection operations in the 
area. They also considered site access. 
• She displayed the proposed layout of the store, noting the two locations for ingress and egress into the 

parking lot on Steam Whistle Way, and the loading dock area on 23rd Street. The route down Steam 
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Whistle Way is not expected to be active for drivers entering and exiting the site as most of the site 
traffic is expected to utilize 23rd Street or Commercial. A total of 114 trips is expected to be generated by 
the store during the peak hour between 4: 15 pm and 5: 15 pm. Of those 114 trips, 41 trips would be by 
people already passing by on Marine Drive who did not make that trip specifically to go to the Co-op, 
leaving a net of 73 new trips generated during the peak hour, which results in 36 new trips into and out of 
the parking lot. 
• She displayed trip distributions, showing the inbound and outbound traffic at the site. Thirty-two 

percent of the traffic would access the site from Marine Drive at 23rd and Commercial, 38 percent 
would come from the west on Marine Drive, 25 percent would come from the east on Marine Drive, 
and only five percent from Exchange Street at Marine Drive. The traffic analysis determined that the 
added traffic associated with the proposed zone change was expected to have little impact on 
operations when compared to the 2039 baseline operations. Most of the intersections studied were 
expected to operate with a volume-to-capacity ratio of 0.86 or better and meet mobility standards. 
Volume-to-capacity ratios of one or more are at or exceeding the roadway's capacity. The 
intersection at Highway 30 and Exchange is the exception where right-turn, eastward movement 
from Exchange to Highway 30 was expected to exceed the volume-to-capacity ration during the 
peak hour. However, this would not cause operations at the intersection to degrade, since only a 
minimal amount of the site-generated traffic is through Exchange. The Astoria Transportation 
System Plan (TSP) recommends a traffic signal at that intersection. The transportation study 
concluded that no transportation facilities would be significantly impacted and the proposed 
amendments did not degrade the performance of existing or planned transportation facilities such 
that it would not meet performance standards identified in the TSP or Comprehensive Plan. 

• She displayed the letter from ODOT dated January 9, 2018 that stated ODOT agreed with the results of 
the transportation impact analysis. 

• One of the public comments submitted indicated concern that a City park was being sold for this project. 
This property has been privately owned for years. There have been concerns about losing land for multi
family housing. The Buildable Lands Inventory states there are currently 52 acres in the R-3 zone and 23 
acres in the R-2 zone that are currently available for multi-family housing. The City allows 26 units per acre in 
those zones. This project would only remove one acre from the inventory. 

• There have been concerns about what would happen if the Co-op is not built after the zoning change. The 
Co-op will be built. They currently have a 30-year lease on the property and have already raised more than 
$1.5 million for this project. There were also concerns about the impact of the 11,000 square foot building on 
the Mill Pond neighborhood. She did not agree that a larger retail facility would result in a larger impact. 
Current Mill Pond zoning allows retail uses up to 6,000 square feet and this two-acre site could 
accommodate three or four 6,000 square foot buildings. 

• She noted that Exhibit 1 mentioned on Page 18 of the Staff report was an exhibit included in the application 
packet that was submitted to the City. She presented a copy of the exhibit at the dais. 

Commissioner Moore asked what time of year the traffic study was done. 

Ms. Bunch said she did not have a specific date, but the study stated it was done in September 2017. 

Commissioner Herman asked if the traffic study looked at the impact of a driver turning left from 23rd Street onto 
Marine Drive. 

Ms. Bunch answered yes, the study showed that during the peak hour in September, there were five turns by 
drivers heading south on 23rd Street and turning left on to Marine Drive heading east. 

Commissioner Mitchell asked how many additional trips would make that same turn. 

Ms. Bunch showed the trip distribution slide that indicated 75 percent of the traffic would come from the west. 
The 25 percent coming from the east would most likely return to the east. 

Vice President Easom calculated this to be nine new trips making the left turn from 23rd to Marine during the 
peak hour. 

Commissioner Mitchell asked if the report discussed potentially requiring a traffic signal at 23rd and Marine. 
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Mr. Bunch said no, the only note about a traffic signal was the one recommended in the TSP. 

Commissioner Moore asked for an explanation as to why a rezone has been proposed instead of a variance 
from the conditional uses allowed in the current zone or a change to the allowed uses in the current zone. 

Ms. Bunch said Mr. Vallaster originally spoke with her about changing the text of the Mill Pond zone to allow for a 
larger retail use. She worked with the former Community Development Director and current Staff to extend the 
local service zone. They all seemed to agree it was a logical progression. One consideration was that the uses in 
the LS zone are very closely aligned to what is allowed in the Mill Pond zone, so there were no huge increases in 
conflicts due to the limits on uses between 23rd and 29th Streets. 

Commissioner Mitchell recalled when the site was a brownfield, adding the cleanup was an interesting and 
exceptional project. She always had the sense that the property was expected to be a commercial use and, for a 
long time people thought the credit union would build on that site. She asked why the LS zone was chosen over 
a more standard commercial zone. 

Planner Morgan stated when conceived, the LS zone was an attempt to accommodate the uses that already 
existed. The property was referred to as the Wauna site as Mill Pond was being developed, but was incorporated 
into the planning efforts of the Mill Pond area. The LS zone has been proposed for this project because 
variances ·require the Applicant to show a hardship. It would be difficult to draft findings demonstrating a hardship 
in th is case, so Staff believed the zone change was more appropriate. 

Commissioner Cameron-Lattek why the Applicant had proposed the LS zone allow retail sales establishments 
greater than 14,000 square feet instead of something smaller. 

Ms. Bunch responded that text amendment was proposed by Staff. 

Planner Morgan explained that the remaining property to the east would remain undeveloped until Mr. Vallaster 
came up with another use. The area could be a larger retail establishment. The Co-op will be less than 14,000 
square feet. However, if a larger retail facility wanted to build next to the Co-op, the City would want housing on 
top of the retail space. This would also cover the eventuality that if the Co-op was not developed, another larger 
development would have to put housing on top of the retail space and the requirement would only apply within 
the zone east of 23rd Street. 

Don Vallaster, 711 SW Alder, Portland, offered to answer any questions about the history of the site. Of all of the 
uses proposed, he was most excited about this one and believed it was the most appropriate. He was very 
happy to see the proposal come forth . 

Matt Stanley, 664 Kensington , Astoria, stated he had been the Co-op's general manager for the last ten years. It 
was exciting to be so far in the process. He thanked the Planning Commission for their serious consideration of 
the Co-op's application. He asked members of the audience who were in support of the application to raise their 
hands and he thanked them for attending. The proposed project is the culmination of almost five years of work. 
Five years ago, the Co-op Board and staff realized their lease would expire and that the Co-op's existing facility 
was beginning to feel cramped and limited their ability to serve the community and offer the additional services 
being requested . So, they began a thorough engagement process. Almost 800 people participated in their 
shopper survey, which was lengthy. More than 95 percent of respondents supported the Co-op doing something 
like this in town. They held focus group sessions, meet and greets with the Co-op Board, and met with key 
stakeholders in the community. The resounding answer was that people wanted the Co-op to go to the next 
level, emulate some of the other fine Co-ops on the West Coast, and be a full line grocery store for the 
community. 
• The Co-op's next step was to create a strategic plan, which focused on growing the local economy, having a 

welcoming community store, spreading health and nutrition throughout the commun ity, and having a thriving 
Co-op culture. The base of the strategic plan was the idea that they would expand the business so that they 
could be a full line grocery and operate as a professional grocer, as the current facility does not allow them 
to do that in many ways. 
• The Board created site selection criteria and conducted two market studies in the last five years, 

commissioned by independent, th ird-party companies. The site needed to be highly visible, which meant 
it had to be on Marine Drive. If the Co-op expanded at its current location, sales would plateau at a level 
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• 

far below what could be achieve at the proposed location. People expect grocery stores to be convenient 
and have lots of parking, so a pretty big parcel was needed. The search was exhaustive, and at first, the 
number of appropriate sites looked very limiting . The Board even held meetings at some of the sites 
being considered. The subject site is one of the finest pieces of land that could be used for the desired 
type of retail use, based on market research and working with Co-op peers throughout the country who 
have done similar expansions. The Co-op also has a developer partner who will invest significantly to 
make this project happen. The Co-op could not buy land, build a shell , and spend the money to turn it 
into a grocery store on its own . As a business that was not heavily capitalized, the Co-op did not have 
the means. 

• A building size was chosen that was just big enough to turn the Co-op into what most people would 
consider a full line grocer. Services and products the community has asked for would be added, 
including a full service deli with hot food ; indoor and outdoor seating areas, each with seating for 25; a 
full service meat department; local seafood; in-house meat processing; and more room to shop. The 
produce department does an amazing amount of sales, but it is a cramped little corner of the store and 
not conducive to an enjoyable shopping experience. Although the proposed size is double the 6,000 
square feet currently allowed, it is still very small for a grocery store, and the store would still have a Co
op community feel. 
• The store will not be sprawling by any means; the actual retail square footage is less than 7,000 

square feet. The rest will be for efficient operations, including a proper receiving area. Currently, 
deliveries are received out in the rain in front of what was meant to be an office suite. The current 
site was not set up to be an efficiently run grocery store. 

• The Co-op is in a really competitive industry; natural foods are hyper-competitive. Competition is 
inevitable and a competitor is coming to Warrenton and this is the Co-op's response. Co-ops tend to 
grow slowly, so it has taken them a while, but they have come a long way. 

• There will be a big impact to the local economy, as mentioned a bit in the Staff report. The Co-op is 
owned by members of the community, so no single entity would benefit from this project. Most recently, 
the Co-op went to its community members for investments, and raised more than $1 .6 million in a short 
amount of time. Those investors invested in this project as specifically described in th is application , not 
in a generic co-op expansion. They took a risk that their public officials would see that this is a value to 
the community, which says a lot about how much support there is for this project. The Co-op is 
expecting about 35 new jobs from this new store. Many of those positions will be in the deli to make a lot 
of food in-house, which will bring a lot of value. The deli will make the Co-op a destination. People will 
want to come and hang out in the new Co-op more than they do now because currently, there is no 
place to sit, hang out, or park. 
• Wages would be more than $16.00 an hour and the expansion would provide opportunities to grow 

careers at the Co-op. As the Co-op grows to a new level of sales, it will need to operate at a more 
mature level, so there will be more positions to fill . The Co-op will be able to provide more 
meaningful jobs that require more training, thus bringing more skill building opportunities into the 
community. 

• Producers are also a large part of the Co-op's strategic plan to grow the local economy. While the 
Co-op already does as much as possible in the existing small space, the plan is to expand its work 
with producers, especially in produce. Currently, the Co-op has such a tiny amount of shelf space 
that it cannot always merchandise produce from some small farms. And , there is no space to tell the 
stories about those farmers, which is necessary to educate people about the value of buying local 
products. Almost 20 percent of the Co-op's sales are from various local producers, which is a big 
number that circulates a lot of money in the local economy. 

The proposal is not unchecked development. The project is very intentional and connected to the 
community, and coming from the more than 4,000 community members who co-own the business. 
He noted that Paul Benoit, the Community Development Director when Mill Pond was being envisioned, 
worked -with· Art Demuro- on·this project. Mr. Benoit's letter not only confirmed that prime commercial 
property like this is really hard to find , but he affirmed also the property was always supposed to be 
something commercial , but the City wanted it to be something special. Thirty years ago, the City picked a 
number that would stop big box retailers; it was an experiment to try to create something special in Mill 
Pond. It is neat to hear that even Art Demuro, in Mr. Benoit's opinion, would have thought this could not be 
a better fit for what was envisioned there. 

• This new, full-service Co-op will reflect and serve the Astoria community in a big way and it will improve 
quality of life in Astoria. He hoped the Planning Commission would approve making the Co-op a special part 
of the gateway into their awesome city. 
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Vice President Easom called for any testimony in favor of the application. 

Stuart Bell, 240 Lincoln , Astoria, said he came to show his support for this project. He has been a member of the 
Co-op and its predecessor organization for more than 43 years. This community has shown its support and need 
for a natural foods store all during that time. The need is beyond the capabilities of the non-profit volunteer group 
that previously ran the Co-op for a long time. When the store became a true Co-op, a wonderful general 
manager was hired and the growth has been phenomenal. The need and interest in what this store would do has 
been abundantly demonstrated. He had read the letter by Mr. Benoit and was so pleased to see his support. The 
new Co-op will be such an asset for the entire community from an economic development aspect. Also, as 
people drive into Astoria from the east, they will say, 'Oh wow, I didn't know that was here.' The Commission has 
a quasi-judicial job to do, and he hoped they would facilitate the development of this store in every possible way. 

Tammy Krushank, 1025 Franklin, Astoria, urged the Commission to support the proposed amendments and 
pass them on to City Council. She became a member of the Co-op before she moved to Astoria because, it was 
important for her to find the foods and products that she wanted. As a visitor, the Co-op is very difficult to find in 
its current location. She looked forward to people seeing the store as they came into town on Highway 30, 
particularly those who do not expect it be there. This Co-op will expand employment, which is very important. It 
will not be just for an elite or specific use for people to spend thousands of dollars as they get farther down the 
coast. It will provide important jobs here. It represents a welcoming site. She frequently walks around Mill Pond, 
which connects her to the Riverwalk. The vacant lots at this proposed site have attracted their fair share of 
garbage. Putting something on that land will limit the amount of misuse. Once a week, she delivers meals to 
several seniors who live in Mill Pond, and one is a member of the Co-op. The new facility will be within walking 
distance for people who live in Mill Pond. It will be more than just a grocery store as it will also provide amenities 
to have a cup of coffee or a meal within easy walking distance from the apartments where a large number of 
seniors live. The expansion of this store is needed by the people who live here and in the surrounding area. It 
offers competitive pricing in terms of what is available at general grocery stores, but also continues to offer many 
items that cannot be purchased elsewhere on the north coast. The expansion promises even more such items 
will become available. The new Co-op will only improve the quality of life in Astoria. 

Jim Wilkins, 101 W. Grand, Astoria, said he was involved when Art Demuro bought the Mill Pond property, which 
was a dirty wasteland with debris left behind by the old plywood mill. With his men and equipment, and Mr. 
Demuro's money, the property was cleaned up, and utilities, streets and sidewalks were installed. They knew the 
southern portion, the portion being discussed now, would eventually be developed, but they did not know how. 
He stubbed out the utilities for the property, so the Co-op will be able to hook up to water and sewer. 

Danny Rasmussen, 92076 Svensen Market Road, Astoria, Produce Manager, Astoria Co-op, said he moved to 
Astoria about six years ago and was not sure he would stay. When he was hired at the Co-op, he did not know 
anything about food or grocery stores, but the wonderful staff taught him so many wonderful things. His eyes 
were opened to the complicated food world. He was also educated by the wonderful member owners about what 
food looks like and a better way of buying and consuming food. Five years later, he is still in Astoria. He bought a 
home and started a small farm. He owes that mostly to the Co-op instilling food values in him. As a manager in 
the store, he wants to pass those values on to current and future employees. They work very hard to develop 
their employee's skills by sending them to conferences, so they can bring home ideas about what a good local 
food economy looks like. They have an amazing staff, but it is difficult to develop them in their current space. 
Their lives would be a lot easier with a full line grocery store where they could eliminate the daily quirks that 
come with the current site. He believed the greatest foods were the fruits and vegetables that come from local 
farms. The Co-op only has a couple hundred square feet of retail space in their produce department, so every 
day, especially in the summer, he has to make decisions about which local farm he can carry each day. Last 

___ year, the Co-op spent a_bouj $40,000 .on. loq~J.produce.Jrom JaJ[ll_erswi~hin ~O miles of Astoria . .Ttiat .numl:!.E!C . 
could grow if they had a larger, dedicated space for produce. The farmers rely on the Co-op for their livelihoods 
and the Co-op relies on the farmers to make the store special. The Co-op can grow the local farm scene if 
farmers are given a larger space to sell their goods. 

Michael Cameron-Lattek, 1820 SE 3rd Street, Astoria, said he was a member of the Co-op and a local business 
owner. His cafe works with a lot of the same farmers, growers, and producers as the Co-op. He would not have 
discovered some of those growers without the Co-op. The Co-op provides a year-round marketplace for some of 
the growers. Astoria has a seasonal farmer's market, but the market does not have a way to connect growers 
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with customers in the winter. This area, from Puget Island to Nehalem, is an incredibly vibrant and growing 
community of growers. A lot of things can be grown on the north coast. As the Staff report stated, almost 40 
cents of every dollar is reinvested in the local economy. So, this Co-op is more than a thriving business wanting 
to expand and provide more jobs. It is also a marketplace for local growers, which are small businesses run by 
local families. Providing space for a larger Co-op creates a larger marketplace for local farmers. This is a very 
important stimulant to the increasing number of growers who want to do business with local restaurants. The Co
op serves as a hub where people can connect. There is also a market for people to buy local produce and meat. 
If the Co-op could not provide a larger framework to showcase these incredibly hardworking farmers, the growth 
of both the Co-op and some local farmers would be stifled. 

Allie Evans, 388 Exchange, Astoria, President, Astoria Co-op Board, stated the Board has been working on this 
plan for the past five years as a vision to do what they do better, more efficiently, and to have a greater impact. 
Each step of the way, the Board has asked people for help and insight to make sure it was doing more than its 
due diligence. It has been remarkable to see how much has gone into every decision the Board has made. Every 
detail, including the size of the store, is far from arbitrary, but is very deliberate and very well researched . The 
Board decided to develop a strategic plan because they did not have a map of where they were headed. The 
strategic plan answered questions about why the Co-op does what it does. Obviously, they want to run a great 
business, but more than that, they have a purpose for existing. Most Board members agreed the Co-op was a 
hub. When she travels, she always visits the Co-op first so she can figure out what to eat, what the theater has 
going on, and cool places to visit. The Astoria Co-op can be so much more than a grocery store. It can be the 
center point that allows a community to gather together in a society where people are very isolated. Their vision 
is to get more people together. The Co-op model is like swimming upstream in a very corporate world. So, to be 
growing at the rate the Co-op is growing, compared to other Co-ops, is remarkable. The Board wants the City to 
let it do more of what it was doing, do it better, and help it build more of a hub. 

Anne Robindot, 3735 Grand, Astoria, said she was a member of the Co-op. After she turned 30, she decided it 
was time for her to find a small town to spend the rest of her life. She knew of Astoria from her childhood. One of 
her requirements was that the small town had to have a food Co-op. At one point, she was on the Co-op staff as 
a manager and is now an investor. She has seen the amount of methodical detail that has gone into this plan 
and has had extensive conversations with the Co-op's staff about the plans. She believed the staff did their 
homework. The Co-op's vision to continue to see the store expand and bring all of the goodness in the groceries 
and the community to Astoria also continues to be a passion of hers. 

Venus Weller, 239 Kensington, Astoria, Astoria Co-op Board member, said the Co-op is going into this space 
with the intent it was envisioned for. As a health educator, she sees the benefits of eating good food and the 
sense of community that the Co-op provides. The site is in close proximity to senior living apartments and that 
access is incredibly important. As people ask about the Co-op, the biggest concern is the traffic. She believed 
the due diligence had been done. People doubt that predictions can be made out so far, but Astoria is growing 
and that is exciting. Every year, the traffic gets worse. But in the grand scheme of things, the Co-op does not 
have traffic. She works at the hospital and traffic was a big issue with the expansion of the pavilion and cancer 
center. However, traffic has not been the issue that people imagined. It is exciting that the community is growing, 
but the other exciting part is that people can walk. Walking on the Riverwalk and downtown is what makes this 
community amazing. Many people chose to live in Astoria because they do not want to live in the suburbs. 
People want a place to gather, sit, and meet people. She encouraged the Commission to approve the request. 

Angela Sidlo, 516 Summit, Gearhart, said she has been an Astoria Co-op Board member for the last couple of 
years, but her Co-op culture goes back 40 years. Every place she has lived, she has been part of a co-op 
community. She connected with communities by looking for co-ops along the way and exposing her kids to the 
co-op culture as well. She has been through the strategic planning part of this project. The Board really came 
together to .work h_ard with the help of their goyerning bqdy .tha,t helped build other co-ops ... She is _also a .. health 
coach. It is important to have a co-op so she can help people achieve health. Her tag line is 'healthy individuals 
create healthy communities.' This is an opportunity to expand on that by providing good food and good jobs so 
that people can find their roots in Astoria. She knew the Commission would review all of the information and 
make the right decision. She appreciated the Commission's service to the community. 

Todd Holm, 1237 Alameda, Astoria, said he had been an Astoria Co-op Board member for the past few years. 
He could not think of a better jewel for this community at the gateway. This will provide great jobs, support 
farmers, and bring greatness to the community. He thanked the Planning Commissioners for their consideration. 
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Vice President Easom called for any testimony impartial to the application. 

Don Patterson, 1635 SW 141h Warrenton , said he owned a gas station property in Astoria. He did not have a 
problem with the Co-op, but was not a member. The transportation studies are not correct. The reason only five 
cars go out of the property between 4: 15 pm and 5: 15 pm is because it is so difficult to get out of there. He was 
able to make a left hand turn out of his store today, but eight months out of the year, it is a problem. During those 
eight months, he drives through Mill Pond and did not take the route the study cited. Just because the traffic 
study, the State, OKS, and the City say one thing, he sees the traffic problems on a daily basis. He has been in 
the grocery business for 40 years and knows that the busiest time of the day at a grocery store is between 3:30 
pm and 5:30 pm. Taking a left from Marine Drive to 23rd Street was not mentioned. That intersection is just past 
the entrance to the hospital and also needs to be considered . He has seen the police do stings on the crosswalk 
at that intersection. He has seen wrecks and people almost getting hit. Something needs to be done at that 
intersection because it will be a problem. He was nervous about the parking. A lot of the hospital traffic parks on 
23rd Street and the Co-op employees would probably also park somewhere in the area. 

Pamela Wev, 1566 Irving, Astoria, said she was a land use planning consultant. She was sorry that this 
discussion was centered so much on the Co-op. She believed everyone agreed the Co-op is one of Astoria's 
most wonderful things; however, this is a zoning map amendment; it is not about the Co-op. It is not an 
occupancy or development permit, but a zoning change. Anytime a zone line is moved, it should always be 
according to a property line. She hoped that if this request was approved, the Planning Commission would add a 
condition that the property owner make a lot line adjustment and create a legal parcel for the edge of the zone's 
boundary. Any time the zone is moved, the other side of that zone must be considered. Zoning is not for six 
months or a year. Zoning is done for 20 years in Oregon, so, the City must consider what ought to happen on the 
other side of the parcel and nearby parcels. When responding to this application for a specific use that is not 
even addressed when the zoning map is addressed, the Commission's action has nothing to do with the Co-op. 
This application is about what the City is designing on the land. She hoped the Commission would take that 20 to 
30 year view of this location and consider the whole scene. 

Vice President Easom called for any testimony opposed to the application . 

John Ryan , 2495 Mill Pond Way, Astoria, said he lives just north of the property and had submitted written 
comments. He agreed th is was not a question about the Co-op, it is a question about the zoning. This project 
impacts the community of Mill Pond as much as anything else. The traffic in the area is just horrendous in the 
summer time. Drivers cannot move down Mill Pond Lane. He was an engineer and was familiar with traffic 
studies, but he was not a traffic engineer. The entire traffic study is based on statistics that work throughout the 
country, but do not work in Astoria. The City needs to take a look at the real impact to Mill Pond, which will be 
impacted by whatever happens on that property. There was nothing in the area when he built there and he 
understood construction happens. However, he thought Wauna Bank would be built on that property. Now, the 
zoning will change to allow many other things to be built there. If this project does not happen, which is always a 
possibility because the Co-op cannot guarantee anything, no one knows what would go on the property. 
Residents moved in to Mill Pond on certain parameters. This building will be double the 6,000 square feet 
allowed, but it could go up to 14,000 square feet without any other zoning . And if the Co-op goes to 14,000 they 
will have to put apartments on top of the building. Apartments are not like retail . People live in apartments but 
everyone in town would go to a retail use. The two uses are completely different. Mill Pond is impacted by all of 
the other lands in the area. The museum is doing the auto shop. The freight line and Napa are moving out. What 
will happen to that area? The community needs the zoning and the Commission to look at the total picture 
regarding what will happen to Mill Pond. The neighborhood is locked in by the highway, which is impossible 
because the traffic backs up to downtown sometimes at 5:00 pm when drivers are trying to get out of town. The 
whole area will be so impacted by w_hatever happens_ to that pieQe pf pr pperty. _He needed the Cor:nmission to _ 
take his concerns into mind when making a decision. The Co-op is asking for this zone change, but this is a 
larger issue than just the Co-op. The Co-op is not on the property yet. The Co-op is a great organization and they 
have given all the reasons why th is should happen, but moving in there is always a big maybe. Mill Pond needs 
to be considered as a unique community in Astoria and should be protected by the City. 

Ron Sweet, 2879 Mill Pond Lane, Astoria, said he was against the application, not the Co-op. He serves on the 
Mill Pond Homeowner's Association Design Review Committee, which reviewed and rejected an application for 
this project. The traffic impact on the Mill Pond residences adjacent to the Co-op property would be severe. All of 
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the vehicular traffic will be routed down 23rd and on to a small street 16 feet wide and into the parking lot. This is 
the only way in and out of the residences. He asked the Commission to take this into consideration . He 
recommended the traffic be routed off 23rd Street, but has been told the City has reasons this would not be 
possible. However, the City can change its rules just as it can change the zoning. If traffic can be rerouted off 
23rd Street, the Mill Pond Design Review Committee would support the request. 

Tricia Long, 280 Maritime Lane, Astoria, said she lived in Columbia Landing, which is a development locked by 
the in and out traffic between the Police and Fire Departments and the Pepsi plant. There is another way in to 
her neighborhood through Mill Pond, which she uses quite a bit. She understood the concerns about how to get 
into the proposed Co-op. She is a Co-op member and was not against the Co-op; however, she could not 
understand how she would be able to get into the Co-op through the proposed routes. Without having the 
information mentioned in the document, she could not understand the impact of the traffic to the overall area. Mill 
Pond, Columbia Landing, and the senior living apartments would all be impacted by traffic. She wanted to know if 
the Co-op could still build on the upper section of this property if the zoning request were denied. She clarified 
with Staff the exact location of the proposed Co-op on the map, and asked if there were any other zoning options 
than what was proposed. She agreed this is a zoning question, not about supporting or not supporting the Co-op. 
She asked what was wrong with keeping the existing zoning. She reiterated she was not against the Co-op, but 
she wanted answers to her questions about the use of the area and the impact. 

Vice President Easom called for a recess at 8:24 pm and reconvened the Planning Commission meeting at 8:33 
pm. He called for the Applicant's rebuttal. 

Ms. Bunch agreed with comments about this not being about the Co-op, but the application. The Commission 
has an application for a zoning map amendment and a text amendment. The application demonstrated and Staff 
has concurred that the proposal meets the requirements for a recommendation from the Planning Commission 
to City Council. The application should be evaluated on its own merits without consideration of the overall 
development of the surrounding area and other parcels. If the City was interested in doing that, a special overlay 
zone should be created to make requirements for a large area of development. Several people have testified that 
this property has always been intended for commercial development. The site plans for when Wauna planned to 
develop the property showed access from Steam Whistle Way. Steam Whistle Way and the road through Mill 
Pond are public streets and the public is allowed to use these public streets. She and Mr. Vallaster have not 
received an official rejection of their proposal to the Mill Pond Homeowner's Association Design Review 
Committee. They are still in communication with, working with , and meeting with the Association, discussing 
design aspects of the project. These discussions will continue in the City's design review process, which is 
required. She asked that the Commission stay focused on the merits of the application for the zoning map and 
text amendments. 

Mr. Stanley stated this is about the Co-op. The Co-op does not have a Plan B. They have done an incredible 
amount of due diligence looking for a retail site that would work and this site is the one. The Co-op will lose its 
investments if this request does not move forward. The business would be seriously jeopardized. Part of the Mill 
Pond Plan was that the area would be walkable. People who chose to purchase land next to a commercial lot 
knew this impact was always a possibility. Up to four, 6,000 square foot spaces could have been built on the site, 
and traffic would have been generated by those stores. This will allow most of the people in Mill Pond to walk to 
a very nice grocery store that will have better pricing than it does now. The store will have healthy options for deli 
foods, hot soups, and sandwiches made with local and organic ingredients. The new Co-op will ultimately 
increase property values. Traffic is a reality that everyone deals with . He currently walks to work, but the new 
store is an extra half mile from his house. However, people who are getting a large load of groceries will probably 
have to drive to the Co-op. The services and co-op community will make that drive worth it. 

Ms. Bunch added that in early .discussions abo.ut tbe t~xt amendments and zone. changes, she and consultant 
Rosemary Johnson had talked about recommending a condition of approval that if the Co-op had not met the 
definition of substantial construction within two years, the City would initiate a rezone to change the zoning back 
to AH-MP. The Applicants would also welcome a condition of approval requiring the property line adjustment. 

Mr. Stanley noted that the Co-op's lease contains excluded uses on the adjacent property. The lease is more 
detailed than the zoning requirements. The Co-op wants to be a good neighbor and will continue to work with the 
homeowner's association to work out the details of their concerns. 
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Vice President Easom called for closing comments from Staff. 

Planner Morgan recommended including the conditions of approval requiring the lot line adjustment and 
substantial construction within two years. 

Vice President Easom closed the public hearing and called for Commission discussion and deliberation. 

Commissioner Mitchell said she wanted the Co-op in that location, but was concerned about the traffic issues. 
About a year ago, the Traffic Safety Committee discussed the use of the street with the neighborhood. The street 
is public, but it was not built to standards that would accommodate two-way traffic with parking on both sides. 

Planner Morgan stated the street was 20 feet wide from curb to curb. Without parking on either side, the width is 
acceptable to the Fire and Engineering Departments. 

Commissioner Mitchell said there is a difference between acceptable to the Fire Department and the travel lane 
being 12 feet wide and it needs to be discussed. For four or five months out of the year, there are days when 
traffic is backed up. It would have been nice if the design dealt with that on site, instead of counting on using the 
back road , which is a service road to the garages of the houses. 

Commissioner Henri asked that the site plan be displayed on the screen. She works for an architecture and 
engineering firm that works on transportation projects. She believes the traffic studies were very neutral, which 
was part of the professional ethic. Just because the Applicant requested the study, does not mean the study is 
biased in any way. However, she was uncomfortable with not knowing what day in September the study was 
completed because Astoria still has some tourism in early September; however, in late September, after school 
has started, tourism dies down quite a bit. One of the letters opposed to the request suggested the City require a 
traffic light. She believed this should be considered as a condition of approval. Establishing the legal lot line and 
the two-year time limit are good ideas. She worked on a solid bridge construction project in Portland for two or 
three years. While on site, she would go to the New Seasons in Sellwood, which was a similar size to the 
proposed Co-op. Sellwood is small and crowded. There was one entrance/exit to the New Seasons on the main 
street and one entrance/exit on a private street for deliveries. The area was always very crowded at lunch time 
and during the evening rush hour as people were grocery shopping on their way home. It could be hard to find a 
parking space, but there was already traffic. Sellwood traffic would slow down from something up the route or 
down the route and getting in and out of New Seasons was not that big of a deal because you were in the flow of 
traffic anyway. She would often exit the parking lot via the private drive, which was a narrow residential street 
with parking on both sides, just like Steam Whistle Way. People were incredibly considerate. Delivery trucks 
were all over the place and she could still get through. The traffic never seemed like a huge deal, even with all of 
the lane closures and congestion due to the bridge construction. This project is possible, and OKS is a 
professional, impartial company. The site is great and if she lived in the neighborhood, she would be thrilled to 
have the Co-op come in. She believed the Co-op would be a good neighbor. 

Commissioner Herman said she was concerned about the traffic. She did not believe anyone could turn left 
heading east on to Marine Drive in the summer. If she lived on the east side of town, she would not drive into 
Astoria just to go to the Co-op. She would head west to find an easier way to turn around. However, the property 
is commercial and a prime commercial spot. She could not think of a better business to be on that property. The 
Co-op is a serious business and had not raised $1 .6 million just to back out of this project. The City can reverse 
the zone change if the Co-op does back out and substantial construction has not begun in two years. She 
supported the request. 

Commissioner Moore clarified that the AH-MP zone is not a commercial zone, but a mixed-use zone. Limited 
commercial l!Ses are allowed, but so are resideotial and professional .use_s_. The parcel is complicated. The zo_ne 
has its own restrictions, but the property is also within the Gateway Overlay Zone and Civic Greenway Zone. 
Both overlay zones impose significant construction hurdles for any development, like building massing 
requirements that make a single-story building very difficult to build without a significant variance. The Civic 
Greenway imposes height restrictions that limit multi-story options. Those hurdles will remain regardless of the 
zoning. His biggest concern was for the neighborhood. Conditional uses for the AH-MP zone are designed to 
control impacts to the neighborhood. The amended LS zone would allow this commercial use outright and the 
neighborhood would lose that control. He agreed the City should refrain from rezoning half of a parcel, so he 
would require a lot line adjustment. Approving an amended LS zone that only applies to one property 
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unnecessarily complicates the Development Code. He recommended the Commission deny the request. Any 
commercial use in the Mill Pond neighborhood needs to be a conditional use. 

Commissioner Cameron-Lattek bel ieved the Commission recogn ized the contribution of a business like the Co
op. This request feels drastic and complicated, and she would need a significant reason to approve a request 
like this one. The economic benefits provided by the Co-op include good family wage jobs and benefits to the 
food community, which is growing in this area. That makes her feel more comfortable about being flexible with 
the zoning for th is project. The Advance Astoria Project supports economic development policies that allow more 
flexibility in zoning when there are good economic reasons to do so. 

Vice President Easom stated he was concerned with rezoning a piece of a parcel for one business. He was also 
concerned about the traffic, but said traffic issues would exist regardless of what is developed on that property. 
Three, 6,000 square foot buildings could generate even more traffic than the Co-op. Traffic in that area is worse 
than it's ever been , but Astoria is growing. He was undecided on this request. 

Commissioner Mitchell added that she believed the Co-op was a wonderful use for that site. However, she 
wondered why the proposed portion of the lot was chosen. If the building were situated differently on the lot, 
there could be more room to go in and out of the property without using Steam Whistle Way. This would impact 
23rd Street, but the site needs more space to allow drivers to get to the Co-op without going through Mill Pond. 
She assumed there were reasons that the building would not face the street. 

Planner Ferber said orientation, massing, and to some extent access are reviewed during the design review 
process. Access should be discussed as part of the zone change, but the Co-op site plan is not currently a 
consideration. 

Commissioner Mitchell believed access to the site was important regardless of what is built on the site. 

Commissioner Henri asked where accesses would be located if three smaller retail uses were built with the 
existing zoning requirements. She also wanted to know why the Applicant proposed access from 23rd Street. 
Planner Morgan explained the loading zone would need access from 23rd Street. Because of the size of the 
building, it would not be possible to provide separate accesses to the parking and loading zone. There are other 
design options. The site plan for Wauna Credit Union had access to the property from 23rd Street. The bariatric/ 
memory care facility had two designs, one of which had access from Steam Whistle. 

Commissioner Herman clarified that she had meant to say the property was a prime location with excellent 
frontage and visibility. She understood the request was to change the zoning and the proposed use was not 
currently allowed outright. This is the most visible piece of vacant land available for commercial use in Astoria. 
Therefore, she believed the City would receive other requests, even if the property is difficult to develop. The City 
would be better off going with a business the community knows and is local. The property will be developed 
commercially. Planner Morgan added that the vacant parcel east of the proposed store can only be accessed 
from Steam Whistle because ODOT does not allow access from Highway 30. 

Commissioner Cameron-Lattek asked if ODOT would be required to install a traffic light. Planner Morgan said 
ODOT has indicated that a light is not warranted. It was a long and difficult battle to get the traffic light at 
Safeway and the City ended up paying for a large portion of that project. 

Commissioner Mitchell added the Safeway light is part of the reason traffic backs up. Traffic lights are not always 
a helpful solution and they are very expensive. Cities need to charge adjacent uses for part of a traffic light's 
expense. She did not believe a traffic light would help in this situation. ODOT wanted to put a traffic light by the 
bridge, but Astoria fought for the round-a-bout. 

Commissioner Henri said slowing down traffic could help facilitate entering and exiting the property. The main 
concern is for the residences on Steam Whistle Way. Three of the parcels directly across from the proposed site 
are currently empty. 

Vice President Easom called for a straw poll. Commissioners Henri, Cameron-Lattek, Mitchell, Herman and Vice 
President Easom supported the request. Commissioner Moore was opposed. Vice President Easom also 
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supported additional conditions of approval allowing the zoning to revert back if construction had not begun in 
two years and requiring a lot line adjustment. 

Commissioner Moore said allowing the zoning to revert back is an indication that the rezone should not be 
approved. This decision is about a property, not a business. The request is overly complicating and unnecessary. 
The decision is not a reflection of the Co-op. 

Commissioner Cameron-Lattek stated this was also a decision about the development of the community. The 
two-year rule does feel awkward, but it accomplishes what the Commission wants. 

Commissioner Mitchell added development of the community was complicated by the fact that a State highway 
went through town. 

Commissioner Henri said she agreed with Commissioner Cameron-Lattek about the two-year requirement. 

Commissioner Herman moved that the Astoria Planning Commission adopt the Findings and Conclusions 
contained in the Staff report, approve Amendment A 17-02 by Garry Vallaster, Astor Venture, LLC, and 
recommend adoption by the City Council, with the following additional conditions of approval: 

• If significant construction has not begun within two years, the LS zone would revert back to the AH-MP 
zone. 

• The Applicant shall obtain a lot line adjustment. 
Seconded by Commissioner Cameron-Lattek. Motion passed 5 to 1. Ayes: Vice President Easom, 
Commissioners Mitchell, Henri, Herman, and Cameron-Lattek. Nays: Commissioner Moore 

Vice President Easom read the rules of appeal into the record . 

President Fitzpatrick returned to the dais. 

REPORTS OF OFFICERS/COMMISSIONERS: 
Commissioner Moore stated the next Planning Commission meeting would include a work session to discuss the 
Code amendments he had proposed. 

STAFF UPDATES: 

Planner Morgan confirmed Commissioners had a copy of the Code amendments proposed by Commissioner 
Moore, noting that the work session had been scheduled for February 27, 2018. 

MISCELLANEOUS: None 

PUBLIC COMMENTS: 
There were no public comments. 

ADJOURNMENT: 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 9:09 pm. 

APPROVED: 

--~1~ Cit~~nn:.~ ~ - ·-· 
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ASTORIA TRAFFIC SAFETY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Astoria City Hall 
January 24, 2018 

CALL TO ORDER: 

Vice President Easom called the meeting to order at 6:30 pm. 

ROLL CALL: 

Commissioners Present: 

Staff Present: 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 

President Sean Fitzpatrick, Vice President Kent Easom, Jennifer Cameron
Lattek, Daryl Moore, Jan Mitchell, Brookley Henri and Joan Herman. 

Planner Nancy Ferber. The meeting is recorded and will be transcribed by ABC 
Transcription Services, Inc. 

Commissioner Mitchell moved that the Traffic Safety Committee approve the minutes of October 24, 2017 as 
presented, seconded by Commissioner Henri. Motion passed unanimously. 

PROJECT UPDATES: None. 

NEW BUSINESS: None. 

REPORTS OF OFFICERS/COMMISSIONERS: 

There were no reports. 

PUBLIC COMMENT: 

There were none. 

ADJOURNMENT: 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned to convene the Planning Commission Meeting at 
6:32 pm. 

ATTEST: 

~Dib-
Secretary 

Traffic Safety Advisory Committee 
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HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMISSION MEETING 
City Council Chambers 
January 17, 2018 

CALL TO ORDER - ITEM 1: 

A regular meeting of the Astoria Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) was held at the above place at 
the hour of 6:39 pm. 

ROLL CALL - ITEM 2: 

Commissioners Present: 

Commissioners Excused: 

Staff Present: 

President LJ Gunderson, Vice President Michelle Dieffenbach, 
Commissioners Kevin McHone, Jack Osterberg, Mac Burns, and Katie 
Rathmell . 

Commissioner Paul Caruana. 

Planner Nancy Ferber and City Attorney Blair Henningsgaard. The 
meeting is recorded and will be transcribed by ABC Transcription 
Services, Inc. 

ELECTION OF OFFICERS - ITEM 3: 

This item was addressed immediately following Item 9: Public Comments. 

In accordance with Sections 1.110 and 1.115 of the Astoria Development Code, the HLC needs to 
elect officers for 2018. The 2017 officers were: President L.J . Gunderson, Vice President Michelle 
Dieffenbach and Secretary Anna Stamper. 

Commissioner Burns moved that the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) re-elect LJ Gunderson as 
President, Michelle Dieffenbach as Vice President, and Anna Stamper as Secretary for 2018; seconded 
by Commissioner Osterberg. Motion passed unanimously. 

The Commission proceeded to Item 10: Adjournment at this time. 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES - ITEM 4(a): 

This item was addressed immediately following Item 2: Roll Call. 

President Gunderson asked if there were any changes to the minutes of December 19, 2017. There was 
none. 

Commissioner Burns moved that the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) adopt the minutes as 
presented; seconded by Commissioner McHone. Motion passed unanimously, with Vice President 
Dieffenbach abstaining because she was not present for December 19, 2017 meeting. 

The Commission proceeded to Item S(b) at this time. 

PUBLIC HEARING~ 

President Gunderson explained the procedures governing the conduct of public hearings to the audience 
and advised that the substantive review criteria were listed in the Staff report. 

The Historic Landmarks Commission continued to Public Hearings Item 4(b): EX17-08 at this time. 

ITEM S(a) : 
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DM17-02 Demolition Request DM17-02 by Ted Osborn to demolish a historic property at 347 
Alameda Avenue. 

This item was addressed immediately followin'g Item 5(c). 

President Gunderson asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the HLC to hear this matter at this 
time. There were no objections. President Gunderson asked if any member of the HLC had a conflict of 
interest, or any ex parte contacts to declare. 

Commissioners Burns, McHone, Rathmell, Osterberg and Vice President Dieffenbach declared that they 
drove by the property. 

President Gunderson declared she drove by the property as well and said she was familiar with one of the 
parties that bid on the property. However, she did not discuss this request with that party. She also knew 
the Applicants, but her decision would not be affected. 

Commissioner Rathmell declared that she knew the Applicants, but she had not discussed th is request 
with them and did not believe there were any conflicts with any decisions. 

President Gunderson requested a presentation of the Staff report. 

Planner Ferber presented the written Staff report with a PowerPoint presentation. All correspondence 
received was included in the Staff report and copies were available on the side table. Staff recommended 
denial of the request. 

Commissioner McHone asked how the historic status of the building would be impacted if it were reduced 
in size and moved to a geologically safe area of the right-of-way. 

Planner Ferber said removing pieces of the building would trigger an exterior alteration review. There have 
been some strange_additioos_to_the_building, so saving the core of the building could be 12roposed. 

Commissioner McHone asked if there was enough space to move the building and if the service line could 
be rerouted. 

Planner Ferber confirmed the service line would have to be rerouted. One of the lines only serves that site. 
Public Works staff was concerned about public access. The land use acquisition would need to be 
approved by City Council. 

Commissioner Burns asked how often rights-of-way had been privatized. Staff explained precedent would 
not affect this request and requests happen regularly. The City of Astoria was platted years ago and not all 
of the streets that were platted turned out to be practical. So, the City has a process for vacating or 
granting licenses to occupy. Public Works would review the proposal for any potential needs like street 
widening or utilities and provide recommendations. 

Commissioner Burns confirmed the Building Official had not deemed the building an immediate and real 
threat to the public health, safety, and welfare. He asked if the City could keep checking the building every 
month. Planner Ferber explained that building inspections are instigated by complaints from neighbors or 
property owners who are concerned about a building. Staff recommends that the Applicant speak with the 
Building _Official about how to keep the building safe. __ . _ . . _ ... 

President Gunderson asked for details about the demolition that occurred on the site in 2010. 

Planner Ferber confirmed a garage was demolished. She noted the exact location of the garage using a 
photograph of the site. The structure was not historic. Public Works has clearly indicated they would prefer 
the house be moved forward on to 349 Alameda before the City vacates any public right-of-way. The 
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Applicant was concerned about that because it would block the property owner's view. However, there is 
no restricted view corridor in that area. 

President Gunderson confirmed Staff did not know who did the demolition on 349 Alameda. 

Vice President Dieffenbach asked if there had been any discussion about whether the demolition could 
cause the hill to slide more. Planner Ferber said the Applicant submitted a geologic report and a 
geotechnical report. She did not know if any additional requirements for a retaining wall, but the Applicant 
would need a building permit before demolition could be done. 

Commissioner Osterberg asked for Staff's conclusion on Attachment A, noting he did not see that in the 
Staff report. Planner Ferber explained that the attachment was a supplement to the one-page application, 
so it filled in the answers required for a demolition permit. She did not find anything deficient, but 
recommended the request be denied because she did not believe the Applicant had complied with the 
Comprehensive Plan. The Applicant only outlined rehabilitation costs for one specific use instead of 
exhausting all rehabilitation options. Additionally, the application did not include potential incentives for 
historic rehabilitation that could offset costs. 

Commissioner Osterberg asked if the HLC reviews property acquisition forms. Planner Ferber stated 
property acquisition was reviewed by City Council, but reference to it was included in the Staff report to 
provide the HLC with background information. In this case, the form would be used to apply for a license 
to occupy or the vacation of the right-of-way. 

Commissioner Osterberg said the Applicant had not addressed the sections of the Comprehensive Plan 
noted in the Staff report. Comprehensive Plan policies are not part of the application form, not listed in the 
Development Code, nor have were they mentioned in the request for supplemental information in Staff's 
completeness letter. He was concerned that the Applicant had not been given the opportunity to address 
the Compr(3hensive Plan policies noted in the Staff report. Planner Ferber stated she had discussed the 
Comprehensive Plan policies with the Applicant. She said that the Development Code is linked to the 
Comprehensive Plan for all land use action items. Therefore, it is redundant to list the Comprehensive 
Plan in every section of the Development Code. The Historic Designation section states that land use 
actions cannot be in violation of the Comprehensive Plan. 

President Gunderson opened public testimony for the hearing and asked for the Applicant's presentation. 

Ted Osborn, 345 Alameda, Astoria, said that over the last four months, he and Planner Ferber had 
developed a tense relationship. He had been working in preservation for 50 years and had done good 
work in Astoria, so he was not used to being on the side of the villain . He has experienced the addition of 
new requirements with each meeting he attended. Fees are paid often to work with City Hall. The process 
begins with paying for a pre-application meeting where the Applicant is given instructions and a small 
packet that is not too difficult to fill out. Then other things just keep coming up and with this project, he has 
seen th ings that have just come up for the first time tonight. 

• He hoped this discussion would lead to an understanding that the public/private preservation 
community has left this building to die in plain sight. He confirmed none of the Commissioners 
walked around all four sides of the building. The building is large, imposing, and looks good from 
the street and on Google Maps. However, a closer look shows that the building is falling apart, it is 
damaged and dangerous. He has proven the house is a total loss. The building is built into a hill, 
so the back of the house has 1.5 stories underground. There are a series of retaining walls that go 
up the hill from the house. The hill has already spilled two other houses into the street and has 
pushed on the re.taining wa.11 at this house .. All of the. concrete js tied. to. the first floor of toe 
building, so the first floor has moved while the 2.5 stories above have remained fairly straight. No 
one knows exactly when this movement occurred. However, it is obvious that the last several 
landlords knew the building had failed and chose to get what they could out of the property for as 
long as they owned it. The house had been run as a slum. Several years ago, someone cleverly 
put three huge guy-wires from the back wall to the front to keep the movement from going any 
further. One of those guy-wires is now lying on the ground because the end rotted out, one is 
loose, and the third is still taught. So, the building is literally hanging by a string. Lack of 
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maintenance, lack of rubbish control, and lack of repairs have turned the building into a blight on 
the neighborhood. 

• In 2012 and 2014, he submitted derelict building complaints to the City on this building. Not much 
happened as a result of his complaints. A letter was written to the owner, but he did not believe 
there was any follow up. The basement of the building does have some new wood that was 
installed to shore up the building and there is a steel beam just sitting on one of the ledges not 
connected to anything. He purchased the building to interrupt the blight and slum cycle in the 
neighborhood. It is one of two or three buildings along Alameda that the neighborhood would like 
torn down. He hated tearing down buildings, but this one is no longer a building. It is a cadaver. 

• While he was bidding on the property, other bidders spoke with him about the house not knowing 
he was also a bidder. They all said this house could not be fixed and that they planned to bid low, 
then let the house fall over. He was not about to let that happen. He has been looking at the 
building for a while and took pictures of it from the street. He has been drawing plans and 
considered removing the first floor and the side additions to make the building usable. During the 
bidding process, he had access to the basement, to Apartment 6 in the back which was never 
occupied, and to the attic. He had not seen the inside apartments. When he finally did get to see 
the building, he found that the tenants had vandalized everything and there was mold and rot. 
Previous owners had tucked apartments into the building here and there, leaving an unlivable and 
unattractive layout. He took measurements and brought in experts. The geologist said the hill is 
coming down and because it is attached through the walls, the movement is continuing all the way 
down through Alameda. Anything that is put in that location would continue to move and another 
building should not be built on that site. When he built his house at 345 Alameda, they had to get 
two geological surveys in order to get approval from the City. The site is a little bit lower, but they 
had to pay a lot for a foundation . The structural engineer pronounced the building failed . A second 
structural engineer found the building was balloon framed. This meant the building would have to 
be stripped of most of the finishes to develop the sheer, bracing, and dimensions. 

• He also asked several preservationists to ooKanhe property. T ey saia-tlle exterior features 
used to be nice and the interior did not have anything to offer. One person found a cornice in a 
closet door that was brought in from somewhere. The Building Inspector and his mentor said the 
building was in structural failure. They offered to write a letter that would help him do the right 
thing with this building. They returned to place a red tag on the building and sent him an email 
saying the building was dangerous. So, engineers and building officials have all agreed the 
building is dangerous, but somehow it is not dangerous enough. At this point, he knows the cost 
will be over $600,000. He questioned why it was not enough for a preservationist to say this is an 
example of a building that should be torn down without coming to the HLC. He believed this 
request would be a slam dunk after reading Section 6.080(b)(1) of the Comprehensive Plan 
Development Code. He was denied an answer except that the building was not unsafe enough 
and that he had yet to prove that costs would be in excess of income. He planned to take the 
advice to refrain from building on an unsafe site. However, he still asked Staff if the building could 
be moved on to the right-of-way if he was able to find a portion of the building that can be saved. 

• He had a good meeting with Public Works and they were worried about the sewer line. They did 
not believe there was enough room to move the building unless he paid to move the sewer line. 
However, they offered to consider another configuration and get back to him. Meanwhile, nothing 
can be done on the site. The house cannot be moved forward onto his property because, as the 
geologist indicated, it would still be in line with Alameda. Additionally, he did not want to block the 
view from his brand new house, wasting all of the improvements he just made to the lot in front of 
his house. 

• He had experts help him with the costs and used costs from other projects he had worked on. 
They came up with a total cost of $690,000 to bring the building back to useful life at standards 

··· ··· -· · ·· that a good honorable person would want to provide for the people who would live there. Add that 
to the $195,000 they spent to purchase the property from the slum lords, which totals $885,000. 
He consulted with experts on how much money the house could bring in and found out he could 
net just under $35,000 per year. Bankers said most people ask for an eight percent return on their 
investment. But even at 6.5 percent, he could spend $526,000 on this building, which would net a 
loss of $360,000 to $460,000. Emotionally, acquiring the building was worth $250,000 to him and 
he was not about to spend $500,000 more than he can make back. Rehabilitation of the building 
is not feasible on this site and he was still waiting to hear back from Public Works on the right-of-
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way. Meanwhile, he also found that while costs were high on the entire building, taking a pro rata 
share of that on the reduced building would net reduced income and a loss of $250,000 to 
$300,000. Plus, he would still have to take care of the hill behind the building. 

• He tried to find a way to rehabilitate the building, but had to resign to demolition because the 
building is unsafe, unsalvageable, and rehabilitation is unaffordable. His final proposal was 
submitted on November 8, 2017. As he was walking into the office to submit the application, he 
received an email from Public Works saying the right-of-way could not be used, so he had made 
the right decision. Between November and today, he had to answer three questions that he 
considered to be minor. One was did he use the right Code to estimate costs. People who create 
cost estimates use the codes through which the work will have to be done through, so his answer 
was yes. The second question was what building did he want to put on the site once it is cleared. 
All of his materials stated he wanted to demolish the building because it is an unsafe menace and 
he'd been told not to use the site. So, he did not have a plan for the site. The third question was 
why had he not applied for grants. He noted he would be embarrassed to apply for a grant using 
scarce public money on this building. 

• After answering those questions, all of a sudden a date was set for this hearing. Then, Staff 
offered to find an acceptable location on the right-of-way. He agreed,. but said he did not know 
how the project could be done economically. Therefore, he did not want that to be a condition .of 
tearing it down. He wanted to continue with the application to tear the building down, but if Staff 
saw a way to get more property, he would harvest as much materials .as he could during 
demolition. It would be nice to have the site if he could talk his wife into spending more money on 
building something. But, he could not afford to be told by the City that they have to rebuild. He 
applied for the right-of-way and asked that both applications be done in parallel. The January 2, 
2018 City Council agenda was supposed to include approval of the vacation of the right-of-way. 
When he said he wanted to continue with the HLC hearing on this date for the demolition, the 
right-of-way was removed from the City Council's January 2nd meeting. The building is dead. 

• The public/private preservation community has neglected one of its own and now it's gone. There 
has got to be a better way to monitor the health of the buildings. He suggested the City and 
preservationist use the derelict building ordinance aggressively and consistently. It is not just or 
helpful to sit idle while buildings die and then bully the owner to somehow bring them back to life. 
Later, if the harvested lumber and window suggest some form of structure, if the City makes the 
right-of-way available, and if he can afford it, he would try to build something. Meanwhile, he's 
offered to pay the funeral expenses for this latest victim of neglect. 

Wendy Osborn, 345 Alameda, Astoria, stated that everyone who had been inside the building was 
shocked by the conditions and disappointed by the absence of historic architectural details like built in 
cabinetry or trim that might have provided a basis for restoration or salvaged for use in another 
application. There are no wood floors hiding under carpets. The apartment layouts have been torqued and 
butchered. The entire first floor ceiling was lowered to disguise the alterations that totally destroyed the 
proportions between the windows and ceiling. One apartment has been out of commission for years since 
water damage cause the ceiling to collapse and raccoons have taken over the space. She hoped the 
Commission was able to see the photographs attached to the report because they help visualize how 
damaged the building is. She wished the Commissioners could see and hear the water coursing through 
the basement, the rotting support columns, and buckling concrete walls . .Commissioners should be able to 
see how crudely alterations were made into as many apartments as possible . . She responded to specific 
sections of the Staff report as follows: 
• The Staff report refers several times to using the vacant site if the building is demolished. The only 

use recommended for that site is to shore up the hill to replace the mass of the building with ecology 
block, rock, and tie rods in an attempt to prevent the hill from continuing to slide. 
• ·-·· -Moving-part of.the.structure into the Kingston · right~of~way. might have been a possibility, but this 

would be too expensive. The existing site could not be used and the hill would continue to slide 
down through the property. 

• Any references to using the existing site or the land immediately to the north is precluded by the 
damage expected if the hill slides. 

• Staff claims the considerable damage should not count in the ratio of damage and cost because she 
cannot prove that enough of the damage was due to fire, flood, wind, other natural disasters, or 
vandalism. The damage may not have happened in one cataclysmic event, but water did flow out of 
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the hill through the basement, rotting the bases of the columns that support the building. The earth 
moved enough over time fo push the basement walls to such an angle that the building has now been 
labeled a total failure. Yet the Staff report is saying that damage does not sufficiently matter, because 
neglect was also a factor. 

• The Staff report suggests that all options had not been explored, such as looking for a non-profit to 
donate the property to or look for another site to move the building on to. It is too expensive to move 
the building 40 feet into the right-of-way, so it would definitely be too expensive to move it further. It is 
too expensive to rehabilitate the building to use as apartments or any other uses allowed in the zone. 
• She applied for immediate approval of demolition because she believed the condition of the 

building and the geologic hazards of the site warrant the approval. 
• She had considered multiple designs that would save all or part of the building, but all of those 

options cost more than could be recovered in a reasonable time. Changing the building's use or 
moving it to another site would not make the restoration less expensive. 

• Their only recourse has been to report the deteriorating condition to the City via the derelict building 
ordinance, and to report suspicious tenant activity to the Police. They have done both, but neither 
have slowed the degradation of the building. Now that they own the building, they maintain that the 
current code protects new owners of dead historic buildings like this one from being required to spend 
exorbitant amounts to bring the building back to life. If that protection does not exist, other derelict 
buildings will continue to languish until they fall . If the demolition request is granted, the demolition 
would be done with the intent of keeping the lot as safe as possible from future sliding and with the 
objective of conserving as much of the building's material as possible. Parts and materials from this 
building may be recycled to build a different structure, adhering to the requirements of building in the 
historic district. Most likely, they would still have to request use of part of the right-of-way. 

Commissioner Burns asked when the Osborn's purchased the building. 

Mr. Osborn said it took him a year to buy it, but they completed the purchase in June 2017. 

Commissioner Burns confirmed Mr. Osborn had access to some portions of the inside of the building 
before purchasing it and asked if the conditions of the building scared him away from this project. 

Mr. Osborn said no, he made a commitment to buy the property because he could not stand it. He felt 
good about cleverly making something out of it or tearing it down. The costs are more than 70 percent of 
its assessed value. He confirmed the consideration to tear the building down during the purchasing 
process was his fall back option if he could not afford to fix it. He preferred to rehabilitate the building and 
reiterated his idea to remove the additions and move the building. The requirements for demolition were 
that the building had to be dangerous or rehabilitation had to be expensive. 

Commissioner Burns asked if there were tenants in the building as recently as June 2017. 

Mr. Osborn said yes and confirmed there were no tenants in the building now. 

Commissioner Burns asked when Mr. Osborn was given enough access to the building to bring in 
builders, preservationists or others. 

Mr. Osborn explained that he spends every summer in Massachusetts, so he hired a building manager the 
day after he took ownership of the property to vacate the building while he was away. When he returned in 
September, the building was empty so he broke into each apartment and started to find out what he had 
purchased. He's been working on it ever since then. 

Commissioner Burns asked if Mr. Osborn believed he had received different answers from Staff about use 
of the right-of-way. 

Mr. Osborn said no, he believed the answers were straight forward. At the beginning, when he wanted to 
move the building well into the right-of-way, there was a conflict with a pipe and he was told no right up 
front. That never changed. Then when he wanted to move halfway into the right-of-way, he was told, 'Let 
us study it and we'll get back to you.' Staff got back to him on December 8, 2017. So as of the time that 
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Attachment A of the Staff report was submitted, he had been told no on the right-of-way. Eventually, after 
persisting and got the HLC hearing scheduled, Staff then said maybe they could still find a way to allow 
use of some of the right-of-way. He thought that would give him the opportunity to build something, but it 
will be too expensive. He did not want the HLC to tie the demolition request to the right-of-way request. He 
did ask that Staff process both requests in parallel and they agreed. However, he wants the ability to 
demolish because he cannot wait. But if during demolition he finds something salvageable, he'll put it in 
the right-of-way. 

Commissioner Burns asked if Mr. Osborn had prices for cutting the building up in pieces, removing the 
additions, and moving it. 

Mr. Osborn said yes. The building has 4,680 square feet from the first floor up and over 6,000 including 
the basement. He had that priced in exhaustive detail, and then he used a pro rata share of those costs to 
estimate the costs of reducing the building to 2,950 square feet. Then he added in the costs of shoring up 
the hill. 

Commissioner Burns asked if Mr. Osborn had explored tax and other incentives .. 

Mr. Osborn said no because the costs are so far over what is reasonable that t(3x incentives would not 
make an impact. 

Commissioner Burns noted that many people wanted the Merwyn torn down because they believed it was 
not worth fixing. But now, the building is being fixed. He asked if Mr. Osborn had thought about selling the 
property. 

Mr. Osborn said no. Mrs. Osborn added that they would lose control over what was done with the building 
if it were sold. A new owner could continue to run the building as a 16-unit apartment complex. 

Commissioner Burns confirmed the City has stated no one could move into the building. 

Mr. Osborn added that the building would have to be brought up to code. The building had a lot of interest 
because it was yielding cash as a slum. He was too exposed in the area to allow the building to return to 
slum conditions. Right now as owners of the building, their only foe is the City. He confirmed his fear was 
that a new owner would barely bring it back up to code. 

Commissioner Burns stated the City has already declared the house uninhabitable so a new owner would 
not be able to do that. 

Mr. Osborn said he did not believe a new owner would bring the house up to code. The letter from the 
building inspector that resulted from his 2014 derelict ordinance complaint said all sorts of things about fire 
alarms, windows, mold, and other things. None of those issues were addressed and the building was still 
refilled with people. He found it awkward to discuss the level of danger in this building with people who had 
only seen evidence of the danger from their office. Everyone who has been inside the building could not 
run out fast enough. 

Commissioner McHbne asked if the project would be worthy if the right-of-way were available, the top 
floors could be moved, and there was some public money available to offset costs. 

Mr. Osborn said he hoped so. He has used some public money to build a few buildings in Astoria. The 
money he received for doing the building downtown carne with requirements that cost at least one and a 
half tinies the -va.lue of the funding .. He was ashamed to . request mc)n-ey. tliat otfie.rs -e:o-ulcfuse on tieiter .. 
buildings to save a corpse. He wanted to build something but could not rationalize spending $250,000. 

Commissioner Osterberg asked Mr. Osborn to respond to the Comprehensive Plan policies noted in the 
Staff report. One policy states the City would promote and encourage by voluntary means wherever 
possible the preservation of sites and buildings. He asked if Mr. Osborn believed the City had done so. 
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Mr. Osborn said that was an awkward question. 

President Gunderson did not believe that question was appropriate to the discussion. 

Mr. Osborn said he did not believe the City was doing the job it needed to. The City has set itself up as 
having power over preserving buildings and he did not believe the City did nearly enough to keep them 
from going into hospice. 

Mrs. Osborn added that their experience with the derelict building ordinance suggested a lack of help from 
the City. 

Mr. Osborn stated many people fought to save the Merwyn despite the City and the way this is going is 
ironic. 

Commissioner Osterberg said the next Comprehensive Plan cited in the Staff report states 'every possible 
effort will be made to relocate this historical structure as an alternative to demolition.' 

Mr. Osborn confirmed he had made efforts to move the building on site, but not to relocate it to another 
site. 

Commissioner Rathmell asked if Mr. Osborn did not believe it was possible to find a potential buyer who 
cared about historic preservation and would restore the building. 

Mr. Osborn said he would not trust the situation. If someone claimed they planned to buy the house and 
spend another $750,000 to fit it, Ile would not believe them. The apartments were being rented as two- · 
bedroom units but they had the square footage of studio apartments. The house was built in 191 O as a 
two-family house. Over time, it's gone up to eight units but is now back to six units. There is no idea about 
what one would do if the goal was to make money. He could not image disrespecting anyone enough to 
sell the property to them. 

President Gunderson called for any presentations by persons in favor of the application. 

Dave Pollard, 1676 Jerome, Astoria, said it was surreal for him to support a proposal to demolish the 
apartment building at 347 Alameda in light of his affection for historic preservation and historic 
neighborhoods. He was disappointed that prior owners neglected the building for decades. He had been 
watching this building over time. He was also disappointed that the City of Astoria had no ordinances or 
programs in place to prevent the progressive deterioration of this building to the point that it became a 
safety hazard for occupancy. In a more perfect world, 347 would have survived structurally sound with a 
roof that kept out the weather, a safe foundation and a function ing electrical and heating system. The 
structure has been damaged in excess of 70 percent, is an immediate and real threat to public safety, and 
cannot be economically rehabilitated on the site to provide a reasonable income or residential 
environment. He was familiar with the building. He has walked and driven by it for over 50 years. His 
friends lived on the same street. He watches over the Osborn's house next door when they are traveling. 
He toured the building after the Osborn's purchased it. There is a plus side, that the building fits into the 
Alameda streetscape because the outside envelope is reasonably intact and it enhances the character of 
the street. The building looks presentable on a 30-mph drive by. 
• The Commission needs to find the heart of this issue, which is that the building has failed and is too 

far gone to renovate. We could look for guardian angels to come buy the building, but asking 
someone to spend $250,000 that they cannot recoup is unreasonable. The building is a mess and 
everything Mr. and Mrs. Osborn.have said.about the building is true. Usually, the-exteriors. of . . 
neglected buildings are in worse condition than the interior. But that is not true in this case. The 
hillside above is pushing the sill plate and the south facing retain ing wall , forcing the building forward . 
When he went into the building the first time, he felt he did not need to be in there. The building might 
not pose an immediate danger, but it is a very scary place to be. The interior is just as Mr. and Mrs. 
Osborn described it. The historic details are all gone. The staircase and banister are still there, but the 
ceilings have been lowered cutting the tops of the doors off. New doors that were also cut down were 
installed. The raccoons are coming in and out of the back of the historic home. He imagined how he 
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would react to such a building next door to his house. He lives across from Clatsop Community 
College and when the college was talking about relocating, he feared that Towler Hall would become 
a derelict property and languish for five or ten years until someone came along with a project or it was 
demolished. Due to the sliding hillside and decades of neglect, the building is just as structurally 
unsound and prohibitively expensive to renovate as the Osborns described. 

• This building is different from the Elliott, the Merwyn, the Astor, or the Commodore. The Osborns have 
discovered that the condition of the building has deteriorated so much that a return on their investment 
is not possible and their costs would far exceed the value of the project. A demolition was never the 
primary reason the Osborns purchased the building. He has been speaking with Mr. Osborn about the 
building for well over a year, including all of the possibilities for removing the additions and moving it 
over. 

• Demolition was always a last case scenario. Over the years and during the time he served on the 
HLC, Astoria has lost the Bumble Bee cannery, the brick warehouse at 5th and Marine, the Union .Fish 
Net Shed, the Dairy Gold building which was not inventoried, Central School and many others. Those 
were all structurally sound historic buildings. This building is not structurally sound. And although it is a 
historic landmark, it does not fit into the category of those larger buildings. He grieved every one of 
those buildings coming down and opposed the demolition of those buildings. He did .not believe the 
intent of those who wrote and adopted the historic preservation ordinance was to hold neighborhoods 
and their owners hostage in a failed building. He supported the Osborn's request for permission to 
take down the apartment building at 347 Alameda. 

Linda Oldencamp, 1676 Jerome, Astoria, said as a passionate preservationist and one of the original 
founders and first president of the Lower Columbia Preservation Society, she was grieved about having to 
be at this hearing. Why does the City have to demolish beautiful historic buildings? She had read the 
Osborn's demolition request, Staff report, and the Findings of Fact. She has walked through every space 
in 347 Alameda and she could see that it was impossible for anyone to ever restore or rehabilitate the 
building. The cost would be out of sight, as the Osborns have very clearly outlined. 
• There are some things in the Findings of Fact that she was concerned about. Sections 6.080(b)(1) 

and 6.080(b)(2) gives the historic preservation officer the ability to do a certificate of appropriateness 
to demolish the building without having to go before the HLC. The Staff report states 'the structure has 
been damaged in excess of 70 percent of it assessed value by fire, flood, wind , other natural 
disasters, or by vandalism.' She found it interesting that owner neglect was not included as a reason 
even though most buildings probably have been and are currently being destroyed by owner neglect. 
Much of this building is in the condition it is in because of geologic damage. The hillside above the 
building is encroaching on the building and causing it to lean to the north. Water from the hillside is 
running under the basement floor, rotting the floor and other wood structures and making for very 
serious danger and expensive conditions. While the costs to make the repairs impacted the former 
owners reasons to neglect the property, the building is in its current condition because of geologic 
damage. The Staff report also states 'the building official finds the structure not to be an immediate 
and real threat to the public health, safety, and welfare.' 

• She has been in the building and did not understand how it was not a real threat to the public. It would 
be easy for someone to climb through a window at night and set the building cin fire, with the real 
possibility of killing neighbors and destroying historic homes in the dense neighborhood. She 
understood the Commissioners had not been inside the building, which looks pretty good when driving 
by. Developers and homeowners often claim their historic buildings are beyond repair or have served 
out their usefulness. She was glad that it was difficult to demolish historic buildings in Astoria and that 
was the way it should be. However, the HLC should have all of the information before deciding 
whether to demolish a building. Until the Commissioners have been inside the building, it is not 
possible for the HLC to make a wise or fair decision. She hoped there was another way to improve the 

____ ___ ··-. __ .. streetscape at the site.or.in the. City's right-of-way. The .City needs.to be proactive and. help make.thaL 
happen. 

Josh Jonish, 338 Alameda, Astoria, said he moved into his home 10 years ago. The Osborns moved to 
Astoria to become part of the community and they have done a great job. They value Astoria's history and 
culture, they are actively involved, and he believed they would do everything possible to save buildings. 
Mr. Osborn has shown that he is a huge proponent of restoring historic structures that are salvageable. 
Over the last decade, he has seen the property become scarier and scarier. The house can be seen 
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buckling as the hillside comes through it. The crack gets bigger and bigger. A lot of this is attributed to the 
derelict building ordinance and not having the ability to do anything about it. He hoped the City would be 
proactive because other similar houses on Alameda will be in the exact same condition in ten years. The 
improvements that the Osborn's have made in the neighborhood have enhanced the quality of life for his 
family, neighbors, and the City of Astoria. He appreciated the efforts the Osborns make to nurture the 
community. He supported the request. 

Ed Overbay, 221 South Street, Astoria, said he was a strong advocate of historic preservation. He 
remodeled and added on to his first historic home in 1974. It was the John F.N. Griffin house at 1892 
Grand. He was young and found himself deeply fascinated with and compelled by architecture and 
craftsmanship of the neighborhood. He has been involved in historic preservation projects and promoting 
and encouraging preservation ever since. He served on the Astoria Gateway Design Review Board and 
believed in design review. He was involved at the inception of Clatsop County's college historic 
preservation program. It was his suggestion that Jay Raskin, John Goodenberger and he lobby the college 
board to consider implementing a historic preservation department. He has been involved in the program 
ever since. 
• Over the past 44 years, he remodeled many residential and commercial buildings, always keeping a 

keen eye on the richness and relevance of the past and how to adapt the fabric of the past to 
contemporary needs without offending the essential gestalt of the structure. However, he did not 
believe everything could or should be saved. This building never had a glorious past or appealing 
architecture and has now fallen into disrepair. No one famous or historically significant ever lived 
there. No appealing film was ever filmed there. The building is unremarkable and now it.is a 
dangerous liability. 

• As a general contractor, he was familiar with rehabilitating older structures. In his opinion, this building 
died 30 years ago, when there were no effective mechanisms that would have compelled the owner to 
make repairs when saving the building was still cost effective. Now, there is no economic path for this 
building. There is no business plan or adaptive reuse that could generate enough money to 
compensate for the steep costs of overcoming many decades of neglect and geologically inflicted 
damage. The building is dead regardless of the HLC's decision. Stricker Engineering stated in the 

· application that it is certain the repair costs would far exceed the value of the building. "It is our 
conclusion that the building be demolished in its entirety." He has worked with a lot of structural 
engineers over the decades and Andy Stricker is among the best. He agreed with Stricker 
Engineering's conclusion. He has been through the building and it is scary and structurally flawed. 

• The Osborns purchased the building knowing it was dead and with the understanding that the 
ordinances state_wben a building's repair costs exceed 70 percent of its assessed value, one is within 
their rights to take it down. The repair costs of the building are easily triple its value. No other buyer 
will come along and transform the building into a winning formula. That is an unrealistic expectation 
and wishful thinking. The Osborns have a personal stake in taking down the building safely and 
responsibly, removing a dangerous and ugly blight from the neighborhood. Allow the Osborns to take 
the responsible step and be the ones to step up to do what has to be done. He valued the site more 
than the building. He looked at what might happen on that site, especially under the guidance of 
someone like Mr. Osborn, who is a very good architect. The building is not worth anything. 

Lara Russel, 346 Alameda, Astoria, said she bought her historic building in 2015 and were very happy to 
be there. Soon after she purchased the property, she noticed the slum landlords and·their tenants. Police 
were there once a week and there was vandalism and robberies in the neighborhood. All of this seems to 
have disappeared since the building has been empty. One of the questions raised was whether Mr. 
Osborn purchased the building to empty then demolish it. About a year and a half ago, she spoke with Mr. 
Osborn about the property and he indicated he wanted to buy it and hav~ people in the house. Last week, 

. . . she' toured the inside of the-building. There is nothing inside that would make one think the building is 
historic. The interior is a mish-mosh of apartments that were made small with cheap cabinets. It is only fair 
that those who do not want the building demolished go tour the inside. She believed the Commissioners 
needed to go inside the building and then think about what could be done with it. 

President Gunderson called for testimony impartial to the application. There was none. She called for 
testimony opposed to the application. 
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Rachel Jensen, 389 121h Street, Astoria, President, Lower Columbia Preservation Society (LCPS), said 
she was very surprised by what she had heard from members of the public. There has been a lot of 
change in the way preservation is perceived in the last 1 O or 20 years, away from the idea that only grand 
things should be preserved. She asked the Commissioners to read through this property's history and 
speak with the building official. She had spoken with the building official and did not get the impression he 
thought everyone should run for their lives. The building certainly needs structural repair. The City has red
tagged the building so the issues definitely need to be addressed. However, the Applicants have stated 
they own a property to the north that could be one option for moving the building. The Applicants do not 
want to do this because it would impede their view, but there is no view protection corridor in that area. 
This request is not ready for approval. She agreed with Staff that the Applicants have not addressed all 
possible options. She has heard a lot of emotion and fear mongering about the immediate threat, but that 
is not what the building official said. Anyone who needs to purchase the building now or take on the 
project would be faced with the occupancy issue. That would prevent the property from becoming a slum. 
There was no proof no one would want the property or want to structurally stabilize it. So at this point, 
there is not enough information . It is worth looking at the geological reports and the history of the property 
before making a decision. It should be very difficult to demolish a building, especially one that is a primary 
resource in a nationally designated historic district. 
• She was concerned about setting a precedent for using a building in a slide-zone. Historic properties 

should be allowed to be demolished because renovation is not economically feasible when they are 
located in a slide zone. There are a lot of buildings in Astoria that people could purchase and then 
claim that it is time to demolish the buildings. They could then turn around and build something new. · 
The character of this entire neighborhood would be changed if the large bulky massive buildings are 
taken down. Last year, there was a lot of struggle about adding density to low residential areas. 
People were talking about putting accessory dwelling units (ADUs) and tiny homes in residential areas 
that were for single family living, and how that might change the character of neighborhoods. This is 
the antithesis of that conversation, the taking down of multi-unit buildings in high density residential 
zones to make more single family buildings in historic districts. 

Doug Thompson, 342 141h Street, Apt. 602, Astoria, said he was a volunteer board member of the Lower 
Columbia Preservation Society. The LCPS board unanimously supports Staff's conclusions. The Staff 
report is a thorough, objective,e and responsible piece of work. Nancy Ferber has raised the quality of 
Staff reports in the Community Development Department. He served on the HLC for a couple of years, 
followed by three years on the Planning Commission and 11 years on City Council. He has spent many 
late evenings on these matters. While he was doing that volunteer work in this community, he also earned 
a living as a licensed real estate broker and property manager. This is an attempt to balance the 
community's rights and responsibilities with the private property owners. He believed the result of the 
proposed demolition of a primary historic structure in Astoria's first nationally registered historic district 
was a big deal. Despite what the building looks like today and the lack of remaining historic fabric, the 
community made a judgment, which was voted upon by City Council and ratified by the State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) and federal government that community standards included the fact that this 
structure was a primary structure. The Uniontown/Alameda Historic District has ·always been a working
class district. It is not an area of the finest homes in Astoria. If this building is demolished with no plan for 
a successive structure, the City will have created a contemporary single family home surrounded by a very 
big lot. That would take on the appearance of an R-1 zoned lot in the midst of a dense urban working
class historic neighborhood. The burden is on the Applicant. Over time, tenants, owners, shop keepers, 
and business owners come and go. Uses of buildings and the condition of buildings is like a roller coaster 
in many instances. Many buildings do not have the benefit of a consistent level of maintenance over time 
because of economic circumstance and social or cultural changes. He believed that, based on the 
application and Staff report, this is how gentrification happens. This is also how affordable housing 

_disappears. Buildings r.hange a.nd r:ieighborho9ds are 9ynamic, bu_t derriolition is forever. 

Mike Sensenbach, 110 Kensington, Astoria, Vice President, Lower Columbia Preservation Society, said 
the Staff report thoroughly outlined the criteria that this demolition permit should be based on. He reviewed 
the City's files on all three properties displayed on the screen. He found it interesting that the geotechnical 
engineer's report included with this application contradicted the geotechnical engineer's report on the 
house directly to the east, which was built ten years ago. Two reports on the stability of the land resulted in 
the approval of the permit to build that house. One of those reports was prepared by the same firm that 
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has justified the demolition of this building. He deals with property insurance claims as a profession, so he 
has dealt with a lot of building rehabilitation. He found it interesting that the engineer's report concluded 
that this building cannot be saved. When he deals with major fire and water damage, he does not ask if 
the building can be saved. He asks.what would be the most cost effective solution to save the building and 
then he makes a decision about whether to remove or save a building. The reports will reflect what was 
asked of the engineer. Operating the building as a slum does not seem to be an option because it has 
been red-flagged by the City. He spoke with the building official and learned his primary concern was the 
foundation. If the property were to be sold to someone not interested in demolishing the building, they 
would have to bring it up to code by investing more than just their purchase price. The LCPS just sold an 
apartment building. The preservation of that building was important to the LCPS, so they put a 
conservation easement on it through Restore Oregon to make sure it would not be torn down and the 
significant exterior features of the building would be retained in perpetuity. There are options available to 
ensure this building does not become a slum. 

President Gunderson called for the Applicant's rebuttal. 

Mr. Osborn stated this was difficult for him because he was on both sides. As president.of LCPS, he had 
trouble because there was a lot of talk, but he seemed to have the only wallet in town. He has .not seen 
anyone else put up money to make any of these other options happen. All of the talk about saving this 
building makes no sense from a financial standpoint. He was angry that this building was in disrepair for 
such a long time and no one showed up. But now that demolition is being considered, everyone is crying 
over it saying that there must be some way to bring the building back to life. No one has said the building 
is not dead, but just that it must be preserved at all cost. He has limited resources and does not want to 
waste money. Knowing that the.City's controls are not as robust as they should be, he does not want to let 
the building turn back into a slum. He submitted two derelict building complaints that yielded nothing. The 
ouilelingnas oeen spent anas hould be demolished. 

President Gunderson called for closing remarks of Staff. 

Planner Ferber stated Staff treats all applicants with respect and was not bullying this Applicant into doing 
anything. The Applicant willingly purchased the site and at no point did the City ask the Applicant to take 
over the building. The City is not holding any homeowner hostage to a proposal. The onus is on the 
Applicant to prove that the criteria have been met. 
• She is very passionate about transparent processes, so any opportunity to collect public input is 

important. With very emotional testimonies on both sides of this issue, she asked tht the HLC to 
review the application instead of processing it administratively. Immediate administrative approval is 
intended for buildings that are an immediate threat to public health and safety. She went back and 
forth with the building official to clarify this because the building was red-flagged . Even though there 
are structural issues, the building has not been deemed an immediate threat. A few people brought up 
the Merwyn as an example of how to fix historic buildings. It is good to keep in mind that for a long 
time, people said the Merwyn would be too expensive to renovate. The building official has been 
through the Applicant's building and a geological report was included in the supplemental information 
in the Staff report. Funds are available from the City to promote preservation, so the City is actively 
engaged in preservation efforts. This site could potentially be eligible for those funds and she did not 
believe there was any embarrassment factor with applying for the funds. The money exists for 
properties like th is one. Several non-profits provide support and resources for preservation, 
rehabilitation , and conservation . For any land use acquisition, the Planning and Public Works 
Departments make recommendations to the City Manager. City Council decides on acquisition 
requests based on Staffs recommendations and public input. Public Works made it clear that use of 
the .right-of-way would be_the last option .because prj vate property was available. for use . . ____ ... __ - -- __ . 

• The photograph with the raccoon was submitted as part of the supplemental information. Preservation 
is not just for beautiful buildings, it is also for important sites. She included information about how this 
historic structure had been used as workforce housing for people in the fishing industry, which is 
important to the district. Demolition affects more than just building; it is the site, what happened on the 
site, and the potential for the site. 
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President Gunderson called for a recess at 8:55 pm. She asked that no one speak to Commissioners and 
that Commissioners not speak among themselves about the demolition request during the recess. 

The Historic Landmarks Commission meeting reconvened at 9:01 pm. 

President Gunderson closed the public testimony portion of the hearing and called for Commission 
discussion and deliberation. 

Vice President Dieffenbach said she could see both sides of this story. She questioned how likely it was 
that this building could be renovated . Demolishing the building will leave a hole in the neighborhood and 
open up the site for development, but a developer would have to go through the. same rigorous review 
process for soil conditions, Code requirements and historic requirements. Just because the building was 
deemed a primary historic structure at one time does not mean that the structure continues to be a 
primary contributor. Many structures have decayed over time and had the historic review been done now, 
this building might not have been a primary structure. Time changes and some people are not 
conscientious with historic buildings, neighborhood contexts and communities. She believed there was no 
economic way to make this building work. Much of the building can be recycled and the Osborns have 
experience. She believed the Osborns would be as conscientious as possible to make the best of a bad 
situation. As a property owner, it was difficult for her to believe that there were any other options besides 
demolition. There is no viable way to do anything else with this house .. Twenty years ago, she would have 
loved to have done something about this house when it began to fall down. But, Astoria did not have the 
laws then, and she hoped those laws were changing. At this point, the City cannot go backwards. 

Commissioner McHone agreed with Vice President Dieffenbach. When he first read this application, he 
hoped there would be a Merwyn-like ending, but, this building cannot stay where it is currently located. In 
this case, everyone is right. He supported the application, but also supported the opportunity for the 
Applicant to pursue moving the building to the right-of-way. He did not want the Applicant to feel held 
hostage by the City for stepping up and trying to do something right. 

Commissioner Rathmell said she also understood both sides of the argument. She had a house next to a 
derelict house that has since been purchased and is being renovated. The house was vacant for almost 
10 years and burglars told her they were going to rob the house. She has heard several times that the 
HLC has presided over controversial cases that should have gone a different way. She has heard 
lamentations about demolished buildings that should not have been torn down. She had sympathy for the 
Applicant's case, but did not want the HLC to start making it easy for people to tear down houses. Most of 
Astoria has geologic issues and many houses are in disrepair. She could not approve this request 
because the criteria had not been met. There are probably some ways to save the building and there are 
probably some other uses for the building. She did not believe the options had been completely 
exhausted. There may be someone interested in purchasing and renovating the building. 

Commissioner Osterberg noted the Staff report stated that the Applicant was well aware of the conditions 
at the site at the time of purchase. However, the Applicant's written materials and testimony indicated he 
was not fully aware of the issues of the building and only learned of those issues in greater detail as time 
went on. The Staff report also stated that a residential use would be the best use of this property. 
However, the Staff report goes on to state that the Applicant should consider other uses as well in their 
feasibility analysis. It is legitimate that the Applicant could or should have considered more uses, but the 
Applicant has submitted a lengthy and detailed professional analysis of the reuse of the building for 
apartments. The economic factors that limit the building's rehabilitation for a residential use likely also 
limits other permitted uses in that zone. 
• Staff stated tha_t conditio_nal uses should have been investigated more fully, but he beli.eved this would 

be an unreasonable burden on the Applicant. Conditional uses are highly discretionary, may not be 
approved, and have many issues to be considered. The economic feasibility should not be an 
exhaustive analysis that includes removing additions from the building. A reduced building size was 
investigated by the Applicant, but this would require additional permits, which could be denied. This is 
still not economically feasible. Use of the right-of-way is questionable regardless of the size of the 
building, according to the most recent email submitted into the public record by the Public Works 
Director. The email specifically discouraged a request to use the right-of-way because the right-of-way 

Historic Landmarks Commission 
Minutes 01 -17-18 

Page 13of18 



is needed for other public uses. Removing additions to make the building fit somewhere seems 
inappropriate. A substantial alteration would result in a drastic diminishing of the historic character of 
the building. That option is a dead end from a historic preservation perspective as well as an 
economic feasibility perspective. 

• The use of other adjacent sites was considered by the Applicant. Statements indicate the Applicant 
does not want to move the building on to his lot because it would obstruct his view. The Applicant 
testified that this was just one of four factors as to why he could not proceed with rehabilitation. He 
believed the Applicant's efforts to rehabilitate the building in accordance with criteria and the 
applicable historic preservation policies were reasonable and adequate. It is easy to point out other 
things the Applicant could have considered, might consider, and that there is always a chance that 
something good could happen, but the Applicant's efforts to investigate and rehabilitate have been 
reasonable and adequate. 

• Development Code Criteria 2, 3 and 4 are not applicable because no new use has been proposed and 
the building has not been proposed to be moved. The Comprehensive Plan indicates the City will 
promote and encourage preservation and restoration of sites and structures. However, this is not the ' 
discussion before the HLC. The discussion is about what the Applicant has proposed in relation to the 
applicable criteria. He believed Criterion 1 had been met because the City, through its Comprehensive 
Plan, as implemented through its Development Code, has promoted and encouraged preservation 
efforts. It is not up to the Applicant to speak to what the City should do. Criterion 4 says the City 
should take a more active role in the designation of historic districts. He believed the City had done so, · 
but that is not applicable to the criteria for approval of this demolition request. The economic 
development goal is to encourage preservation of historic buildings and neighborhood sites, which has 
been accomplished through the Comprehensive Plan and Development Code. Specific Development 
Code criteria for demolitions state there needs to be a special case. He believed the applicable 
Comprehensive Plan and Development Code criteria have been met. 

Commissioner Burns stated the building official had not found the structure to be an immediate and real 
threat to public health, safety, and welfare. The Applicant has done a lot of due diligence and spent a lot of 
money. He did not know if it would be possible to sell the building. He suspected the Applicant had not 
explored tax credits and other incentives. He could not speak to whether the City would or would not 
enforce codes to prevent another slum lord situation from occurring if the building were sold. However, he 
agreed that removing additions from the building would dramatically impact the streetscape, possibly just 
as dramatically as demolishing the building. If new construction were proposed for the site, it would be 
reviewed by the HLC; so, the HLC could protect what the neighborhood might look like in the future. He 
did not believe all options had been explored, but also did not believe other options were likely. Removing 
additions from the house and moving it on to the right-of-way would not necessarily be an improvement. 

President Gunderson said in addition to Mr. Osborn spending money on this property, commercial 
buildings were being redone, the Flavel buildings were being brought back to life, and houses were being . 
reborn in neighborhoods, so, Mr. Osborn does not have the only wallet in town. Other people bid on the 
property alongside Mr. Osborn. She knew one of the other bidders did rehabilitation work, but she could 
not say whether they would still purchase this building now. Anything that happens to that property will 
have to be reviewed by the HLC and the systems in place provide no way for it to be continued as a slum. 
The building at 1030 Franklin was sold with agreements in place about what would and would not-be 
done. Mr. Osborn has that same option. 
• She was on the HLC several years ago when several people requested that the Commission do its job 

by preventing the Merwyn from being demolished. The community indicated it was the Commission's 
job to preserve the structures and homes in Astoria, and that they would be disappointed in the HLC if 
they allowed the Merwyn to be torn down. Many of the Commissioners walked in to that hearing with 

.... _ -·--···. . -·· . . Jhe feeling .that.they would let the Mel'.vyn go, but someone said Astoria did not need another hole . 
downtown. She was not convinced that the Merwyn was in the condition the Applicant claimed it was 
in, but the owner submitted geological and other reports saying the only option was to tear it down. 
The City was saying the building was leaning against the library and causing problems However, she 
listened to the community and asked why everyone waited until the hearing to save a building. The 
HLC is now at the same point with Mr. Osborn's property. The Merwyn will have life and will provide 
more affordable housing that Astoria needs. The HLC did what it set out to do. There are people out 
there, more than ever right now, who are rehabilitating buildings and homes. She did not believe Mr. 
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Osborn had exhausted all of the options. Astoria needs affordable housing and vernacular homes. 
She did not support the application. 

Commissioner Burns asked if the Applicant could be directed by the HLC to pursue other specified 
options. Planner Ferber replied yes. The application could be approved now, which would deny the 
demolition permit. The demolition could be approved, in which case Staff requested the hearing be 
continued to allow Staff time to draft findings of fact in support of the request. The hearing could also be 
continued to a date certain with additional conditions of approval that included any of the other options the 
HLC would like the Applicant to explore. 

Commissioner Burns confirmed that the Applicant's comments seemed to indicate he would be willing to 
entertain options for tax incentives if moving the building into the right-of-way was possible. He also 
believed selling the property should be explored because there were other bidders when Mr. Osborn 
purchased the property and he has heard others would be interested. He understood that everything could 
not be saved and did not want to make anyone feel like a hostage economically. However, other bidders 
were interested in this property. He wanted to allow others the option to decide whether they would 
rehabilitate the building. 

Commissioner Osterberg confirmed that allowing the Applicant more time to investigate alternatives would 
require a continuance. He asked how the 120-day appeal period would be impacted and whether there 
were special requirements for demolition requests. City Attorney Henningsgaard said he discouraged a 
continuance. The HLC's discussion has been about a range of speculative things that could occur and 
lead the HLC to decide one way or the other. That would be difficult to put into conditions of approval, 
which should be concrete and reliable. If the demolition request is denied, the Applicant has heard the 
HLC's concerns. If the demolition request is approved, the Applicant would not have to worry about a 
continuance. 

Commissioner Osterberg confirmed that denying the demolition request would not unnecessarily extend 
the hearing and would allow the Applicant to appeal to City Council. 

Commissioner McHone believed that the criteria for immediate removal had been met. He noted the 
criteria required any, not all, of the conditions listed be met. The structure has been damaged in excess of 
70 percent of its orig inal value. Planner Ferber clarified that criteria was for a Certificate of 
Appropriateness for Immediate Approval Certificate is specifically for immediate removal , which is 
approved administratively and not by the HLC. This application is now past that point. 

Commissioner Rathmell moved that the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) adopt the Findings and 
Conclusions contained in the Staff report and deny Demolition Request DM17-02 by Ted Osborn; 
seconded by President Gunderson. Motion tied 3 to 3. Ayes: President Gunderson, Commissioners 
Rathmell and Burns. Nays: Vice President Dieffenbach, Commissioners McHone and Osterberg. 

City Attorney Henningsgaard confirmed it would be inappropriate to reopen the hearing and recommended 
a motion to approve the request. If the vote on that motion is tied, the application would be denied. 

Planner Ferber recommended a continuance if the vote is to approve the demolition so Staff could 
prepare supporting Findings of Fact. City Attorney Henningsgaard noted the HLC could file the motion 
now and then Staff could prepare the Findings of Fact. 

Commissioner Osterberg moved that the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) approve Demolition 
Request DM17.-02 by Ted -Osborn and direct Staff to prepare Findings of Fact in support of the request; 
seconded by Commissioner McHone. Motion failed 3 to 3. Ayes: Vice President Dieffenbach, 
Commissioners McHone and Osterberg. Nays: President Gunderson, Commissioners Rathmell and 
Burns. 

President Gunderson read the rules of appeal into the record. 
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Planner Ferber confirmed she would get in touch with Commissioners to sign the appropriately worded 
order. 

The Commission proceeded to Item 7: Staff Updates at this time. 

ITEM 5(b): 

This item was addressed immediately following Item 4: Approval of Minutes. 

EX17-13 Exterior Alteration EX17-13 by Michelle Dieffenbach, Rickenbach Construction, Inc. to 
add an additional grain silo to the south side of the building and wind breaks to the front 
entrance doors at #1 3th Street. 

President Gunderson asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the HLC to hear this matter at this 
time. There were no objections. President Gunderson asked if any member of the HLC had a conflict of 
interest, or any ex parte contacts to declare. 

Vice President Dieffenbach recused herself from the hearing and stepped down from the dais 

Commissioner Burns stated he had eaten at Buoy Beer, and Andrew Bornstein and Luke Colvin are on his 
Board of Directors. However, he had not discussed this project with them and he did not believe his 
judgment or impartiality would be affected. 

President Gunderson requested a presentation of the Staff report. 

Planner Ferber presented the written Staff report with a PowerPoint presentation. No correspondence had . 
been received and Staff recommended approval of the request with the conditions noted in the report. 

Commissioner Osterberg asked if Staff recommended a condition of approval regarding the lease with the 
. Parks and Recreation Department be adopted. Planner Ferber clarified that the project was in compliance 
with the lease agreement, so no additional condition of approval would be necessary. 

President Gunderson opened public testimony for the hearing and asked for the Applicant's presentation. 

Dave Kroenig, 1168 14th Street, Astoria, said Buoy Beer needed to add a second silo because their 
supplier recently indicated they would be able to fill a particular ingredient in bulk. The second silo would 
be the same as the existing silo. He believed this would be the last silo they would need. The front doors 
slam shut and they have been worried about finger injuries. There have been none so far, but the glass 
windbreak will prevent the doors from slamming. 

President Gunderson called for any presentations by persons in favor of, impartial to or against the . 
application. Seeing none, she called for closing remarks of Staff. There were none. She closed the public . · 
testimony portion of the hearing and called for Commission discussion and deliberation. 

Commissioner Rathmell said the project would not change the historic character of the site, the fixtures 
could be removed if needed, and she did not have any concerns. 

Commissioners McHone and Osterberg stated they supported the application. Commissioner Osterberg 
added that the Commission did not need to adopt Condition 5. 

-· ··· . . . - - . . . - . . .. ·-·· .. ·- - - -· - ·- . . . . ·- .. . . .. . ... -· 

Commissioner Burns said the project meets the criteria and seems identical to what was approved in the 
past. 

Commissioner Osterberg moved that the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) adopt the Findings and 
Conclusions contained in the Staff report and approve Exterior Alteration EX 17-13 by Michelle 
Dieffenbach, without Condition of Approval 5; seconded by Commissioner Burns. Motion passed 
unanimously. 
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President Gunderson read the rules of appeal into the record. 

ITEM 5(c): 

NC17-07 New Construction EX17-07 by Michelle Dieffenbach, Rickenbach Construction, Inc. to 
add a 1760 square-foot enclosure for a cooler in the parking lot across from #1 81h Street. 

President Gunderson asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the HLC to hear this matter at this 
time. There were no objections. President Gunderson asked if any member of the HLC had a conflict of 
interest, or any ex parte contacts to declare. 

Commissioner Burns stated he had eaten at Buoy Beer, and Andrew Bornstein and Luke Colvin are on his 
Board of Directors. However, he had not discussed this project with them and he did not believe his 
judgment or impartiality would be affected. 

President Gunderson requested a presentation of the Staff report. 

Planner Ferber presented the written Staff report with a PowerPoint presentation. She noted typographical 
errors in the Staff report would be corrected and confirmed no house was involved in the project. She 
presented recommended changes to Condition of Approval 4 from "dissolving" to "updating" easement 
language associated with the site. No correspondence had been received and Staff recommended 
approval of the request. 

President Gunderson opened publ ic testimony for the hearing and asked for the Applicant's presentation. 

Dave Kroenig, 1168 141h Street, Astoria, said he had considered adjacent options inside buildings so that 
parking would not be taken up. However, while working with property owners and the City, some zoning 
issues came up in those buildings. This is the only spot to put a cooler of this size. The previous cooler he 
asked the City to approve was a bridge to future expansion, but then they learned the cooler could only be 
placed in the parking. Rather than building the smaller one, they decided to go with the larger option being 
proposed today. He did not anticipate any issues with meeting the conditions of approval. 

President Gunderson called for any presentations by persons in favor of, impartial to or against the 
application. Seeing none, she called for closing remarks of Staff. 

Planner Ferber explained that the pedestrian bridge in the current parking lot would be expanded for. 
forklift access, and a new pedestrian access would be included in the reconfiguration of the parking lot to 
provide direct access to the front door. 

President Gunderson closed the public testimony portion of the hearing and called for Commission 
discussion and deliberation. 

Commissioner Osterberg believed the application met all of the criteria and he agreed with the 
conclusions in the Staff report. 

Commissioners Burns and McHone stated they had no objections. 

Commissioner Rathmell supported the request. 

-·- - ·- .. 
President Gunderson noted the Applicants had done an excellent job on all of the requests the HLC had 
been asked to review. 

Commissioner Osterberg moved that the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) adopt the Findings and 
Conclusions contained in the Staff report and approve New Construction NC17-07 by Michelle 
Dieffenbach, with changes to Condition of Approval 4 as stated by Staff; seconded by Commissioner 
Burns. Motion passed unanimously. 

Historic Landmarks Commission 
Minutes 01-17-18 
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President Gunderson read the rules of appeal into the record . 

Vice President Dieffenbach returned to the dais. 

The Commission proceeded to Item 5(a) at this time. 

REPORTS OF OFFICERS/COMMISSIONERS - ITEM 6: 
There were none. 

STAFF UPDATES- ITEM 7: 
This item was addressed immediately following Item 5(a): DM17-07. 

Planner Ferber briefly provided updates on approval 2018 CLG funds, the February HLC meeting date, 
and an upcoming talk about the Flavel House by John Goodenberger. 

MISCELLANEOUS - ITEM 8: 
There were none. 

PUBLIC ·coMMENTS - ITEM 9: 
President Gunderson confirmed that all members of the public had left the meeting. 

Vice President Dieffenbach asked if the City could require an applicant to get geological reports done by a 
third party when there are two conflicting geological reports done by the same person in the City's files. 

Planner Ferber stated in this case, the two geological reports were for different properties and were 
completed at differenttimes. Any time Staff has questions about information provided by the Applic~nt, 
they request additional information. 

Commissioner Burns did not believe it would be a good idea to call out a professional's expertise or to 
make applicants spend more money. Commissioner Osterberg suggested the HLC request the City 
Engineer review the reports and submit his conclusion to the Commission. 

The Commission proceeded to Item 3: Election of Officers at this time. 

ADJOURNMENT: 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 10: 12 pm. 

APPROVED: 

~~ 
City Planner 

Historic Landmarks Commission 
· Minutes 01-17-18 

Page 18of18 



1 
 

 Distribution  Safety Committee Members  Employee Bulletin Boards & Files 
For Information Only  Ken Hansen, Police Dept., President H.R. Reading File  City Hall 
Angela Cosby   Brett Estes  Jimmy Pearson, Library   Safety Committee Notebook 
Jeff Harrington   Geoff Spalding Mark Montgomery, Parks Dept.   Police   Library 
Jimmy Pearson   Paul Gascoigne, Fire Dept.   Fire Headquarters Fire Station 2 
    Ben Small, City Hall   Public Works  Bear Creek 
Fire Dept. Committee Members Chris Gramson, Public Works  Waste Water Treatment Plant 
Paul Gascoigne Aaron Bielemeier Susan Brooks, Director of Finance & Parks Shops                 Aquatic Center 
            Administrative Services Port of Play/Lil’ Sprouts Academy 
         Astoria Recreation Center 
 

CITY OF ASTORIA SAFETY COMMITTEE 
Minutes of February 15, 2018 Meeting 

 
PRESENT 
Ken Hansen-Police Dept, Mark Montgomery-Parks Dept., Ben Small-City Hall, Chris Gramson-Public Works,  
Paul Gascoigne-Fire Dept. 
 
ABSENT 
Jimmy Pearson-Library  
 
The meeting was called to order by Ken Hansen at Taylor at 8:30 a.m. 
 
APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MINUTES 
The minutes of the January 18 were unavailable for review. 
  
SAFETY INSPECTION REPORTS 

• Public Works 1st quarter. 
• Fire Department – both stations -  1st quarter. 
• Police Department 1st quarter. 
• Ben Small indicated City Hall report will be submitted in the upcoming weeks. 
• Mark Montgomery indicated Parks reports will be submitted in upcoming weeks.  

 
SAFETY INSPECTION COMMENTS 

• The Fire and Police Departments had no issues with inspections to report. 
• The Public Works Department reported some housekeeping items along with potential to convert a 

light fixture at Headworks to a motion sensor. 
 
ACCIDENT/INCIDENT REPORTS 

• One accident report involving a member of the public tripping and falling at a facility due to uneven 
concrete.  Information submitted to CIS for claim review. 

• We are still working on recovery for one of two rear-end accidents for same vehicle. 
  

OLD BUSINESS 
• Active Shooter training was conducted at City Hall on January 9. 

 
NEW BUSINESS 

• Ken Hansen asked for consideration of installation of an additional camera in City Hall on the second 
floor.  This came as a suggestion from the Active Shooter training.  Susan indicated the estimated costs 
has been added to the Capital Improvement Budget requests for FY 18-19 consideration. 
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• Susan let committee know CIS and our insurance broker, Propel will be meeting with City’s executive 
team on February 22, 2018 to review best practices and to discuss Cyber Liability and benchmarking.  
Cyber Liability is a big discussion for future insurance costs.  The City has been working to enhance our 
systems and reduce vulnerabilities which may have been noticed with iFocus roll out of scanning on 
open link items (so we have all probably noticed it takes a little longer to open those pdf documents).  
This is one step to helping insulate from cyber hacking which has seen an increase in the last few years.  
We are also looking at user awareness and communications as the biggest vulnerabilities are 
scammers sending authentic looking e-mails to users who click on suspect links.  There will likely be 
more to come in the near future as we determine CIS focus in the coming year and the potential 
impacts to rates. 

• Chris Gramson asked if Susan would be willing to discuss Cyber Liability with Public Works and she 
asked to be invited to a future meeting to present some quick tips for computers/e-mail and also 
helpful information for keeping credit cards less vulnerable. 

• Susan also discussed the City’s progress on updating the Continuing Operations Plan (COOP) and 
Continuing Operations of Government (COG) plans with the assistance of Jason Pollack who is working 
with the City through Americorps RARE program.  Jason has been working with each department head 
to gather information for emergency/disaster scenario continuity.  This was a best practice 
recommendation from CIS last year which the City is making good progress on thanks to the RARE 
grant awarded to the City.  In addition levels of Incident Command System (ICS) training have been 
developed for department heads and Key Public Safety department heads which are to have training 
to ICS 300 level or ICS 400 level, respectively.  Key Public Safety Department Heads and City Manager 
gave at least ICS 400 level training completed and most other department heads have at least ICS 300 
level obtained. 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:03 a.m. 
 
NEXT MEETING PLACE: Public Safety Building Conf. Room     DATE: March 15, 2018 TIME: 8:30 a.m. 
 
Minutes Respectfully Submitted by:  Susan Brooks 
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DATE: MARCH 12, 201'8 

TO: /\ ,...~YOR AND CITY COUNCIL 

FROM: {}@BRETT ESTES, CITY MANAGER 

SUBJECT: APPEAL 18-01 BY TED OSBORN OF DEMOLITION REQUEST 17-02 
AT 347 ALAMEDA AVENUE 

Background 

On January 17, 2018 the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) held a public hearing and 
reviewed a request to demolish a multi-family dwelling at 347 Alameda Avenue. The 
structure is a primary contributing structure in the Uniontown Historic District. With a vote of 
three to three, which constitutes a denial, the HLC denied the request. On January 30, 2018 
Mr. Osborn submitted an appeal of the HLC decision of denial of the demolition. 

A Notice of Appeal on the HLC decision was submitted by Ted Osborn on January 30, 
2018. With the Notice of Appeal, the applicant also submitted additional financial 
calculations and a letter from a structural engineer. The appeal states that the request 
should be approved based on the following issues: 

\. 

1) Criteria in Article 6.0808: Eligibility for immediate approval for demolition 
2) Criteria in 6.080 C 1: "The structure cannot be economically rehabilitated on the site 

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

3) Applicability of the Comprehensive Plan. 

Mr. Osborn's documentation to the reasons for the appeal are attached. 

Supplemental Findings of Fact 

The following Findings of Fact are supplemental to the Findings adopted by the HLC on 
January 17, 2018 and address the issues raised in the appeal. 

1) Criteria in Article 6.0808: Eligibility for immediate approval for demolition 

Finding 
The applicant noted in his appeal that the Historic Preservation Officer shall issue a 
certificate of Appropriateness for moving or demolition citing the requirements of 
immediate approval in Article 6.080 8: 

The Historic Preservation Officer shall issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for 
moving or demolition if any of the following conditions exist: 
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1. The structure has been damaged in excess of 70% of its assessed value by fire, 
flood, wind, or other natural disaster or by vandalism; or 

2. The Building Official finds the structure to be an immediate and real threat to the 
public health, safety and welfare .All other requests will be reviewed by the Historic 
Landmarks Commission. 

The building has been damaged due to neglect by previous owners, and not through 
by fire, flood, wind, or other natural disaster or by vandalism. The applicant notes 
staff did not present supporting evidence. With any land use permit, the burden of 
evidence is required by applicant. Many properties in Astoria are within slide zones. 
Movement of the hill and associated costs in damage to the property do not fall 
under the intent of 6.080 81 which is properties damaged specifically by fire, wind, 
natural disasters or vandalism. A specific catastrophic event damaging a property in 
excess of 70% of its assessed value would be more likely to be eligible for a 
certificate of appropriateness, not a structure that has slowly been neglected. 

As noted in the original findings of fact reviewed by the HLC, the City's building 
inspector deemed the site a safety hazard, however it was not deemed an 
immediate and real threat to public health, safety and welfare. With neither of these 
two conditions met, Article 6.080 requires review by the Historic Landmarks 
Commission. In addition, article 9.010 (H) outlies options for review in the permitting 
process. 

"The Community Development Director may determine that a permit should be 
reviewed by a Commission/Committee in lieu of an Administrative Review to protect 
the best interests of the surrounding property or neighborhood or the City as a 
whole." 

In the best interest of the City as a whole, and without meeting conditions of 
immediate approval, the Historic Landmarks Commission reviewed the request. A 
certificate of appropriateness issued by staff would not involve public notice or public 
input. 

2) Criteria in 6.080 C 1: "The structure cannot be economically rehabilitated on the site 
to provide a reasonable income or residential environment compared to structures in 
the general area." 

Finding 
Rehabilitation of the site is costly, however there was a gap in the financial analysis 
submitted by the applicant. The applicant chose not to include any historic 
preservation incentives such as Special Assessment, grants, or tax credits in the 
figures. The application did not exhaust all opportunities to off-set costs for 
rehabilitation. Nor did the applicant pursue income analysis beyond renting out the 
apartments. The site could be rehabilitated and sold. 
In early October 2017, Mr. Osborn attended a pre-application meeting for options for 
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the historic structure he purchased. In the following weeks, Public Works and 
Planning staff reviewed options to move the structure into the adjacent public right of 
way and required permitting. Public Works outlined initial concerns with the request 
specifically the availability of use of private property already owned by Mr. Osborn. 
An adjacent parcel owned by Mr. Osborn could be utilized prior to vacating public 
property for private use. The initial concerns by Public Works were not a final 
determination of the possibility to occupy the right of way. A request to occupy or 
vacate the right of way requires review and consideration by the City Council. 

At this point, staff worked with the applicant to explore a number of scenarios for the 
site. On November 8, 2017, Mr. Osborn submitted a demolition request (DM17-02). 
In an email dated December 19, 2017, staff solicited direction from Mr. Osborn as he 
had submitted both a permit for demolition, and a property acquisition form to occupy 
the right of way and potentially move the building. Mr. Osborn chose to continue 
pursuing a demolition request. 

3) Findings related to the Comprehensive Plan. 

Finding 
The applicant states that the "Comprehensive Plan is not City Code ... and does not 
itself create legal obligations." In fact, Oregon Land Use laws require local 
comprehensive plans, as a basis for more specific rules and regulations. 
Supplemental information outlines the role of the Comprehensive Plan in land use 
actions. The City's Comprehensive Plan requires the following in CP.005: 

All City ordinances, policies and actions must be consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan. Where there is a conflict between the Plan and ordinances and other City 
policies, the Plan shall prevail. The comprehensive Plan is intended to be consistent 
with itself and coordinated with other plans.' That is, the various policies are intended 
to interrelate not only with each other, but with those of Clatsop County and special 
districts within the Urban Growth Boundary. Where inconsistent policies are found, 
they must be corrected by a Plan amendment." 

In addition to section CP.250 Historic Preservation Goals, CO .255 Historic 
Preservation Policies, CP .204 Economic Development and CP. 210 are addressed 
in the original findings of fact. 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that the City Council hold the public hearing on the appeal, review the 
new testimony, and consider the Historic Landmarks Commission decision to deny the 
demolition request. Regardless of the direction, the City Council will need to adopt 
applicable Findings of Fact which have the basis of their decision. 

By::::~=?'~~ 7 . 

Nancy Ferber, Planner 
Community Development Department 
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Introduction: 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN IN LAND USE ACTIONS 
September 26, 2017 

At times, there have been questions as to the validity of including the Comprehensive Plan 
during the review of land use actions. The following are some of the Plan and Code sections 
that refer to consistency with the Comprehensive Plan. While not specifically addressed in 
every land use permit criteria, the following explains why review of the Comprehensive Plan 
is appropriate. 

Code and Plan Review: 

A. Comprehensive Plan Section CP.005, Land and Water Use Element, General Plan 
Philosophy and Policy Statement states that: 

"The City of Astoria's 1979 Comprehensive Plan was revised under the requirements 
of Oregon Revised Statutes Chapter 197. The State Planning Law, generally referred 
to as Senate Bill 100, requires that local comprehensive plans: 

1. Must be adopted by the governing body; 

2. Are expressions of public policy in the form of policy statements, generalized 
maps and standards and guidelines; 

3. Shall be the basis for more specific rules, regulations and ordinances which 
implement the policies expressed through the comprehensive plans; 

4. Shall be prepared to assure that all public actions are consistent and 
coordinated with the policies expressed through the comprehensive plans; and 

... All City ordinances, policies and actions must be consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan. Where there is a conflict between the Plan and ordinances and 
other City policies, the Plan shall prevail. The comprehensive Plan is intended to be 
consistent with itself and coordinated with other plans. That is, the various policies are 
intended to interrelate not only with each other, but with those of Clatsop County and 
special districts within the Urban Growth Boundary. Where inconsistent policies are 
found, they must be corrected by a Plan amendment." 

Comment: The City is required to have a Comprehensive Plan, and specific codes 
such as the Development Code, must be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. If 
there is a conflict, the Comprehensive Plan would prevail. Therefore, review of the 
Comprehensive Plan sections on any land use permit is needed to confirm 
consistency with the Plan. 

1 
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B. Development Code "Purpose" section of all zones states that ''The policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan, applicable overlay zone standards, and the standards listed 
below, will be adhered to." 

Comment: All uses within a zone must comply with the Comprehensive Plan. 
Therefore, it is appropriate to review the Comprehensive Plan for consistency when 
reviewing any land use permit includes historic review. 

C. Development Code Section 6.040.E, Historic Landmark Establishment, Criteria for 
Historic Landmark Designation, states that: 

"The Historic Landmarks Commission shall consider and weigh the following criteria in 
making a determination of potential historic significance . .. 
7. The request shall be consistent with the applicable goals and policies of the 

Comprehensive Plan." 

Comment: This is one of the newest sections of the Historic Landmarks section of the 
Development Code. To clarify the need for consistency with the Comprehensive Plan, 
Section 7 was added at the time the amended Section 6.040 was adopted. Staff did 
not believe it is necessary to add this statement to all land use criteria as it is assumed 
by the above noted Plan and Code language. 

Conclusion: Review of the Comprehensive Plan and consistency of any land use action 
with the Plan is inherent within the intent of the Comprehensive Plan as required by State 
Law and can be part of any staff report, findings of fact, or decision on any land use action. 

2 
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NOTICE OF APPEAL

1-30-18 Notice of Appeal AP18-01 dated January 30, 2018 by Ted 
and Wendy Osborn of Demolition Request DM17-02
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CITY OF ASTORIA 
Founded 1811 • Incorporated 1856 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

~ee Paid Date Ch<U.c,,/Z'<~ By ~r- 16 
Fee: $500.00 ~ No. AP 1~~¢1 

rr==========================================================;i o 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 

Property Address: __ ~_._.,._4--'-7-'----'-,,6_L/>-__;___H_i::::_D._:,6.._· _P._._V_E.._-_·~....:.,,&::=_~_f _o_FZ-_ IA ____ _ 
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u.l 
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This Appeal is filed with the City of Astoria, in accordance with Development Code Section 9.040, 

on a decision and/or ruling dated I/ 1 7 /' '8 

Commission (Department/Commission/Committee/City Official) 
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(If additional space is needed, attach additional sheets.) 
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City Hall •1095 Duane Street• Astoria OR 97103 •Phone 503-338-5183 •Fax 503-338-6538 
planninq@astoria.or.us • www. astoria.or.us 

3/13/2018 
Page3



SUPPLEMENTAL DOCUMENT

3/13/2018 
Page4



January 30, 2018 

Astoria Mayor and Council Members 
Astoria City Hall 
1095 Duane Street 
Astoria OR 97103 

Project 
Subject: 

Demolition Request OM 17-02 347 Alameda Ave. 
Appeal 

Astoria City Council: 

We as applicants are seeking approval to demolish the deteriorated, "dead," and 
very dangerous building at 347 Alameda Ave. Our facts related to building 
condition, estimated rehabilitation cost, and anticipated income were included in 
the initial application of 11/8/2017. Those facts strongly supported immediate 
approval for demolition per code Article 6.080 81 and 82, and have not been 
challenged. Staff findings, directed toward denial of the application, are not 
supported by evidence. Nevertheless, we were referred to the Historic 
Landmarks Commission (HLC) with a recommendation to deny. 

The HLC decision to deny was a 3-3 vote with one commissioner absent. 

Votes in favor of the applicant were based on an understanding of the 
disproportionate costs and the facts of the case. Two votes against chose 
preservation at any cost, ignoring the code stipulations. There was an 
assumption that there had to be an "angel" out there somewhere and we just 
hadn't looked hard enough. 

HLC did not add or amend findings specific to their review. 

We are appealing several findings in the staff report, which by default are also 
the findings of the HLC. With this letter we appeal the January 17 decision of 
the Historic Landmarks Commission to the Astoria City Council. 

The first finding is staffs rejection of the criteria for immediate approval, 6.0808: 

The Historic Preservation Officer shall issue a Certificate of 
Appropriateness for moving or demolition if any of the following conditions 
exist: 

1. The structure has been damaged in excess of 70% of its assessed value 
by fire, flood, wind, or other natural disaster or by vandalism: or 

2. The Building Official finds the structure to be an immediate and real 
threat to the public health, safety and welfare. 
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These are two of only three code stipulations that protect an owner from 
to spend too much on a compromised building or live with an unsafe structure. 
B 1 is the only stipulation that provides a numerical formula by which to evalua 
what level of cost is reasonable. 

The staff report, referring to B 1, questions how much of the building damage wa~ .. : 
actually a result of the movement of the hill without (a) viewing the condition of 
the foundation or (b) doing the math contained within the application, thereby 
dismissing the 70% cost issue. Staff presented no supporting evidence. 

Our engineering reports determine decisively that the gradual but ongoing 
movement of the hillside into which the building is embedded is the natural 
disaster responsible for the demise of this building. 

The loss of the foundation and resulting loss of structural integrity led to high 
rehabilitation costs that stem from the displacement of the building. Slide-related 
costs for shoring, demolition, fortifying the hill, building a new foundation, shear 
bracing, and other items required to meet current code, are in excess of 
$460,000 or about 260% of the number ($175,000) that would automatically 
trigger demolition approval. (Work scope listed specifically in the original 
application document) 

This should have been an automatic trigger for immediate approval and 
we ask City Council to make that determination. 

Similarly, referring to B2, Staff "red tagged" the building, and found it to be 
"dangerous and unfit for occupancy" but not "an immediate and real threat to the 
public health, safety, or welfare," thus dismissing this second code protection out 
of hand. This critical subjective finding was made by a self-professed 
inexperienced Building Inspector who was appalled by what he saw, and 
planning staff that has yet to go inside the building. 

Engineers, contractors, and preservationists who have been in the building 
all believe that this structure is in such condition as to be an imminent 
threat to safety. 

Our structural engineer, Andrew Stricker (see letter of November 3, 2017 and 
additional letter of January 25, 2018 enclosed herein}, argues that "the structure 
goes beyond being just plain unsafe" and "presents an inherent danger to the 
surrounding neighborhood and community ... an earthquake, an extreme wind 
event, a serious rainfall event that causes the hillside to move substantially, a 
fire ... could bring it down immediately." 

This should have been an automatic trigger for immediate approval and 
we ask City Council to make that determination. 
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Once the demolition request was referred to the HLC, that panel is charged with 
reviewing the building on the basis of four specific criteria, only one of which 
considers the costs for rehabilitation, namely Section 6.080 C1 which is the 
determination of: 

" ... whether the building can be economically rehabmtated on the site to 
provide a reasonable income or residential environment compared to 
structures in the general area." 

Staff, referring to C 1, agreed that this building could not be rehabilitated at a 
reasonable cost as an apartment building, but went on to require us to look for a 
use that would generate more income. 

Total investment costs are estimated at $885,000, compared to income 
projections of $427,000 to $526,000, representing a probable loss of $359,000 to 
$458,000. The site has been judged unsafe. "No" is the answer to the test of 
whether the building can be economically rehabilitated on the site. Staff agrees 
with the numbers. City Code does not require that the owner seek sources of 
greater income. 

Once past finding C1, staff and HLC had completed review of any and all 
stipulations that could protect an owner from having to overspend to bring a dead 
building back to life. But the staff report went on to address "what-ifs." 

C2 There is demonstrated public need for a new use, if any is proposed. 
None proposed: Not applicable 

C3 The proposed development, if any, is compatible with the surrounding 
area ... 
None proposed: Not applicable 

C4 If the building is proposed to be moved, the new site and surrounding area 
will benefit from the move. 
Not proposed: Not applicable 

Next, pages 7 - 9 of the Staff report address findings related to the 
Comprehensive Plan. 

The Comprehensive Plan is not City Code. It expresses a desirable direction for 
the City to take but it does not by itself create legal obligations. 

All the remaining findings suggest that we find an "angel," or give the building 
away, or turn it into an assisted living facility or any of the other uses allowed in 
the R3 zone. Since we sit here in possession of a dead and dangerous structure 
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and no usable site, these findings are gratuitous and unhelpful, and they do not 
represent legal obligations for us as owners. 

The facts in our Proposal to Demolish (dated 11/8/2017) related to scope, 
estimated cost, and projected income, are clear, have not been challenged, and 
stand strongly as the basis of this appeal. 

• Neither the current site nor the land to the north is safe for further 
construction. 

• The building can't be moved and rehabilitated at a reasonable cost. 

• The income from a moved and rehabilitated building is not close to 
financial feasibility. 

We respectfully request that you consider the code, consider the facts, consider 
the ambivalence of the HLC hearing, resist the "save at any cost" argument, 
overturn the 3-3 decision from the HLC, and allow us to raze 347 Alameda Ave. 

Thank you for your thoughtful deliberation of this appeal. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Ted and Wendy Osborn 

Enclosures: 

Attachment A - Summary of Data and Observations 

Letter by Structural Engineer Andrew Stricker (dated 1/25/18) 
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Summary of Data Attachment 

• 3 1/2 story apartment building on 3600 sq. ft. (sub-standard) lot 

• 4680 sq. ft. building area (6000 sq. ft. including daylight basement) 

• 6 small apartments (3 2-bedroom, 2 1-bedroom, 1 studio) 

• Appraised value 

• Purchase price 

• Rehabilitation costs 

• Total investment 

• Annual income 

• Building value to investors 

• Projected loss 

Observations 

$250,000 (2017) $189,000 (2018) 

$195,000 

$690,000+ 

$885,000+ (Projected) 

$34,200 (3.86% rate of return) 

$526,000-427,000@ 6.5- 8% return 

$359,000-458,000 

• All persons who have been inside the building since the application 
process was initiated, including five engineers, two building inspectors, 
three insurance inspectors, four contractors, seven sub-contractors, 
thirteen preservationists, and eleven neighbors, have considered the 
building very dangerous, a threat to their safety, and not salvageable at 
reasonable cost. 

• All persons who have voted to save the building or wished to have the 
building rehabilitated have not been inside the building or around its full 
perimeter. 
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complete upgrade of the fin.ishe.s and fixtures . T here is very likely mois ture damage throughout 
the build ing. Exacerbat ing this would be trying to work \vithin the confines of a severely · 
damaged building. E:;sentially, the framing and fi nisb work wou ld need to be done adjacent ~ 
framing tbat is in various stages of disrepair. g5 

The code issues alone would trigger changes that could be insurmoLrnLable without some 
conce.ss ions by the Bui lding Official. 

il
U) 

< 
u. 
0 

TI1c finishing aspects o f rebuild ing the house to a semblance of its historical appearance wouht' 
be a very expensive part of the prOl.:CSS as wel l. However, the key issue is that the framework 
and code issues would bigger costs that d\.vaif these costs . Thus, tbis would a case of creating an 
extremely expensive frame for an inexpensive painting. 

In re.v iewing the assessed va lue of the bu ilding, you have given me a cun-ent appraised value of 
~250,000 for the strucrure. As I understand it, you have a threshold value of $175,000 to 
determine whether you need lo repair il or no!. The building has roug hly 6000 square feet 
including the basement. Based on current construction costs and the unique fouodation 
requirements, it is my opinion lliat the construc ti on would cost somewhere around $900,000, 
possibly more. Further. if you elect to repair the buildi.ng instead, l believe thaL the renovation 
costs would be on lhc same order of magnitude as a new structure, and possibly more. The 
foundation costs and temporal)' shoring and cribbing cost \\1ou ld exceed that for a IJCW 

foundation and the remaining framing costs \.VOU.ld be about the same order of magnitude as ne w 
framin g. 

Safe ty: 

There is no doubt that the bui lding is unsafe to occupy. In its present condirion, the building 
could easily be broken into by squatters and it is easily a target fo r vandalism. Thus, it presents 3 

risk to the general puhl ic. 

Further there is no doubt that this will b~ a very c;;xpensivc and inherently dangerous construction 
proj ect. You would need a very compelling argument co proceed . The design , permitting and 
preparation for such a project would be a six month to one-year period. Constrncrion would 
1 ikely take in excess of a year. So. you an: looking at up to a tvv·o-ycar period, or more. This 
would be to repair <'Ill irreparably damaged bui ld ing. 

My current assessment is that th e structure goes beyond being j ust plain w1safe. It pwsenls an 
in11crcnt danger to the surrounding neighborhood <md communiry. There arc several events that 
could bring it down immediately; an earthquake, an extreme wind event, a serious rainfall event 
that causes the.; hillside lo move s ubstant ially, a fire, etc. There are conditions in the foundation 
area that could change dramatically based on sometbiug as simple as a heavy rainfall event In 
short, the build1ng presents enough of a danger to the community that is should be demolished as 
soon as the project can be arranged. 
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Conclusion. : 

~ 
er: 
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ef) 
<( 
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0 
It is my opinion that tbc demolition of tile building should be undertaken as soon as tbc proje0 
can be scheduled. Part of the planning should include mitigation of the p resent slopc conditi~) 

by means of a reliab le retaining \Vall system. 

lei us know if you have any further con{;cms or would l ikc to clisclL';s your project. \Ve \VOtild 

be happy lu assist you in any \Vay. 

Be.st regards, 

A11dy Stricker, SE 

QC -c::> 
('..! 

= 
~ 

z 
<t _..., 

(/) 
LU 
0 
0 
0 
C) 
z 
0 
-1 
~ .. .,,.... 

3/13/2018 
Page12



ORDERS AND FINDINGS OF FACT

1-19-2018 Order and Findings of Fact for denial of Demolition 
Request DM17-02 by the Historic Landmarks Commission 
on January 17, 2018
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/ 

BEFORE THE HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMISSION 
OF THE CITY OF ASTORIA 

IN THE MATTER OF A DEMOLITION REQUEST 

FOR THE FOLLOWING PROPERTY: MAP T8N-R9W 
SECTION ?CD; TAX LOT 6200; LOT(S) 23&24; 
BLOCK 17; TAYLOR'S;347 ALAMEDA AVE, 
ASTORIA OR 97103 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Mail~~-+-~-
Email ____ _ 

Web 

ZONING: R-3, HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL 

APPLICANT: TED OSBORN, P.O. BOX 656 
ASTORIA OR 97103 

) ORDER NO. DM17-02 
) 
) 
) 
) 

The above named applicant applied to the City for Demolition Request DM17-02 to request demolition of 
historic property at 347 Alameda Ave, Astoria, Oregon 97103. 

A public hearing on the above entitled matter was held before the Historic Landmarks Commission on 
January 17, 2018; and the Historic Landmarks Commission closed the public hearing and rendered a 
decision at the January 17, 2018 meeting. 

The Historic Landmarks Commission orders that this application for a Demolition Request 
OM 17-02 is denied and adopts the findings of fact and conclusions of law attached hereto. 

The effective date of this approval is 15 days following the signing of this order, subject to any attached 
conditions. A copy of the application, all documents and evidence relied upon by the applicant, the staff 
report, and applicable criteria are available for inspection at no cost and will be provided at reasonable 
cost. 

This decision may be appealed to the City Council by the applicant, party to the hearing, or a party who 
responded in writing by filing an appeal with the City within 15 days of this date (Section 9.040) . 

DATE SIGNED: JANUARY 17, 2018 

HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMISSION 

ommissioner 

t&v;il aj~&ae.L 
Commissioner 

Commissioner 

BEFORE THE HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMISSION 
OF THE CITY OF ASTORIA 

3/13/2018 
Page14



STAFF REPORT AND FINDINGS OF FACT 

January 10, 2018 

TO: HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMISSION 

FROM: NANCY FERBER, PLANNER?~~ 
SUBJECT: DEMOLITION REQUEST (DM17-02) BY TED AND WENDY OSBORN TO 

DEMOLISH A HISTORIC STRUCTURE AT 347 ALAMEDA AVENUE 

I. BACKGROUND SUMMARY 

A Applicant: 

B. Owner: 

D. Location: 

Ted and Wendy Osborn 
PO Box 656 
Astoria, OR 97103 

Edward K Osborn and Wendy L Osborn 
PO Box 656 
Astoria, OR 97103 

347 Alameda Ave; Map T8N R9W Section ?CD, Tax Lot 
6200; Lot 23 & 24, Block 17, Taylor's, R-3 

1 

E. Proposal: To demolish a three and one half story primary contributing 
historic building 

F. Classification: 

G. Previous 

Primary historic structure in the Uniontown-Alameda 
National Register Historic District 

HLC Applications: N/A 

II. BACKGROUND 

The Queen Anne style structure is a three 
and one half story apartment building with a 
unique irregular layout. It was constructed 
ca 1908. It is located on the south side of 
Alameda Avenue, adjacent to an 
undeveloped public right of way. It is 
bounded on the west by the Kingston right 
of way; on the east by a single family 
dwelling owned by the applicant, and on the 
north by a vacant lot. The lot to the north 
was previously occupied by 349 Alameda-a 
single story structure with a gabled roof and 
intersecting side gables. Remnants of a concrete structure are on the north lot as well . 

T:\General CommDev\HLC\Permits\Demolition\DM 17_ 02_347 _A/ameda_ Ted_Wendy_ Osbom\DM17-
02_347_A/ameda_ Ted_ Wendy_ Osbom_R3_Demo_F/NAL 1-10-18.docx 
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The 349 Alameda building was a non-contributing structure built in 1920. The site of 
the previous structure is now used as additional access to the applicant's single family 
dwelling. Aerial photos of the site on the following pages show changes from 2004-
2010-2015. 

T:\General CommDev\HLC\Permits\Demolition\DM 17 _ 02_ 347 _Alameda_ Ted_ Wendy_ Osbom\DM17-
02_ 347 _Alameda_ Ted_ Wendy_ Osbom_R3_Demo_F/NAL 1-10-18.docx 
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4 

BUILDING HISTORY AND CURRENT USE/CONDITION 

According to Polk's Astoria's City and Clatsop County Directory, the apartment building 
was owned in 1908 by Henrik Reinikki. Other residents include John Hyvari and Jacob 
Lahti, both fishermen, and Bekka Rasinen, a laborer. Henrik Reinikki was a fisherman 
and president of the Apostolic Lutheran Congregational Church in 1921, the year he 
and his wife Kate moved from the residence. Other occupants include John, 
incorporator of Astoria's Finnish Tannery, and Edith Pirila; Gust, a laborer, and Betty 
Panso; and Richard, a carpenter, and Hilda Sinko. 

The building has since been used for multi-family housing 
and has fellen into disrepair over the past few years. 

The historic inventory notes the cross gable roof has 
original gabled donners on the west elevation and newer 
gabled donner on the south elevation. The gable ends are 
pedimented and a wide frieze board extends around the 
perimeter of the building. Weatherboard clads the upper stories and 
vertical boarding covers the concrete foundation. Fenestration is regular 
with two sets of one over one double hung wood sash windows located on 
each story. Some of the attic windows have been altered to aluminum frame 
fixed pane. A shed roof two story wing is located on the rear elevation and two, two 
story flat roofed projections are located on the north elevation on either side of the 
main building volume. The building, set back approximately ten feet, faces southwest 
on Kingston (not a through street). 

The building is currently in severely deteriorated condition, both inside and on the 
exterior due to neglect and geological impacts at the site. The applicant has submitted 
a geotechnical report outlining structural issues with the site. 

In October 2017 at the request of the applicant for inspection, the Building Official 
deemed the site a safety hazard for occupancy. However it was not classified as an 
immediate threat to public health and safety- a classification which is required for 
immediate approval for demolition. 

At this point, staff worked the applicant to explore a number of scenarios for the site 
including: 

• Saving and restoring the structure on the existing site 
• Restoring the structure and moving out of the slide area to the property owned 

by the applicant just to the north of the site 
• Restoring a portion of the structure on site 
• Restoring a portion of the structure and moving it outside of the geologic hazard 

area into the Kingston right of way (requires approval of a street vacation) 
• Demolishing the building (current proposal) 

T:\General CommDev\HLC\Permits\Demolition\DM 17_02_347_Alameda_ Ted_ Wendy_ Osbom\DM17-
02_347 _Alameda_ Ted_ Wendy_ Osbom_R3_Demo_FINAL 1-10-18.docx 
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PROPOSED USE 

The applicant is proposing to demolish the three and one half story building and leave 
the site vacant. There is no new proposed development. The applicant states the 
building cannot be economically rehabilitated to provide a reasonable income. The 
building is severely deteriorated in the interior and exterior and will require extensive 
work to rehabilitate. A financial breakdown submitted by the applicant is included with 
supplemental information. 

Rehabilitation would involve but is not limited to: structural bracing and tie-back 
anchors, removing chimneys, stabilizing the building, disposal deteriorated flooring 
and framing, repairing the foundation and footing, new framing, repairing siding, 
repairing interior walling, reroofing and painting. The applicant states it is not 
economically feasible to rehabilitate the building to the most recent use. 

5 

No plans or proposals for reuse of the vacant lot have been submitted. Article 6.080 
outlines criteria for demolition, which is not limited to just financial feasibility. The 
additional criteria is reviewed in these findings of facts. The applicant has made it clear 
they are not interested in moving the historic structure onto the property they own, out 
of the problematic geologic area, for fear of compromising their own view. There are 
no protected view corridors for this site. 

Ill. PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT 

A notice of public hearing was mailed to all property owners within 200 feet pursuant to 
Section 9.020 on December 22, 2017. A notice of public hearing was published in the 
Daily Astorian on January 10, 2018. The applicant was reminded to place on site 
notice on January 5, 2018. Any comments received will be made available at the 
Historic Landmarks Commission meeting. 

IV. APPLICABLE REVIEW CRITERIA 

A. Section 6.080.A specifies that "No person, firm, or corporation shall move, 
demolish, or cause to be demolished any structure listed or identified as a 
Historic Landmark or as Primary or Secondary without first obtaining a 
Certificate of Appropriateness." 

Finding: The building is classified as primary contributing building within the 
Uniontown-Alameda National Register Historic District and therefore requires a 
review for demolition. 

B. Section 6.080.B, Criteria for Immediate Approval, states that "The Historic 
Preservation Officer shall issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for moving or 
demolition if any of the following conditions exist: 

1. The structure has been damaged in excess of 70% of its assessed value 
by fire, flood, wind, or other natural disaster or by vandalism; or 

T:\General CommDev\HLC\Permits\Demolition\DM 17 _ 02_ 347 _Alameda_ Ted_ Wendy_ Osbom\DM17-
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2. The Building Official finds the structure to be an immediate and real 
threat to the public health, safety and welfare. 

All other requests will be reviewed by the Historic Landmarks 
Commission." 

Finding: While the building is deteriorating, it has not been deemed an 
immediate threat to the public health, safety, and welfare. The applicant claims 
the structure has been damaged in excess of it's 70% assessed value. 
However, much of the damage has been due to neglect by previous owners 
and not all through geologic damage, fire, flood wind, natural disaster or 
vandalism. For these reasons, the request should be reviewed by the Historic 
Landmarks Commission. 

Furthermore, article 9.010 (H): outlines the determination of permit processes: 

The Community Development Director may determine that a permit should be 
reviewed by a Commission/Committee in lieu of an Administrative Review to 
protect the best interests of the surrounding property or neighborhood or the 
City as a whole.(Section 9.010.H added by Ordinance 13-10, 11-4-13; amended 
by Ordinance 14-03, 4-21-14). 

In the best interest in the City as a whole, the review of this demolition is 
recommended for review by the Historic Landmarks Commission in lieu of an 
Administrative Review by staff. A certificate of appropriateness issued by staff 
would not involve public notice or public input. 

C. Section 6.080.C, Historic Landmarks Commission Review Criteria, states 
that "Those demolition/moving requests not meeting the conditions for 
immediate approval shall be reviewed by the Historic Landmarks Commission 
following receipt of an applicant's request. In reviewing the request, the Historic 
Landmarks Commission shall consider and weigh all of the following criteria:" 

"1. The structure cannot be economically rehabilitated on the site to provide 
a reasonable income or residential environment compared to structures 
in the general area." 

Finding: The applicant has provided documentation and findings 
concerning the condition of the building and the estimated costs to 
renovate the building. The building has been vacant and was purchased 
by the applicant. In their application materials they note they "chose to 
outbid slumlords rather than risk living with the squalor." With the 
purchase, they were aware of the issues at the site. 

The applicant has determined that the costs associated with restoring the 
building for apartments is not feasible. A breakdown of these costs are in 
the supplemental information. Residential use would probably be the 
best use of the property but the applicant has indicated that the income 
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from units would not be sufficient to recoup the renovation costs in a 
reasonable time period. Additional uses could be proposed for the site 
that could involve additional income generation. Appropriate uses 
allowed in the R-3 zone include but are not limited to family day care 
centers, home stay lodging, residential facilities, and residential homes. 
Additional uses are possible with a conditional use permit; including a 
bed and breakfast. Analysis of potential other uses that could generate 
more income have not been provided by the applicant in outlining income 
vs investment. 

"2. There is demonstrated public need for a new use, if any is proposed, 
which outweighs the benefit which might be served by preserving the 
subject building(s) on the site due to the building's contribution to the 
overall integrity and viability of the historic district." 

Finding: No new use of the site, or land is proposed with this application 
for demolition. Therefore, no further analysis can be provided to 
demonstrate a public need. 

"3. The proposed development, if any, is compatible with the surrounding 
area considering such factors as location, use, bulk, landscaping, and 
exterior design." 

Finding: With this demolition request, there is no proposed development. 
Any future development would need to be compatible with the R-3 high 
density residential zoning. The creation of a vacant lot as a result of a 
demolition may detract from the historic context of this high density area, 
where single family, two-family and multi-family dwellings are outright 
permitted uses. 

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

Finding: The building is not proposed to be moved with this application. 
An application for moving a historic structure would require review by the 
HLC, should the applicant seek to relocate the building. A potential move 
was discussed with the applicant. Moving the structure into the Kingston 
right of way, and out of the geologic hazard area currently impacting the 
structure, would require approval by City Council for use of the right of 
way. 

C. The following Comprehensive Plan Sections are applicable to the request: 

1. Section CP.250.1, Historic Preservation Goals, states that the City will 
"Promote and encourage, by voluntary means whenever possible, the 
preservation, restoration and adaptive use of sites, areas, buildings, 
structures, appurtenances, places and elements that are indicative of the 
City's historical heritage". 
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2. 

Finding: The City has worked with multiple owners of derelict buildings 
over the years to find uses that would make restoration feasible. The 
Merwyn Building in the Downtown Historic District is one recent example 
of a costly project that initially did not pencil out for restoration. However, 
a conditional use permit for multi-family housing was granted January 9, 
2018 to allow for rehabilitation to provide housing at the site. Historic tax 
credits and incentives used at this downtown site could similarly be 
applied for a multi-family housing project for the 347 Alameda building. 
The applicant did not incorporate tax incentive figures including Special 
Assessment options in the initial cost breakdowns. 

Additional adaptive reuse projects have recently been approved in other 
historic districts in the City to activate uses at culturally significant sites 
(such as the Van Dusen building downtown). Approval of these projects 
have allowed for historically important buildings to be used in ways that 
are indicative of the City's historical heritage. Adaptive reuse of the multi
family building at the site in a high density residential area would add to 
the City's historical heritage of providing unique work force housing 
options. 

The applicant has submitted supporting documentation of the cost 
analysis for repairing the site for a number of apartments which are 
attached. However, with no specific plans for remodeling on the site for 
adaptive reuse, should the HLC deny a demolition request, the applicant 
shall meet with the building official I code enforcement officer to 
determine appropriate codes applicable to the site to maintain safety at 
the current site. 

CP.255.5, Historic Preservation Policies, states that "Every possible 
effort will be made to relocate historical structures as an alternative to 
demolition, and to excavate archaeological sites prior to alteration." 

Finding: Relocation to another site would be costly and the repairs would 
still be needed at the new location. However, it is also costly to renovate 
the building at its current site due to the geologic issues. Options for 
saving the whole building and portions of the building have been 
submitted by the application. 

Moving the building into the Kingston right of way would require further 
analysis by City staff to determine if possible and ultimately consideration 
by City Council for vacation of the right of way. When this option was 
discussed with the applicant, the applicant chose to submit for the 
proposed demolition request. Additional options for relocating the 
building off-site on another property in the district or elsewhere, were not 
submitted by the applicant. There are other efforts to relocate the 
structure such as gifting or selling the building to a non-profit or other 
entity, that have not yet been explored. 
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3. 

4. 

CP .204 Economic Development Goal 5 and Goal Policies encourages 
"the preservation of Astoria's historic buildings, neighborhoods and 
sites ... " 

9 

Finding: As noted above, numerous attempts have been made over the 
years to save buildings and renovate for a viable commercial/ residential 
use. While goal 5 is focused on attracting visitors, a tourist oriented 
facility or residential use to attract visitors is beyond the scope for this 
site. The intent of the Economic Development goal encourages 
preservation efforts which have not been made evident with this 
proposal. 

CP.210 Economic Development Recommendations. (6) "The City's 
historic character is one of its major tourist attractions. Historic districts 
can form the focus for tourist oriented promotion. Therefore the City 
should take a more active role in the designation of historic districts." 

Finding: The proposed demolition would remove a historic property from 
a designated historic district. If the multi-family unit was not located in an 
recognized and inventoried historic district, there could potentially be less 
of an impact to the City's historic character. However the site is captured 
in the Uniontown-Alameda District. 

D. Section 6.050.D, Conditions for Demolition Approval, states that "As a condition 
for approval of a demolition permit, the Historic Landmarks Commission may: 

1. Require photographic documentation, and other graphic data or 
history as it deems necessary to preserve an accurate record of the 
resource. The historical documentation materials shall be the properly of 
the City or other party determined appropriated by the Commission. 

2. Require that the property owner document that the Historic 
Preservation League of Oregon or other local preservation group has 
given the opportunity to salvage and record the resource within 90 days." 

Finding: Demolition of the building is not recommended, 
therefore conditions related to demolition are not proposed. 

V. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

Based upon the current proposal, it is staff's recommendation that the request does 
not meet all of the applicable review criteria. Should the Historic Landmarks 
Commission (HLC) approve the current proposal, the findings of fact will need to be 
amended by the HLC. 

Staff recommends denial of the request. Some issues that should be considered as 
alternate recommendations to move forward include: 
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Recommendations: 

1. The applicant should exhaust all options to save the structure through 
relocation and/or sale of the building. A license to occupy, and approval by City 
Council may be required to move the structure into the right of way. 

2. The applicant may submit an exterior alteration request to shrink the size of the 
structure to lower rehabilitation costs. The alteration would require review by the 
HLC. The applicant may submit a request for a portion of the right of way to 
coincide with a smaller square footage of the house if alterations are approved. 

3. Analysis of potential other uses that could generate more income have not been 
provided by the applicant outlining income vs investment. Additional analysis 
including historic tax credits and incentives should be submitted. 

4. Should the HLC deny a demolition request, the applicant should meet with the 
building official to determine appropriate building codes applicable to the site to 
maintain safety. 
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MINUTES

1-17-18 Minutes of Historic Landmarks Commission Meeting of
January 17, 2018
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HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMISSION MEETING 
City Council Chambers 
January 17, 2018 

CALL TO ORDER - ITEM 1: 

A regular meeting of the Astoria Historic Landmarks-Commission (HLC) was held at the above place at 
the hour of 6:39 pm. 

ROLL CALL - ITEM 2: 

Commissioners Present: 

Commissioners Excused: 

Staff Present: 

President LJ Gunderson, Vice President Michelle Dieffenbach, 
Commissioners Kevin McHone, Jack Osterberg, Mac Burns, and Katie 
Rathmell. 

Commissioner Paul Caruana. 

Planner Nancy Ferber and City Attorney Blair Henningsgaard. The 
meeting is recorded and will be transcribed by ABC Transcription 
Services, Inc. 

ELECTION OF OFFICERS - ITEM 3: 

This item was addressed immediately following Item 9: Public Comments. 

In accordance with Sections 1.110 and 1.115 of the Astoria Development Code, the HLC needs to 
elect officers for 2018. The 2017 officers were: President L.J. Gunderson, Vice President Michelle 
Dieffenbach and Secretary Anna Stamper. 

Commissioner Burns moved that the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) re-elect LJ Gunderson as 
President, Michelle Dieffenbach as Vice President, and Anna Stamper as Secretary for 2018; seconded 
by Commissioner Osterberg. Motion passed unanimously. 

The Commission proceeded to Item 1 O: Adjournment at this time. 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES - ITEM 4(a): 

This item was addressed immediately following Item 2: Roll Call. 

President Gunderson asked if there were any changes to the minutes of December 19, 2017. There was 
none. 

Commissioner Burns moved that the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) adopt the minutes as 
presented; seconded by Commissioner McHone. Motion passed unanimously, with Vice President 
Dieffenbach abstaining because she was not present for December 19, 2017 meeting. 

The Commission proceeded to Item 5(b) at this time. 

PUBLIC HEARll'J_Q~ 

President Gunderson explained the procedures governing the conduct of public hearings to the audience 
and advised that the substantive review criteria were listed in the Staff report. 

The Historic Landmarks Commission continued to Public Hearings Item 4(b): EX17-08 at this time. 

ITEM 5(a): 

Historic Landmarks Commission 
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DM17-02 Demolition Request DM17-02 by Ted Osborn to demolish a historic property at 347 
Alameda Avenue. 

This item was addressed immediately followin'g Item 5(c). 

President Gunderson asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the HLC to hear this matter at this 
time. There were no objections. President Gunderson asked if any member of the HLC had a conflict of 
interest, or any ex parte contacts to declare. 

Commissioners Burns, McHone, Rathmell , Osterberg and Vice President Dieffenbach declared that they 
drove by the property. 

President Gunderson declared she drove by the property as well and said she was familiar with one of the 
parties that bid on the property. However, she did not discuss this request with that party. She also knew 
the Applicants, but her decision would not be affected. 

Commissioner Rathmell declared that she knew the Applicants, but she had not discussed this request 
with them and did not believe there were any conflicts with any decisions. 

President Gunderson requested a presentation of the Staff report. 

Planner Ferber presented the written Staff report with a PowerPoint presentation. All correspondence 
received was included in the Staff report and copies were available on the side table. Staff recommended 
denial of the request. 

Commissioner McHone asked how the historic status of the building would be impacted if it were reduced 
in size and moved to a geologically safe area of the right-of-way. 

Planner Ferber said removing pieces of the building would trigger an exterior alteration review. There have 
been some strange additions to the building, so saving the core of the building could be proposed. 

Commissioner McHone asked if there was enough space to move the building and if the service line could 
be rerouted. 

Planner Ferber confirmed the service line would have to be rerouted. One of the lines only serves that site. 
Public Works staff was concerned about public access. The land use acquisition would need to be 
approved by City Council. 

Commissioner Burns asked how often rights-of-way had been privatized. Staff explained precedent would 
not affect this request and requests happen regularly. The City of Astoria was platted years ago and not all 
of the streets that were platted turned out to be practical. So, the City has a process for vacating or 
granting licenses to occupy. Public Works would review the proposal for any potential needs like street 
widening or utilities and provide recommendations. 

Commissioner Burns confirmed the Building Official had not deemed the building an immediate and real 
threat to the public health, safety, and welfare. He asked if the City could keep checking the building every 
month. Planner Ferber explained that building inspections are instigated by complaints from neighbors or 
property owners who are concerned about a building. Staff recommends that the Applicant speak with the 
Building .Official .about .how to keep the building safe . ... · · 

President Gunderson asked for details about the demolition that occurred on the site in 2010. 

Planner Ferber confirmed a garage was demolished. She noted the exact location of the garage using a 
photograph of the site. The structure was not historic. Public Works has clearly indicated they would prefer 
the house be moved forward on to 349 Alameda before the City vacates any public right-of-way. The 
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Applicant was concerned about that because it would block the property owner's view. However, there is 
no restricted view corridor in that area. 

President Gunderson confirmed Staff did not know who did the demolition on 349 Alameda. 

Vice President Dieffenbach asked if there had been any discussion about whether the demolition could 
cause the hill to slide more. Planner Ferber said the Applicant submitted a geologic report and a 
geotechnical report. She did not know if any additional requirements for a retaining wall, but the Applicant 
would need a building permit before demolition could be done. 

Commissioner Osterberg asked for Staff's conclusion on Attachment A, noting he did not see that in the 
Staff report. Planner Ferber explained that the attachment was a supplement to the one-page application, 
so it filled in the answers required for a demolition permit. She did not find anything deficient, but 
recommended the request be denied because she did not believe the Applicant had complied with the 
Comprehensive Plan. The Applicant only outlined rehabilitation costs for one specific use instead of 
exhausting all rehabilitation options. Additionally, the application did not include potential incentives for 
historic rehabilitation that could offset costs. 

Commissioner Osterberg asked if the HLC reviews property acquisition forms. Planner Ferber stated 
property acquisition was reviewed by City Council, but reference to it was included in the Staff report to 
provide the HLC with background information. In this case, the form would be used to apply for a license 
to occupy or the vacation of the right-of-way. 

Commissioner Osterberg said the Applicant had not addressed the sections of the Comprehensive Plan 
noted in the Staff report. Comprehensive Plan policies are not part of the application form, not listed in the 
Development Code, nor have were they mentioned in the request for supplemental information in Staff's 
completeness letter. He was concerned that the Applicant had not been.given the opportunity to address 
the Comprehensive Plan policies noted in the Staff report. Planner Ferber stated she had discussed the 
Comprehensive Plan policies with the Applicant. She said that the Development Code is linked to the 
Comprehensive Plan for all land use action items. Therefore, it is redundant to list the Comprehensive 
Plan in every section of the Development Code. The Historic Designation section states that land use 
actions cannot be in violation of the Comprehensive Plan. 

President Gunderson opened public testimony for the hea.ring and asked for the Applicant's presentation. 

Ted Osborn, 345 Alameda, Astoria, said that over the last four months, he and Planner Ferber had 
developed a tense relationship. He had been working in preservation for 50 years and had done good 
work in Astoria, so he was not used to being on the side of the villain. He has experienced the addition of 
new requirements with each meeting he attended. Fees are paid often to work with City Hall. The process 
begins with paying for a pre-application meeting where the Applicant is given .instructions and a small 
packet that is not too difficult to fill out. Then other things just keep coming up and with this project, he has 
seen things that have just come up for the first time tonight. 

• He hoped this discussion would lead to an understanding that the public/private preservation 
community has left this building to die in plain sight. He confirmed none of the Commissioners 
walked around all four sides of the building. The building is large, imposing, and looks good from 
the street and on Google Maps. However, a closer look shows that the building is falling apart, it is 
damaged and dangerous. He has proven the house is a total loss. The building is built into a hill, 
so the back of the house has 1.5 stories underground. There are a series of retaining walls that go 
up the hill from the house. The hill has already spilled two other houses into the street and has 
pushed. on jjle,rntaining wall at this house. All of the. c;qncrete ls. tied. to. the first floor pf tbe . . 
building, so the first floor has moved while the 2.5 stories above have remained fairly straight. No 
one knows exactly when this movement occurred. However, it is obvious that the last several 
landlords knew the building had failed and chose to get what they could out of the property for as 
long as they owned it. The house had been run as a slum. Several years ago, someone cleverly 
put three huge guy-wires from the back wall to the front to keep the movement from going any 
further. One of those guy-wires is now lying on the ground because the end rotted out, one is 
loose, and the third is still taught. So, the building is literally hanging by a string. Lack of 
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maintenance, lack of rubbish control, and lack of repairs have turned the building into a blight on 
the neighborhood. 

• In 2012 and 2014, he submitted derelict building complaints to the City on this building. Not much 
happened as a result of his complaints. A letter was written to the owner, but he did not believe 
there was any follow up. The basement of the building does have some new wood that was 
installed to shore up the building and there is a steel beam just sitting on one of the ledges not 
connected to anything. He purchased the building to interrupt the blight and slum cycle in the 
neighborhood. It is one of two or three buildings along Alameda that the neighborhood would like 
torn down. He hated tearing down buildings, but this one is no longer a building. it is a cadaver. 

• While he was bidding on the property, other bidders spoke with him about the house not knowing 
he was also a bidder. They all said this house could not be fixed and that they planned to bid low, 
then let the house fall over. He was not about to let that happen. He has been looking at the 
building for a while and took pictures of it from the street. He has been drawing plans and 
considered removing the first floor and the side additions to make the building usable. During the 
bidding process, he had access to the basement, to Apartment 6 in the back which was never 
occupied, and to the attic. He had not seen the inside apartments. When he finally did get to see 
the building, he found that the tenants had vandalized everything and there was mold and rot. 
Previous owners had tucked apartments into the building here and there, leaving an unlivable and 
unattractive layout. He took measurements and brought in experts. The geologist said the hill is 
coming down and because it is attached through the walls, the movement is continuing all the way 
down through Alameda. Anything that is put in that location would continue to move and another 
building should not be built on that site. When he built his house at 345 Alameda, they had to get 
two geological surveys in order to get approval from the City. The site is a little bit lower, but they 
had to pay a lot for a foundation. The structural engineer pronounced the building failed. A second 
structural engineer found the building was balloon framed. This meant the building would have to 
be stripped of most of the finishes to develop the sheer, bracing, and dimensions. 

• He also asked several preservationists to look at the property. They said the exterior features 
used to be nice and the interior did ·not have anything to offer. One person found a cornice in a 
closet door that was brought in from somewhere. The Building Inspector and his mentor said the 
building was in structural failure. They offered to write a letter that would help him do the right 
thing with this building. They returned to place a red tag on the building and sent him an email 
saying the building was dangerous. So, engineers and building officials have all agreed the 
building is dangerous, but somehow it is not dangerous enough. At this point, he knows the cost 
will be over $600,000. He questioned why it was not enough for a preservationist to say this is an 
example of a building that should be torn down without coming to the HLC. He believed this 
request would be a slam dunk after reading Section 6.080(b)(1) of the Comprehensive Plan 
Development Code. He was denied an answer except that the building was not unsafe enough 
and that he had yet to prove that costs would be in excess of income. He planned to take the 
advice to refrain from building on an unsafe site. However, he still asked Staff if the building could 
be moved on to the right-of-way if he was able to find a portion of the building that can be saved. 

• He had a good meeting with Public Works and they were worried about the sewer line. They did 
not believe there was enough room to move the building unless he paid to move the sewer line. 
However, they offered to consider another configuration and get back to him. Meanwhile, nothing 
can be done on the site. The house cannot be moved forward onto his property because, as the 
geologist indicated, it would still be in line with Alameda. Additionally, he did not want to block the 
view from his brand new house, wasting all of the improvements he just made to the lot in front of 
his house. 

• He had experts help him with the costs and used costs from other projects he had worked on . 
. They came up with a total_qost_of_$690,000 to bring th~ bui_l_ding _back to _usef\jl life at standards .. 
· ·· that ·a good honorable person would want to provide for the people who would live·there. Add that 

to the $195,000 they spent to purchase the property from the slum lords, which totals $885,000. 
He consulted with experts on how much money the house could bring in and found out he could 
net just under $35,000 per year. Bankers said most people ask for an eight percent return on their 
investment. But even at 6.5 percent, he could spend $526,000 on this building, which would net a 
loss of $360,000 to $460,000. Emotionally, acquiring the building was worth $250,000 to him and 
he was not about to spend $500,000 more than he can make back. Rehabilitation of the building 
is not feasible on this site and he was still waiting to hear back from Public Works on the right-of-

Historic Landmarks Commission 
Minutes 01-17- 18 

Page 4of18 3/13/2018 
Page29



way. Meanwhile, he also found that while costs were high on the entire building, taking a pro rata 
share of that on the reduced building would net reduced income and a loss of $250,000 to 
$300,000. Plus, he would still have to take care of the hill behind the building. 

• He tried to find a way to rehabilitate the building, but had to resign to demolition because the 
building is unsafe, unsalvageable, and rehabilitation is unaffordable. His final proposal was 
submitted on November 8, 2017. As he was walking into the office to submit the application, he 
received an email from Public Works saying the right-of-way could not be used, so he had made 
the right decision. Between November and today, he had to answer three questions that he 
considered to be minor. One was did he use the right Code to estimate costs. People who create 
cost estimates use the codes through which the work will have to be done through, so his answer 
was yes. The second question was what building did he want to put on the site once it is cleared. 
All of his materials stated he wanted to demolish the building because it is an unsafe menace and 
he'd been told not to use the site. So, he did not have a plan for the site. The third question was 
why had he not applied for grants. He noted he would be embarrassed to apply for a grant using 
scarce public money on this building. 

• After answering those questions, all of a sudden a date was set for this hearing. Then, Staff 
offered to find an acceptable location on the right-of-way. He agreed, but said he did not know 
how the project could be done economically. Therefore, he did not want that to be a condition .of 
tearing it down. He wanted to continue with the application to tear the building down, but if Staff 
saw a way to get more property, he would harvest as much materials as he could during 
demolition. It would be nice to have the site if he could talk his wife into spending more money on 
building something. But, he could not afford to be told by the City that they have to rebuild. He 
applied for the right-of-way and asked that both applications be done in parallel. The January 2, 
2018 City Council agenda was supposed to include approval of the vacation of the right-of-way. 
When he said he wanted to continue with the HLC hearing on this date for the demolition, the 
right-of-way was removed from the City Council's January 2nd meeting. The building is dead. 

• The public/private preservation community has neglected one of its own and now it's gone. There 
has got to be a better way to monitor the health of the buildings. He suggested the City and 
preservationist use the derelict building ordinance aggressively and consistently. It is not just or 
helpful to sit idle while buildings die and then bully the owner to somehow bring them back to life. 
Later, if the harvested lumber and window suggest some form of s.tructure, if the City makes the 
right-of-way available, and if he can afford it, he would try to build something. Meanwhile, he's 
offered to pay the funeral expenses for this latest victim of neglect. 

Wendy Osborn, 345 Alameda, Astoria, stated that everyone who had been inside the building was 
shocked by the conditions and disappointed by the absence of historic architectural. details like built in 
cabinetry or trim that might have provided a basis for restoration or salvaged for use in another 
application. There are no wood floors hiding under carpets. The apartn:ient layouts have been torqued and 
butchered. The entire first floor ceiling was lowered to disguise the alterations .that totally destroyed the 
proportions between the windows and ceiling. One apartment has been out of commission for years since 
water damage cause the ceiling to collapse and raccoons have taken over the space. She hoped the 
Commission was able to see the photographs attached to the report because they help visualize how 
damaged the building is. She wished the Commissioners could see and hear the water coursing through 
the basement, the rotting support columns, and buckling concrete walls .. Commissioners should b~ able to 
see how crudely alterations were made into as many apartments as possible. She responded to specific 
sections of the Staff report as follows: 
• The Staff report refers several times to using the vacant site if the building is demolished. The only 

use recommended for that site is to shore up the hill to replace the mass of the building with ecology 
block, rock, and tie rods in an attempt to prevent the hill from continuing to slide . 

. . • .... Moving part of the.structure into the Kingston .rig.ht··of~way.might have been a possibility, but this 
would be too expensive. The existing site could not be used and the hill would continue to slide 
down through the property. 

• Any references to using the existing site or the land immediately to the north is precluded by the 
damage expected if the hill slides. 

• Staff claims the considerable damage should not count in the ratio of damage and cost because she 
cannot prove that enough of the damage was due to fire, flood, wind, other natural disasters, or 
vandalism. The damage may not have happened in one cataclysmic event, but water did flow out of 
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the hill through the basement, rotting the bases of the columns that support the building. The earth 
moved enough over time fo push the basement walls to such an angle that the building has now been 
labeled a total failure. Yet the Staff report is saying that damage does not sufficiently matter, because 
neglect was also a factor. 

• The Staff report suggests that all options had not been explored, such as looking for a non-profit to 
donate the property to or look for another site to move the building on to. It is too expensive to move 
the building 40 feet into the right-of-way, so it would definitely be too expensive to move it further. It is 
too expensive to rehabilitate the building to use as apartments or any other uses allowed in the zone. 
• She applied for immediate approval of demolition because she believed the condition of the 

building and the geologic hazards of the site warrant the approval. 
• She had considered multiple designs that would save all or part of the building, but all of those 

options cost more than could be recovered in a reasonable time. Changing the building's use or 
moving it to another site would not make the restoration less expensive. 

• Their only recourse has been to report the deteriorating condition to the City via the derelict building 
ordinance, and to report suspicious tenant activity to the Police. They have done both, but neither 
have slowed the degradation of the building. Now that they own the building, they maintain that the 
current code protects new owners of dead historic buildings like this one from being required to spend 
exorbitant amounts to bring the building back to life. If that protection does not exist, other derelict 
buildings will continue to languish until they fall. If the demolition request is granted, the demolition 
would be done with the intent of keeping the lot as safe as possible from future sliding and with the 
objective of conserving as much of the building's material as possible. Parts and materials from this 
building may be recycled to build a different structure, adhering to the requirements of building in the 
historic district. Most likely, they would still have to request use of part of the right-of-way. 

Commissioner Burns asked when the Osborn's purchased the building. 

Mr. Osborn said it took him a year to buy it, but they completed the purchase in June 2017. 

Commissioner Burns confirmed Mr. Osborn had access to some portions of the inside of the building 
before purchasing it and asked if the conditions of the building scared him away from this project. 

Mr. Osborn said no, he made a commitment to buy the property because he could not stand it. He felt 
good about cleverly making something out ofitarteanng 1fCfown. The costs are more than 70 percent of 
its assessed value. He confirmed the consideration to tear the building down during the purchasing 
process was his fall back option if he could not afford to fix it. He preferred to rehabilitate the building and 
reiterated his idea to remove the additions and move the building. The requirements for demolition were 
that the building had to be dangerous or rehabilitation had to be expensive. 

Commissioner Burns asked ifthere were tenants in the building as recently as June 2017. 

Mr. Osborn said yes and confirmed there were no tenants in the building now. 

Commissioner Burns asked when Mr. Osborn was given enough access to the building to bring in 
builders, preservationists or others. 

Mr. Osborn explained that he spends every summer in Massachusetts, so he hired a building manager the 
day after he took ownership of the propertY to vacate the building while he was away. When he returned in 
September, the building was empty so he broke into each apartment and started to find out what he had 

. purchased: He's been working on it ever since then. 

Commissioner Burns asked if Mr. Osborn believed he had received different answers from Staff about use 
of the right-of-way. 

Mr. Osborn said no, he believed the answers were straight forward. At the beginning, when he wanted to 
move the building well into the right-of-way, there was a conflict with a pipe and he was told no right up 
front. That never changed. Then when he wanted to move halfway into the right-of-way, he was told, 'Let 
us study it and we'll get back to you.' Staff got back to him on December 8, 2017. So as of the time that 
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Attachment A of the Staff report was submitted, he had been told no on the right-of-way. Eventually, after 
persisting and got the HLC hearing scheduled, Staff then said maybe they could still find a way to allow 
use of some of the right-of-way. He thought that would give him the opportunity to build something, but it 
will be too expensive. He did not want the HLC to tie the demolition request to the right-of-way request. He 
did ask that Staff process both requests in parallel and they agreed. However, he wants the ability to 
demolish because he cannot wait. But if during demolition he finds something salvageable, he'll put it in 
the right-of-way. 

Commissioner Burns asked if Mr. Osborn had prices for cutting the building up in pieces, removing the 
additions, and moving it. 

Mr. Osborn said yes. The building has 4,680 square feet from the first floor up and over 6,000 including 
the basement. He had that priced in exhaustive detail, and then he used a pro rata share of those costs to 
estimate the costs of reducing the building to 2,950 square feet. Then he added in the costs of shoring up 
the hill. 

Commissioner Burns asked if Mr. Osborn had explored tax and other incentives .. 

Mr. Osborn said no because the costs are so far over what is reasonable that tax incentives would not 
make an impact. 

Commissioner Burns noted that many people wanted the Merwyn torn down because they believed it was 
not worth fixing. But now, the building is being fixed. He asked if Mr. Osborn had thought about selling the 
property. 

Mr. Osborn said no. Mrs. Osborn added that they would lose control over what wa::, done with the building 
if it were sold. A new owner could continue to run the building as a 16-unit apartment complex. 

Commissioner Burns confirmed the City has stated no one could move into the building. 

Mr. Osborn added that the building would have to be brought up to code. The building had a lot of interest 
because it was yielding cash as a slum. He was too exposed in the area to allow the building to return to 
slum conditions. Right now as owners of the building, their only foe is the City. He confirrned his fear was 
that a new owner would barely bring it back up to code. 

Commissioner Burns stated the City has already declared the house uninhabitable so a new owner would 
not be able to do that. 

Mr. Osborn said he did not believe a new owner would bring the house up to code. The letter from the 
building inspector that resulted from his 2014 derelict ordinance complaint.said all sorts of things about fire 
alarms, windows, mold, and other things. None of those issues were addressed and the building was still 
refilled with people. He found it awkward to discuss the level of danger in this building with people who had 
only seen evidence of the danger from their office. Everyone who has been inside the building could not 
run out fast enough. 

Commissioner McHbne asked if the project would be worthy if the right-of-way were available, the top 
floors could be moved, and there was some public money available to offset costs. 

Mr. Osborn said he hoped so. He has used some public money to build a few buildings in Astoria. The 
.money_ h~ re_c~ive_d for doing the bl:J_ilding downtown earn~ vyi!h_r~q~if_e,m_ents_t~~~-~~~!.C!t)e?t.st one, c:lf1d a ...... . 
half times the value of the funding. He was ashamed to request money that others could use on better 
buildings to save a corpse. He wanted to build something but could not rationalize spending $250,000. 

Commissioner Osterberg asked Mr. Osborn to respond to the Comprehensive Plan policies noted in the 
Staff report. One policy states the City would promote and encourage by voluntary means wherever 
possible the preservation of sites and buildings. He asked if Mr. Osborn believed the City had done so. 
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Mr. Osborn said that was an awkward question. 

President Gunderson did not believe that question was appropriate to the discussion. 

Mr. Osborn said he did not believe the City was doing the job it needed to. The City has set itself up as 
having power over preserving buildings and he did not believe the City did nearly enough to keep them 
from going into hospice. 

Mrs. Osborn added that their experience with the derelict building ordinance suggested a lack of help from 
the City. 

Mr. Osborn stated many people fought to save the Merwyn despite the City and the way this is going is 
ironic. 

Commissioner Osterberg said the next Comprehensive Plan cited in the Staff report states 'every possible 
effort will be made to relocate this historical structure as an alternative to demolition.' 

Mr. Osborn confirmed he had made efforts to move the building on site, but not to relocate it to another 
site. 

Commissioner Rathmell asked if Mr. Osborn did not believe it was possible to find a potential buyer who 
cared about historic preservation and would restore the building. 

Mr. Osborn said he would not trust the situation. If someone claimed they planned to buy the house and 
spend another $750,000 to fit it, he would not believe them. The apartments were being rented as two
bedroom units but they had the square footage of studio apartments. The house was built in 1910 as a 
two-family house. Over time, it's gone up to eight units but is now back to six units. There is no idea about 
what one would do if the goal was to make money. He could not image disrespecting anyone enough to 
sell the property to them. 

President Gunderson called for any presentations by persons in favor of the application. 

Dave Pollard, 1676 Jerome, Astoria, said it was surreal for him to support a proposal to demolish the 
apartment building ·at 347 Alameda in light of his affection for historic preservation· and historic 
neighborhoods. He was disappointed that prior owners neglected the building for decades. He had been 
watching this building over time. He was also disappointed that the City of Astoria had no ordinances or 
programs in place to prevent the progressive deterioration of this building to the point that it became a 
safety hazard for occupancy. In a more perfect world, 347 would have survived structurally sound with a 
roof that kept out the weather, a safe foundation and a functioning electrical and heating system. The 
structure has been damaged in excess of 70 percent, is an immediate and real threat to public safety, and 
cannot be economically rehabilitated on the site to provide a reasonable income or residential 
environment. He was familiar with the building. He has walked and driven by it for over 50 years. His 
friends lived on the same street. He watches over the Osborn's house next door when they are traveling. 
He toured the building after the Osborn's purchased it. There is a plus side, that the building fits into the 
Alameda streetscape because the outside envelope is reasonably intact and it enhances the character of 
the street. The building looks presentable on a 30-mph drive by. 
• The Commission needs to find the heart of this issue, which is that the building has failed and is too 

far gone to renovate. We could look for guardian angels to come buy the building, but asking 
someone to spend $250,000 that they cannot recoup is unreasonable. The building is a mess and 

. -everything Mr: and. Mrs .. Osborn.have .said.about the building i s true. Usually, the exteriors. of.. . . .. 
neglected buildings are in worse condition than the interior. But that is not true in this case. The 
hillside above is pushing the sill plate and the south facing retaining wall, forcing the building forward. 
When he went into the building the first time, he felt he did not need to be in there. The building might 
not pose an immediate danger, but it is a very scary place to be. The interior is just as Mr. and Mrs. 
Osborn described it. The historic details are all gone. The staircase and banister are still there, but the 
ceilings have been lowered cutting the tops of the doors off. New doors that were also cut down were 
installed. The raccoons are coming in and out of the back of the historic home. He imagined how he 
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would react to such a building next door to his house. He lives across from Clatsop Community 
College and when the college was talking about relocating, he feared that Towler Hall would become 
a derelict property and languish for five or ten years until someone came along with a project or it was 
demolished. Due to the sliding hillside and decades of neglect, the building is just as structurally 
unsound and prohibitively expensive to renovate as the Osborns described. 

• This building is different from the Elliott, the Merwyn, the Astor, or the Commodore. The Osborns have 
discovered that the condition of the building has deteriorated so much that a return on their investment 
is not possible and their costs would far exceed the value of the project. A demolition was never the 
primary reason the Osborns purchased the building. He has been speaking with Mr. Osborn about the 
building for well over a year, including all of the possibilities for removing the additions and moving it 
over. 

• Demolition was always a last case scenario. Over the years and during the time he served on the 
HLC, Astoria has lost the Bumble Bee cannery, the brick warehouse at 5th and Marine, the Union.Fish 
Net Shed, the Dairy Gold building which was not inventoried, Central School and many others. Those 
were all structurally sound historic buildings. This building is not structurally sound. And although it is a 
historic landmark, it does not fit into the category of those larger buildings. He grieved every one of 
those buildings coming down and opposed the demolition of those buildings. He did not believe the 
intent of those who wrote and adopted the historic preservation ordinance was to hold neighborhoods 
and their owners hostage in a failed building. He supported the Osborn's request for permission to 
take down the apartment building at 347 Alameda. 

Linda Oldencamp, 1676 Jerome, Astoria, said as a passionate preservationist and one of the original 
founders and first president of the Lower Columbia Preservation Society, she was grieved about having to 
be at this hearing. Why does the City have to demolish beautiful historic buildings? ·She had read the 
Osborn's demolition request, Staff report, and the Findings of Fact. She has walked through every space 
in 347 Alameda and she could see that it was impossible for anyone to ever restore or rehabilitate the 
building. The cost would be out of sight, as the Osborns have very clearly outlined. 
• There are some things in the Findings of Fact that she was concerned about. Sections 6.080(b)(1) 

and 6.080(b)(2) gives the historic preservation officer the ability to do a certificate of appropriateness 
to demolish the building without having to go before the HLC. The Staff report states 'the structure has 
been damaged in excess of 70 percent of it assessed value by fire, flood, wind, other natural 
disasters, or by vandalism.' She found it interesting that owner neglect was not included as a reason 
even though most buildings probably have been and are currently being destroyed by owner neglect. 
Much of this building is in the condition it is in because of geologic damage. The hillside above the 
building is encroaching on the building and causing it to lean to the north. Water from the hillside is 
running under the basement floor, rotting the floor and other wood structures and making for very 
serious danger and expensive conditions. While the costs to make the repairs impacted the former 
owners reasons to neglect the property, the building is in its current condition because of geologic 
damage. The Staff report also states 'the building official finds the structure not to be an immediate 
and real threat to the public health, safety, and welfare.' 

• She has been in the building and did not understand how it was not a real threat to ·the public. It would 
be easy for someone to climb through a window at night and set the building on fire, with the real 
possibility of killing neighbors and destroying historic homes in the dense neighborhood. She 
understood the Commissioners had not been inside the building, which looks pretty good when driving 
by. Developers and homeowners often claim their historic buildings are beyond repair or have served 
out their usefulness. She was glad that it was difficult to demolish historic buildings in Astoria and that 
was the way it should be. However, the HLC should have all of the information before deciding 
whether to demolish a building. Until the Commissioners have been inside the building, it is not 
possible for the HLC to make a wise or fair decision. She hoped there was another way to improve the 

-· ...... ··- ....... streetscape at the site_orin the.City's right-of-way. The City needs .. to.be proactive and.help make.that... .. 
happen. 

Josh Jonish, 338 Alameda, Astoria, said he moved into his home 10 years ago. The Osborns moved to 
Astoria to become part of the community and they have done a great job. They value Astoria's history and 
culture, they are actively involved, and he believed they would do everything possible to save buildings. 
Mr. Osborn has shown that he is a huge proponent of restoring historic structures that are salvageable. 
Over the last decade, he has seen the property become scarier and scarier. The house can be seen 
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buckling as the hillside comes through it. The crack gets bigger and bigger. A lot of this is attributed to the 
derelict building ordinance and not having the ability to do anything about it. He hoped the City would be 
proactive because other similar houses on Alameda will be in the exact same condition in ten years. The 
improvements that the Osborn's have made in the neighborhood have enhanced the quality of life for his 
family, neighbors, and the City of Astoria. He appreciated the efforts the Osborns make to nurture the 
community. He supported the request. 

Ed Overbay, 221 South Street, Astoria, said he was a strong advocate of historic preservation. He 
remodeled and added on to his first historic home in 1974. It was the John F.N. Griffin house at 1892 
Grand. He was young and found himself deeply fascinated with and compelled by architecture and 
craftsmanship of the neighborhood. He has been involved in historic preservation projects and promoting 
and encouraging preservation ever since. He served on the Astoria Gateway D~sign Review Board and 
believed in design review. He was involved at the inception of Clatsop County's college historic 
preservation program. It was his suggestion that Jay Raskin, John Goodenberger and he lobby the college 
board to consider implementing a historic preservation department. He has been involved in the program 
ever since. 
• Over the past 44 years, he remodeled many residential and commercial buildings, always keeping a 

keen eye on the richness and relevance of the past and how to adapt the fabric of the past to 
contemporary needs without offending the -essential -gestalt-of the structure. However, he did not 
believe everything could or should be saved. This building never had a glorious past or appealing 
architecture and has now fallen into disrepair. No one famous or historically significant ever lived 
there. No appealing film was ever filmed there. The building is unremarkable and now itis a 
dangerous liability. 

• As a general contractor, he was familiar with rehabilitating older structures. In his opinion, this building 
died 30 years ago, when there were no effective mechanisms that would have compelled the owner to 
make repairs when saving the building was still cost effective. Now, there is no economic path for this 
building. There is no business plan or adaptive reuse that could generate enough money to 
compensate for the steep costs of overcoming many decades of neglect and geologically inflicted 
damage. The building is dead regardless of the HLC's decision. ·Stricker Engineering stated in the 

· application that it is certain the repair costs would far exceed the value of the building. "It is our 
conclusion that the building be demolished in its entirety." He has worked with a lot of structural 
engineers over the decades and Andy Stricker is among the best. He agreed with Stricker 
Engineering's conclusion . He has been through the building and it is scary and structurally flawed. 

• The Osborns purchased the building knowing it was dead and with the understanding that the · 
ordinances state when a building's repair costs exceed 70 percent of its assessed value, one is within 
their rights to take it down. The repair costs of the building are easily triple its value. No other buyer 
will come along and transform the building into a winning formula. That is an unrealistic expectation 
and wishful thinking. The Osborns have a personal stake in taking down the building safely and 
responsibly, removing a dangerous and ugly blight from the neighborhood. Allow the Osborns to take 
the responsible step and be the ones to step up to do what has to be done. He vaiued the site more 
than the building. He looked at what might happen on that site, especially under the guidance of 
someone like Mr. Osborn, who is a very good architect. The building is not worth anything. 

Lara Russel, 346 Alameda, Astoria, said she bought her historic building in 2015 and were very happy to 
be there. Soon after she purchased the property, she noticed the slum landlords and·their tenants. Police 
were there once a week and there was vandalism and robberies in the neighborhood. All of this seems to 
have disappeared since the building has been empty. One of the questions raised was whether Mr. 
Osborn purchased the building to empty then demolish it. About a year and a half ago, she spoke with Mr. 
Osborn about the property and he indicated he wanted to buy it and have people in the house. Last week, 

. - shectoured the inside.of.the-building. There is nothing inside that would .·make one think the building is · -
historic. The interior is a mish-mosh of apartments that were made small with cheap cabinets. It is only fair 
that those who do not want the building demolished go tour the inside. She believed the Commissioners 
needed to go inside the building and then think about what could be done with it. 

President Gunderson called for testimony impartial to the application. There was none. She called for 
testimony opposed to the application. 
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Rachel Jensen, 389 12th Street, Astoria, President, Lower Columbia Preservation Society (LCPS), said 
she was very surprised by what she had heard from members of the public. There has been a lot of 
change in the way preservation is perceived in the last 10 or 20 years, away from the idea that only grand 
things should be preserved. She asked the Commissioners to read through this property's history and 
speak with the building official. She had spoken with the building official and did not get the impression he 
thought everyone should run for their lives. The building certainly needs structural repair. The City has red
tagged the building so the issues definitely need to be addressed. However, the Applicants have stated 
they own a property to the north that could be one option for moving the building. The Applicants do not 
want to do this because it would impede their view, but there is no view protection corridor in that area. 
This request is not ready for approval. She agreed with Staff that the Applicants have not addressed all 
possible options. She has heard a lot of emotion and fear mongering about the immediate threat, but that 
is not what the building official said. Anyone who needs to purchase the building now or take on the 
project would be faced with the occupancy issue. That would prevent the property from becoming a slum. 
There was no proof no one would want the property or want to structurally stabilize it. So at this point, 
there is not enough information. It is worth looking at the geological reports and the history of the property 
before making a decision. It should be very difficult-to demolish a building, especially one that is a primary 
resource in a nationally designated historic district. 
• She was concerned about setting a precedent for using a building in a slide-zone. Historic properties 

should be allowed to be demolished because renovation is not economically feasible when they are 
located in a slide zone. There are a lot of buildings in Astoria that people could purchase and then 
claim that it is time to demolish the buildings. They could then turn around and build something new. · 
The character of this entire neighborhood would be changed if the large bulky massive buildings are 
taken down. Last year, there was a lot of struggle about adding density to low residential areas. 
People were talking about putting accessory dwelling units (ADUs) and tiny homes in residential areas 
that were for single family living, and how that might change the character of neighborhoods. This is 
the antithesis of that conversation, the taking down of multi-unit buildings in high density residential 
zones to make more single family buildings in historic districts. 

Doug Thompson, 342 14th Street, Apt.·602, Astoria, said he was a volunteer board member of the Lower 
Columbia Preservation Society. The LCPS board unanimously supports Staff's conclusions. The Staff 
report is a thorough, objective,e and responsible piece of work. Nancy Ferber has raised the quality of 
Staff reports in the Community Development Department. He served on the HLC for a couple of years, 
followed by three years on the Planning Commission and 11 years on City Council. He has spent many 
late evenings on these matters. While he was doing that volunteer work in this community, he also earned 
a living as a licensed real estate broker and property manager. This is an attempt to balance the 
community's rights and responsibilities with the private property owners. He believed the result of the 
proposed demolition of a primary historic structure in Astoria's first nationally registered historic district 
was a big· deal. Despite what the building looks like today and the lack of remain_ing historic fabric, the 
community made a judgment, which was voted upon by City Council and ratified by the State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) and federal government that community standards included the fact that this 
structure was a primary structure. The Uniontown/Alameda Historic District has always been a working
class district. It is not an area of the finest homes in Astoria. If this building is demolished with no plan for 
a successive structure, the City will have created a contemporary single family home surrounded by a very 
big lot. That would take on the appearance of an R-1 zoned lot in the midst of a dense urban working
class historic neighborhood. The burden is on the Applicant. Over time, tenants, owners, shop keepers, 
and business owners come and go. Uses of buildings and the condition of buildings is like a roller coaster 
in many instances. Many buildings do not have the benefit of a consistent level of maintenance over time 
because of economic circumstance and social or cultural changes. He believed that, based on the 
application and Staff report, this is how gentrification happens. This is also how affordable housing 

· . di_sappears. Buildings change and r.ieig~borhoqds _are cjynamic, put demolition _is forever. . 

Mike Sensenbach, 110 Kensington, Astoria, Vice President, Lower Columbia Preservation Society, said 
the Staff report thoroughly outlined the criteria that this demolition permit should be based on. He reviewed 
the City's files on all three properties displayed on the screen. He found it interesting that the geotechnical 
engineer's report included with this application contradicted the geotechnicaf engineer's report on the 
house directly to the east, which was built ten years ago. Two reports on the stability of the land resulted in 
the approval of the permit to build that house. One of those reports was prepared by the same firm that 
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has justified the demolition of this building. He deals with property insurance claims as a profession, so he 
has dealt with a lot of building rehabilitation. He found it interesting that the engineer's report concluded 
that this building cannot be saved. When he deals with major fire and water damage, he does not ask if 
the building can be saved. He asks.what would be the most cost effective solution to save the building and 
then he makes a decision about whether to remove or save a building. The reports will reflect what was 
asked of the engineer. Operating the building as a slum does not seem to be an option because it has 
been red-flagged by the City. He spoke with the building official and learned his primary concern was the 
foundation. If the property were to be sold to someone not interested in demolishing the building, they 
would have to bring it up to code by investing more than just their purchase price. The LCPS just sold an 
apartment building. The preservation of that building was important to the LCPS, so they put a 
conservation easement on it through Restore Oregon to make sure it would not be torn down and the 
significant exterior features of the building would be retained in perpetuity. There are options available to 
ensure this building does not become a slum. 

President Gunderson called for the Applicant's rebuttal. 

Mr. Osborn stated this was difficult for him because he was on both sides. As presidentof LCPS, he had 
trouble because there was a lot of talk, but he seemed to have the only wallet in town. He has not seen 
anyone else put up money to make any of these other options happen. All of the talk about saving this 
building makes no sense from a financial standpoint. He was angry that this building was in disrepair for 
such a long time and no one showed up. But now that demolition is being considered, everyone is crying 
over it saying that there must be some way to bring the building back to life. No one has said the building 
is not dead, but just that it must be preserved at all cost. He has limited resources and does not want to 
waste money. Knowing that the.City's controls are not as robust as they should .be, he does not want to let 
the building turn back into a slum. He submitted two derelict building complaints that yielded nothing. The 
building has been spent and should be demolished. 

President Gunderson called for closing remarks of Staff. 

Planner Ferber stated Staff treats all applicants with respect and was not bullying this Applicant into doing 
anything. The Applicant willingly purchased the site and at no point did the City ask the Applicant to take 
over the building. The City is not holding any homeowner hostage to a proposal. The onus is on the 
Applicant to prove that the criteria have been met. 
• She is very passionate about transparent processes, so any opportunity to collect public input is 

·important. With very emotional testimonies on both sides of this issue, she asked tht the HLC to 
review the application instead of processing it administratively. Immediate administrative approval is 
intended for buildings that are an immediate threat to public health and safety. She went back and 
forth with the building official to clarify this because the building was red-flagged. Even though there 
are structural issues, the building has not been deemed an immediate threat. A few people brought up 
the Merwyn as an example of how to fix historic buildings. It is good to keep in mind that for a long 
time, people said the Merwyn would be too expensive to renovate. The building official has been 
through the Applicant's building and a geological report was included in the supplemental information 
in the Staff report. Funds are available from the City to promote preservation, so the City is actively 
engaged in preservation efforts. This site could potentially be eligible for those funds and she did not 
believe there was any embarrassment factor with applying for the funds. The money exists for 
properties like this one. Several non-profits provide support and resources for preservation, 
rehabilitation, and conservation . For any land use acquisition, the Planning and Public Works 
Departments make recommendations to the City Manager. City Council decides on acquisition 
requests based on Staffs recommendations and public input. Public Works made it clear that use of 
,the .right-of-way.would. be .the last option .. because prjyate pr.operty was available. for. use . ... __ ... _ ·--.. - . ____ .. _ . . : . : __ .. ___ _ 

• The photograph with the raccoon was submitted as part of the supplemental information. Preservation 
is not just for beautiful buildings, it is also for important sites. She included information about how this 
historic structure had been used as workforce housing for people in the fishing industry, which is 
important to the district. Demolition affects more than just building; it is the site, what happened on the 
site, and the potential for the site. 
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President Gunderson called for a recess at 8:55 pm. She asked that no one speak to Commissioners and 
that Commissioners not speak among themselves about the demolition request during the recess. 

The Historic Landmarks Commission meeting reconvened at 9:01 pm. 

President Gunderson closed the public testimony portion of the hearing and called for Commission 
discussion and deliberation. 

Vice President Dieffenbach said she could see both sides of this story. She questioned how likely it was 
that this building could be renovated. Demolishing the building will leave a hole in the neighborhood and 
open up the site for development, but a developer would have to go through the. same rigorous review 
process for soil conditions, Code requirements and historic requirements. Just because the building was 
deemed a primary historic structure at one time does not mean that the structure continues to be a 
primary contributor. Many structures have decayed over time and had the historic review been done now, 
this building might not have been a primary structure. Time changes and some people are not 
conscientious with historic buildings, neighborhood contexts and communities. She believed there was no 
economic way to make this building work. Much of the building can be recycled and the Osborns have 
experience. She believed the Osborns would be as conscientious as possible to make the best of a bad 
situation. As a property owner, it was difficult for her to believe that there were any other options besides 
demolition. There is no viable way to do anything else with this house .. Twenty years ago, she would have 
loved to have done something about this house when it began to fall down. But, Astoria did not have the 
laws then, and she hoped those laws were changing. At this point, the City cannot go backwards. 

Commissioner McHone agreed with Vice President Dieffenbach. When he first read this application, he 
hoped there would be a Merwyn-like ending, but, this building cannot stay where it is currently located. In 
this case, everyone is right. He supported the application, but also supported the opportunity for the 
Applicant to pursue moving the building to the right-of-way. He did not want the Applicant to feel held 
hostage by the City for stepping up and trying to do something right. 

Commissioner Rathmell said she also understood both sides of the argument. She had a house next to a 
derelict house that has since been purchased and is being renovated. The house was vacant for almost 
10 years and burglars told her they were going to rob the house. She has heard several times that the 
HLC has presided over controversial cases that should have gone a different way. She has heard 
lamentations about demolished buildings that should not have been torn down. She had sympathy for the 
Applicant's case, but did not want the HLC to start making it easy for people to tear down houses. Most of 
Astoria has geologic issues and many houses are in disrepair. She could not approve this request 
because the criteria had not been met. There are probably some ways to save the building and there are 
probably some other uses for the building. She did not believe the options had been completely 
exhausted. There may be someone interested in purchasing and renovating the building. 

Commissioner Osterberg noted the Staff report stated that the Applicant was well aware of the conditions 
at the site at the time of purchase. However, the Applicant's written materials and testimony indicated he 
was not fully aware of the issues of the building and only learned of those issues in greater detail as time 
went on. The Staff report also stated that a residential use would be the best use of this property. 
However, the Staff report goes on to state that the Applicant should consider other uses as well in their 
feasibility analysis. It is legitimate that the Applicant could or should have considered more uses, but the 
Applicant has submitted a lengthy and detailed professional analysis of the reuse of the building for 
apartments. The economic factors that limit the building's rehabilitation for a residential use likely also 
limits other permitted uses in that zone. 
• Staff stated tha_t conditional uses should have been investigated more fully, but he beli~ved this would 

be an unreasonable burden on the Applicant. Conditional uses are highly discretionary, may not be 
approved, and have many issues to be considered. The economic feasibility should not be an 
exhaustive analysis that includes removing additions from the building. A reduced building size was 
investigated by the Applicant, but this would require additional permits, which could be denied. This is 
still not economically feasible. Use of the right-of-way is questionable regardless of the size of the 
building, according to the most recent email submitted into the public record by the Public Works 
Director. The email specifically discouraged a request to use the right-of-way because the right-of-way 
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is needed for other public uses. Removing additions to make the building fit somewhere seems 
inappropriate. A substantial alteration would result in a drastic diminishing of the historic character of 
the building. That option is a dead end from a historic preservation perspective as well as an 
economic feasibility perspective. 

• The use of other adjacent sites was considered by the Applicant. Statements indicate the Applicant 
does not want to move the building on to his lot because it would obstruct his view. The Applicant 
testified that this was just one of four factors as to why he could not proceed with rehabilitation. He 
believed the Applicant's efforts to rehabilitate the building in accordance with criteria and the 
applicable historic preservation policies were reasonable and adequate. It is easy to point out other 
things the Applicant could have considered, might consider, and that there is always a chance that 
something good could happen, but the Applicant's efforts to investigate and rehabilitate have been 
reasonable and adequate. 

• Development Code Criteria 2, 3 and 4 are not applicable because no new use has been proposed and 
the building has not been proposed to be moved. The Comprehensive Plan indicates the City will 
promote and encourage preservation and restoration of sites and structures. However, this is not the • 
discussion before the HLC. The discussion is about what the Applicant has proposed in relation to the 
applicable criteria. He believed Criterion 1 had been met because the City, through its Comprehensive · 
Plan, as implemented through its Development Code, has promoted and encouraged preservation 
efforts. It is not up to the Applicant to speak to what the City should do. Criterion 4 says the City 
should take a more active role in the designation of historic districts. He believed the City had done so, · 
but that is not applicable to the criteria for approval of this demolition request. The economic 
development goal is to encourage preservation of historic buildings and neighborhood sites, which has 
been accomplished through the Comprehensive Plan and Development Code. Specific Development 
Code criteria for demolitions state there needs to be a special case. He believed the applicable 
Comprehensive Plan and Development Code criteria have been met. 

Commissioner Burns stated the building official had not found the structure to be an immediate and real 
threat to public health, safety, and welfare. The Applicant has done a lot of due diligence and spent a lot of 
money. He did not know if it would be possible to sell the building. He suspected the Applicant had not 
explored tax credits and other incentives. He could not speak to whether the City would or would not 
enforce codes to prevent another slum lord situation from occurring if the building were sold. However, he 
agreed that removing additions from the building would dramatically impact the streetscape, pqssibly just 
as dramatically as demolishing the building. If new construction were proposed for the site, it would be 
reviewed by the HLC; so, the HLC could protect what the neighborhood might look like in the future. He 
did not believe all options had been explored, but also did not believe other options were likely. Removing 
additions from the house and moving it on to the right-of-way would not necessarily be an improvement. 

President Gunderson said in addition to Mr. Osborn spending money on this property, commercial 
buildings were being redone, the Flavel buildings were being brought back to life, and houses were being . 
reborn in neighborhoods, so, Mr. Osborn does not have the only wallet in town. Other people bid on the 
property alongside Mr. Osborn. She knew one of the other bidders did rehabilitation work, but she could 
not say whether they would still purchase this building now. Anything that happens to that property will 
have to be reviewed by the HLC and the systems in place provide no way for it to be continued as a slum. 
The building at 1030 Franklin was sold with agreements in place about what would and would not be 
done. Mr. Osborn has that same option. 
• She was on the HLC several years ago when several people requested that the Commission do its job 

by preventing the Merwyn from being demolished. The community indicated it was the Commission's 
job to preserve the structures and homes in Astoria, and that they would be disappointed in the HLC if 
they allowed the Merwyn to be torn down. Many of the Commissioners walked in to that hearing with 

..... · ........ : . . _ -·· ... Jhefeeling .that.they would let the Meil.V'Jn .gO", but someone said Asbria did not:need another hole . 
downtown. She was not convinced that the Merwyn was in the condition the Applicant claimed it was 
in, but the owner submitted geological and other reports saying the only option was to tear it down . . 
The City was saying the building was leaning against the library and causing problems However, she 
listened to the community and asked why everyone waited until the hearing to save a building. The 
HLC is now at the same point with Mr. Osborn's property. The Merwyn will have life and will provide 
more affordable housing that Astoria needs. The HLC did what it set out to do. There are people out 
there, more than ever right now, who are rehabilitating buildings and homes. She did not believe Mr. 
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Osborn had exhausted all of the options. Astoria needs affordable housing and vernacular homes. 
She did not support the application. 

Commissioner Burns asked if the Applicant could be directed by the HLC to pursue other specified 
options. Planner Ferber replied yes. The application could be approved now, which would deny the 
demolition permit. The demolition could be approved, in which case Staff requested the hearing be 
continued to allow Staff time to draft findings of fact in support of the request. The hearing could also be 
continued to a date certain with additional conditions of approval that included any of the other options the 
HLC would like the Applicant to explore. 

Commissioner Burns confirmed that the Applicant's comments seemed to indicate he would be willing to 
entertain options for tax incentives if moving the building into the right-of-way was possible. He also 
believed selling the property should be explored because there were other bidders when Mr. Osborn 
purchased the property and he has heard others would be interested. He understood that everything could 
not be saved and did not want to make anyone feel like a hostage economically. However, other bidders 
were interested in this property. He wanted to allow others the option to·decide whether they would 
rehabilitate the building. 

Commissioner Osterberg confirmed that allowing the Applicant more time to investigate alternatives would 
require a continuance. He asked how the 120-day appeal period would be impacted and whether there 
were special requirements for demolition requests. City Attorney Henningsgaard said he discouraged a 
continuance. The HLC's discussion has been about a range of speculative things that could occur and 
lead the HLC to decide one way or the other. That would be difficult to put into conditions of approval, 
which should be concrete and reliable. If the demolition request is denied, the Applicant has heard the 
HLC's concerns. If the demolition request is approved, the Applicant would not have to worry about a 
continuance. 

Commissioner Osterberg confirmed that denying the demolition request would not unnecessarily extend 
the hearing and would allow the Applicant to appeal to City Council. 

Commissioner McHone believed that the criteria for immediate removal had been met. He noted the 
criteria required any, not all, of the conditions listed be met. The structure has been damaged in excess of 
70 percent of its original value. Planner Ferber clarified that criteria was for a Certificate of 
Appropriateness for Immediate Approval Certificate is specifically for immediate removal, which is 
approved administratively and not by the HLC. This application is now past that point. 

Commissioner Rathmell moved that the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) adopt the Findings and 
Conclusions contained in the Staff report and deny Demolition Request DM17-02 by Ted Osborn; 
seconded by President Gunderson. Motion tied 3 to 3. Ayes: President Gunderson, Commissioners 
Rathmell and Burns. Nays: Vice President Dieffenbach, Commissioners McHone and Osterberg. 

City Attorney Henningsgaard confirmed it would be inappropriate to reopen the hearing and recommended 
a motion to approve the request. If the vote on that motion is tied, the application would be denied. 

Planner Ferber recommended a continuance if the vote is to approve the demolition so Staff could 
prepare supporting Findings of Fact. City Attorney Henningsgaard noted the HLC could file the motion 
now and then Staff could prepare the Findings of Fact. 

Commissioner Osterberg moved that the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) approve Demolition 
Request DM17.-02 by Ted.-Osborn and direct Staff to prepare Findings of Fact in support of the request; 
seconded by Commissioner McHone. Motion failed 3 to 3. Ayes: Vice President Dieffenbach, 
Commissioners McHone and Osterberg. Nays: President Gunderson, Commissioners Rathmell and 
Burns. 

President Gunderson read the rules of appeal into the record. 
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Planner Ferber confirmed she would get in touch with Commissioners to sign the appropriately worded 
order. 

The Commission proceeded to Item 7: Staff Updates at this time. 

ITEM 5(b): 

This item was addressed immediately following Item 4: Approval of Minutes. 

EX17-13 Exterior Alteration EX17-13 by Michelle Dieffenbach, Rickenbach Construction, Inc. to 
add an additional grain silo to the south side of the building and wind breaks to the front 
entrance doors at #1 81h Street. 

President Gunderson asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the HLC to hear this matter at this 
time. There were no objections. President Gunderson asked if any member of the HLC had a conflict of 
interest, or any ex parte contacts to declare. 

Vice President Dieffenbach recused herself from the hearing and stepped down ·from the dais 

Commissioner Burns stated he had eaten at Buoy Beer, and Andrew Bornstein and Luke Colvin are on his 
Board of Directors. However, he had not discussed this project with them and he did not believe his 
judgment or impartiality would be affected. 

President Gunderson requested a presentation of the Staff report. 

Planner Ferber presented the written Staff report with a PowerPoint presentation. No correspondence had . 
been received and Staff recommended approval of the request with the conditions noted in the report. 

Commissioner Osterberg asked if Staff recommended a condition of approval regarding the lease with the 
. Parks and Recreation Department be adopted. Planner Ferber clarified that the project was in compliance 
with the lease agreement, so no additional condition of approval would be necessary. 

President Gunderson opened public testimony for the hearing and-asked for the Applicant's presentation. 

Dave Kroenig, 1168141h Street, Astoria, said Buoy Beer needed to add a second silo because their 
supplier recently indicated they would be able to fill a particular ingredient in bulk. The second silo would 
be the same as the existing silo. He believed this would be the last silo they would need. The front doors 
slam shut and they have been worried about finger injuries. There have been none so far, but the glass 
windbreak will prevent the doors from slamming. 

President Gunderson called for any presentations by persons in favor of, impartial to or against the .. 
application. Seeing none, she called for closing remarks of Staff. There were none. She closed the public 
testimony portion of the hearing and called for Commission discussion and deliberation. 

Commissioner Rathmell said the project would not change the historic character of the site, the fixtures 
could be removed if needed, and she did not have any concerns. 

Commissioners McHone and Osterberg stated they supported the application. Commissioner Osterberg 
added that the Commission did not need to adopt Condition 5. 

. . 
.. ... .. . - . -··. .. - - . . . .. - . . . ·-· . .. . ·- .. ... --· · .. . .... • ' . - ·· --·· .. 

Commissioner Burns said the project meets the criteria and seems identical to what was approved in the 
past. 

Commissioner Osterberg moved that the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) adopt the Findings and 
Conclusions contained in the Staff report and approve Exterior Alteration EX17-13 by Michelle 
Dieffenbach, without Condition of Approval 5; seconded by Commissioner Burns. Motion passed 
unanimously. 

· Historic Landmarks Commission 
Minutes 01-17-18 
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President Gunderson read the rules of appeal into the record. 

ITEM 5(c): 

NC17-07 New Construction EX17-07 by Michelle Dieffenbach, Rickenbach Construction, Inc. to 
add a 1760 square-foot enclosure for a cooler in the parking lot across from #1 81h Street. 

President Gunderson asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the HLC to hear this matter at this 
time. There were no objections. President Gunderson asked if any member of the HLC had a conflict of 
interest, or any ex parte contacts to declare. 

Commissioner Burns stated he had eaten at Buoy Beer, and Andrew Bornstein and Luke Colvin are on his 
Board of Directors. However, he had not discussed this project with them and he did not believe his 
judgment or impartiality would be affected. 

President Gunderson requested a presentation of the Staff report. 

Planner Ferber presented the written Staff report with a PowerPoint presentation. She noted typographical 
errors in the Staff report would be corrected and confirmed no house was involved in the project. She 
presented recommended changes to Condition of Approval 4 from "dissolving" to "updating" easement 
language associated with the site. No correspondence had been received and Staff recommended 
approval of the request. 

President Gunderson opened public testimony for the hearing and asked for the Applicant's presentation. 

Dave Kroenig, 1168 14th Street, Astoria, said he had considered adjacent options inside buildings so that 
parking would not be taken up. However, while working with property owners and the City, some zoning 
issues came up in those buildings. This is the only spot to put a cooler of this size. The previous cooler he 
asked the City to approve was a bridge to future expansion, but then they learned the cooler could only be 
placed in the parking. Rather than building the smaller one, they decided to go with the larger option being 
proposed today. He did not anticipate any issues with meeting the conditions of approval. 

President Gunderson called for any presentations by persons in favor of, impartial to or against the 
application. Seeing none, she called for closing remarks of Staff. 

Planner Ferber explained that the pedestrian bridge in the current parking lot would be expanded for. 
forklift access, and a new pedestrian access would be included in the reconfiguration of the parking lot to 
provide direct access to the front door. 

President Gunderson closed the public testimony portion of the hearing and called for Commission 
discussion and deliberation. 

Commissioner Osterberg believed the application met all of the criteria and he agreed with the 
conclusions in the Staff report. 

Commissioners Burns and McHone stated they had no objections. 

Commissioner Rathmell supported the request. 

President Gunderson noted the Applicants had done an excellent job on all of the.requests the HLC had 
been asked to review. 

Commissioner Osterberg moved that the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) adopt the Findings and 
Conclusions contained in the Staff report and approve New Construction NC17-07 by Michelle 
Dieffenbach, with changes to Condition of Approval 4 as stated by Staff; seconded by Commissioner 
Burns. Motion passed unanimously. 

Historic Landmarks Commission 
Minutes 01-17-18 
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President Gunderson read the rules of appeal into the record. 

Vice President Dieffenbach returned to the dais. 

The Commission proceeded to Item S(a) at this time. 

REPORTS OF OFFICERS/COMMISSIONERS - ITEM 6: 
There were ·none. 

STAFF UPDATES- ITEM 7: 
This item was addressed immediately following Item S(a): DM17-07. 

Planner Ferber briefly provided updates on approval 2018 CLG funds, the February HLC meeting date,. 
and an upcoming talk about the Flavel House by John Goodenberger. 

MISCELLANEOUS - ITEM 8: 
There were none. 

PUBLIC ·coMMENTS - ITEM 9: 
President Gunderson confirmed that all members of the public had left the meeting. 

Vice President Dieffenbach asked if the City could require an applicant to get geological reports done by a 
third party when there are two conflicting geological reports done by the same person in the City's files. 

Planner Ferber stated in this case, the two geological reports were for different properties and were 
completed at different times. Any time Staff has questions about information provided by the Applic~nt, 
they request additional information. 

Commissioner Burns did not believe it would be a good idea to call out a professional's expertise or to 
make applicants spend more money. Commissioner Osterberg suggested the HLC request the City 
Engineer review the reports and submit his conclusion to the Commission. · 

The Commission proceeded to Item 3: Election of Officers at this time. 

ADJOURNMENT: 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 10:12 pm. 

APPROVED: 

~~ 
City Planner 

· Historic .Landmarks Commission 
· Minutes 01-17-18 
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ASTORIA HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMISSION 

DATE: January 17, 2018 

NAME OF APPLICANT: Ted Osborn -· .,..._...,. ___ _ 
REQUEST NO. : DM 17-02 

Please sign in if you wish to speak. (Please Print) 

Name: /,;h1(f IJ,#e11hnf 
Address: /~ 7 4 5t~_rd l?w_ fh \·(_ 

Ji /a r,; · °'---
Fo~L_ Against_ Impartial_ 

Name: ~,-c\ .. \'o\"2;C'd 

Address: \\Q'll:. :Je.ru1)!'>~ Av <2.. 

A:s,,~onib.. 6 \t.. 9.1 \O ::i 

For~ Against_ Impartial-. 

Name: IC i cHAR.fJ G)rRH~ 
Address: l./b1 ~IJNJ .$.f 

1+~/A I 012. Cf?/t/3 
For-A- ~gainst _!~partial_ 

Name: -:) osk ::::r~"' V\\A.J'c... \/'\, 

Address: ~~J> All?!~ ~ 
·4~ ·b ~ 'll all- '1'7/o~ 

For)(__ Against_ Imparthd _ 

Name: £;;::> 011?'/?"2#/ 

Address: 2..2 / -::;oun+CzTfb::."fT 
I 

For_6gainst _Impartial_ 

Name: \A.( ~vuJ_) D;;bDV'...--, 
Addr~ss: 3 '-{ S- A l a. \11',.e__cLA._ 

For v Against_ Impartial_ 

For_ Against _)( Impartial_ 

Name: }/\ \ ke. ~~se."" ke-c ~ 
Address: f I 0 ~5 -' ;)}-c,""" /\v<l 

Ash~;rf< .. 
For_ Against . >.( Impartial_ 
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Address: 

For ~Against __ Impartial __ For __ Against __ Impartial __ 

For __ Againsj&.- Impartial__ For __ Against __ Impartial __ 

Name: Name: 

Address: 
~----------

For __ Against __ Impartial __ 

Address: 
~----------

For __ Against __ Impartial __ 

Name: 
---~-------,.-

Address: 
~----------

For __ Against __ Impartial __ 

Name: -----------
Address: 

~----------

For __ Against-. _Impartial __ 

Name: 
--~......,....-

Address: 
--~-----~--

For __ Against __ Imp~rtial __ - .. -

Jee\. O .s;,60'<"1"\ -f-es H ......._.,,_,,7 .' 

o I eA ,.-w ev-.ce '1 
<!I D evvQ.... -poll"-rol 

" L--."' J. o.. o \ o\ .en c.a..n... r 
ci .j o &h j C\. .r"\ f\v::;c~ 

0 Ee\ OVa-r b c:.'-1 

Q LDt~ R.. us se. I (Yi c; A 1~'"'~) 
~ 

·~ R 0t..c.1-. e- \ J e I'\ ~.Dor\ 

,, D CV I i"'~ OVV1-f s oV\ 

'ir-
D' c\ V\ ot" .s qV'I 

'"' 

i,-

E 
For ___ Against __ Impartial __ 

Name: 

Address; 
--------~--

For __ Against __ Impartial __ 
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1-17-18 POWERPOINT SLIDES FROM HLC MEETING
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CITY OF AsTORIA 
Founded 1811 • lncorporoted 1856 

Historic Landmarks Commission 
January 17, 2018 6:30pm 

Demolition DMl 7-02 

• Applicant: Ted & Wendy Osborn 
• Location: 347 Alameda 
• Proposal: demo 3 Yi story primary contributing 

historic building 
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. · .- ---·. .. .Criteria~. - - . - - . -- --.. 

DEVELOPMENT CODE 

1. 6.080A and B-immediate approval if: 

• The structure has been damaged in excess of 70% of its 
assessed value by fire, flood, wind, or other natural disaster 
or by vandalism; or 

• The Building Official finds the structure to be an immediate 
and real threat to the public health safety and welfare. 

• Note Article 9.010 (HJ allows permits to be reviewed by HLC 
in lieu of administrative review 

2. 6.080 (CJ 
• Economic feasibility to rehabilitate 
• Documented need for new use, if proposed 
• If proposed, compatibility of new use with surrounding area 
• Reviews moving the structure 

COM PREHENSIVE PLAN 

• Comprehensive Plan 
(applicable to the 
zone and any land 

use actions) 
• .250-HP goals

encourage adaptive 
reuse 

• .255 relocation as an 
altnernative to 
demolition 

• .204 EcDev-restoring 
historic buildings 

• .210-tourism and 
Historic Districts 
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__ ,_,, - ~."I"- - .....,..... .,.,... .....,.,.,,..,.,.......... ,,,... .,....,.,,...- .,.,._,,_ _...,., - - - .,._ - -....,-- - - - - - - - - ~- - -- - - - " -- - - -

' 
Options discussed for the site 

1. Saving and restoring the structure on the 
existing site 

2. Restoring the structure and moving out of 
the slide area to the property owned by the 
applicant just to the north of the site 

3. Restoring a portion of the structure on site 

4. Restoring a portion of the structure and 
moving it outside of the geologic hazard 
area into the Kingston right of way (requires 
approval of a street vacat ion) 

5. Demolishing the building (current proposal) 

Details 

Rehobilttotion would involve but is 
not limited to: structural bracing 
and tie-bock anchors, f€moving 
chimneys, stabilizing the building, 
disposal deteriorated flooring and 
froming, repairing the foundatiM 
and footing, new frominu, siding,, 
reroofing and pointing. The 
applicant stati::s it is not 
economically feasible to 
rehabilitate the building to the 
most recent use 

' ra r.oP-~sal l!ocatiom Gr.itenia IDetails • - • • • • 
Public comments are distributed 

Staff recommends denial of the request. Some issues that should be considered as alternate 
recommendations to move forward include: 

1 . The applicant should exhaust all options to save t he structure through relocation and/or 
sale of the building . 

2 . The applicant may submit an exterior alteration request to shrink the size of t he structure 
to lower rehabilitation costs. 

3. Analysis of potential other uses that could generate more income have not been provided 
by the appl icant outlining income vs investment. Add itional analysis including historic tax 
cred its and incentives should be submitted . 

1 . Should the HLC deny a demolition request, the appl icant should meet with the bui lding 
official to determine appropriate build ing codes applicable to the site to maint ain safety. 
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• • -· •• • • • • • • -··· ••• ~ - .... 'I': 

Criteria~ 

Article 6: in compliance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Historic Preservation: 

1. Compatible use for a property with minimal alteration 
2. Distinguishing qualities shall not be destroyed 
3. All sites shall be recognized as products of their own time 
4. Changes over time as evidence of the history and development of a 

building shall be recognized and respected 
5. Distinctive stylistic features shall be treated with sensitivity 
6. Deteriorated features shall be repaired rather than replaced 
7. Surface cleaning shall be gentle 
8. Protect and preserve archeological resources 
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• Council authroized submittal for CLG funds 2018 

• Next meeting: Wed 2/21 due to Presdients Day 
6pm? 

• John Goodenberger "Thrusday Night Talks" doors 
6pm, lecture 7pm, Fort George tomorrow! 

' 
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CORRESPONDENCE & MISCELLANEOUS DOCUMENTS

12/2/17 Letter dated December 2, 2017 to the HLC from Weston 
and Yvonne Ochse
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December 2, 2017 

Historic Landmarks Commission 
1095 Duane Street 
Astoria, OR 97103 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

Weston and Yvonne Ochse 
337 Alameda Avenue 

Astoria, OR 97103 
(520) 249-1893 

To)~©~ o W@'"'. 

[n) JAN 1 6 2018 ] 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

We are in receipt of the Notice of Public Hearing regarding the property owned by Ted Osborn at 347 Alameda 
Avenue (the "Property"). We have spoken to Mr. Osborn at length regarding his intentions for the property, as 
well as to another long-time resident on Alameda Avenue. As the owners of the home at 337 Alameda 
Avenue, we are working diligently to not only maintain our property (purchased in October of 2016), but to 
improve it. We believe Mr. Osborn has the skills and vision to handle this matter as he sees fit. The home on 
the Property is extremely damaged, so much so that it is visibly leaning and is, in fact, beyond practical and 
affordable repair. It seems unreasonable to require repairs of this magnitude, which will also pose unfair and 
immense expenses to the homeowner. As Alameda Avenue residents, we fully support Mr. Osborn's 
objectives in this matter and ask that the City of Astoria grant his demolition request. We are confident that 
Mr. Osborn, a winner of the Harvey Award for Historic Preservation, will do an outstanding job. We also 
understand that the hill has had several hydraulic studies and in the past there have been successful strategies 
to mitigate hill and soil movement. Based on past best practices, we believe Mr. Osborn will be able to build a 
new home on the property that will positively reflect Uniontown's rich architectural history. 

Thank you for your kind consideration, and please don't hesitate to contact us if you have any questions or 
require more information. 

cc: Mr. Ted Osborn 
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PUBLIC NOTICES

3-7-18 E-Mailed Notice of Public Hearing for March 12, 2018 City 
Council meeting to the Daily Astorian

2-23-18 Notice of Public Hearing for March 19, 2018 City Council 
meeting, with mailing list, dated 2-23-18

1-10-18 Affidavit of Notice of Public Hearing from the Daily 
Astorian for the January 17, 2018 Historic Landmarks 
Commission meeting, dated 1-10-18

12-22-17 Notice of Public Hearing for January 17, 2018 Historic 
Landmarks Commission meeting, with mailing list, dated 
12-22-17

12-22-17 E-Mailed Notice of Public Hearing for January 17, 2018
Historic Landmarks Commission meeting, dated 12-22-17
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March 8 

E-MAI TO: LEGAL ADS, DAILY ASTORIAN, 
VIA E-MAIL legals@dailyastorian.com 

FROM: ANNA STAMPER, COMMUNITY 338-5183 
SUBJECT: LLr"\L>L.. PUBLISH THE FOLLOWING PUBLIC NOTICE 

CITY OF ASTORIA 
NOTICE PUBLIC HEARING 

The Astoria City Council will hold a public hearing on Monday, March 19, 2018 at 7:00 p.m., in 
the City Hall Council Chambers, 2nd Floor, 1095 Duane Street, Astoria. The purpose of the 
hearing is to consider the following: 

1. Appeal AP 18-01 by Ted Osborn for Demolition Request DM17-02 to demolish a historic 
property at 347 Alameda Ave (Map T8N-R9W Section 7CD, Tax Lot(s) 6200; Lot(s) 23&24, 
Block 17, Taylor's) in the R-3, High Density Residential zone. 

The Historic Landmarks Commission has denied the request. A copy of the application is 
available for inspection at no cost and will be provided at reasonable cost. All documents and 
information are available for review at the office of the Community Development Director at 
1095 Duane Street, Astoria. Contact the Community Development Department, at 503-338-
5183 for additional information. 

The location of the hearing is accessible to the handicapped. An interpreter for the hearing 
impaired may be requested under the terms of ORS 192.630 by contacting the Community 
Development Department at 503-338-5183 48 hours prior to the meeting. 

The City Council's ruling may be appealed to the State Land Use Board of Appeals by the applicant, a 
party to the hearing, or by a party who responded in writing, by filing a Notice of Intent to Appeal within 
21 days after the City Council's decision. Appellants should contact the Oregon Land Use Board of 
Appeals (LUBA) concerning specific procedures for filing an appeal with the LUBA. If an appeal is not 
filed with LUBA within the 21 day period, the decision of the City Council shall be final. 

All interested persons are invited to submit comments the hearing or by letter addressed to 
the City Council, 1095 Duane St., Astoria OR 97103. Astoria City Council reserves the right 
to modify the proposal or to continue the hearing to another date and time. If the hearing is 
continued, no further public notice will be provided. 

CITY 

~er.A~ March 2018 
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AB6668 

CITY OF ASTORIA 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC 

HEARING 

The Astoria City Council will 
hold a public hearing on Mon
day, March 19, 2018 at 7:00 
p.m., in the City Hail Council 
Chambers, 2nd Floor,1095 
Duane Street, Astoria. The 
purpose of the hearing is to 
consider the following: 
1. Appeal AP 18-01 by Ted 
and Wendy Osborn for Dem
olition Request DM17-02 to 
demolish a historic property at 
347 Alameda Ave (Map T8N
R9W Section 7CD, Tax Lot{s) 
6200; Lot(s) 23&24, Block 17, 
Taylor's) in the R-3, High Den
sity Residential zone. 

The Historic Landmarks 
Commission has denied the 
request. A copy of the appli
cation is available for inspec
tion at no cost and will be 
provided at reasonable cost. 
All documents and informa
tion are available for review 
at the o!lice of the Commu
nity Development Director at I 
1095 Duane Street, Astoria. 
Contact the Community De
velopment Department, at 
503-338-5183 for additional 
information. 

The location of the hearing 
is accessible to the handi
capped. An interpreter for 
the hearing impaired may be 
requested under the terms of 
ORS 192.630 by contacting 
the Community Development 
Department at 503-338-5183 
48 hours prior to the meeting. 

The City Council's ruling may 
be appealed to the State Land 
Use Board of Appeals by 
the applicant, a party to the 
hearing, or by a party who 
responded in writing, by filing 
a Notice of Intent to Appeal 
within 21 days after the City 
Council's decision. Appellants 
should contact !he Oregon 
Land Use Board of Appeals 
(LUBA) concerning specific 
procedures for filing an appeal 
with the LUBA. If an appeal is 
not filed with LUBA within the 
21 day period, the decision of 
the City Council shall be final. 

All interested persons are I 
invited to submit comments 
at the hearing or by letter 
addressed to the City Coun
cil, 1095 Duane St., Astoria 
OR 97103. The Astoria City 
Council reserves the right to 
modify the proposal or to con
tinue the hearing to another 
date ancl time. If the hearing 
is continued, no further public 
notice will be provided. 
THE CITY OF ASTORIA 
Anna Stamper, Administrative 
Assistant 
Published: March 9th, 2018. 
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CITY OF ASTORIA 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

The Astoria City Council will hold a public hearing on Monday, March 19, 2018 at 7:00 p.m., in the City 
Council Chambers, 1095 Duane Street, Astoria. The purpose of the hearing is to consider the following 
request(s): 

1. Appeal AP 18-01 by Ted Osborn for Demolition Request DM17-02 to demolish a historic property at 
347 Alameda Ave (Map T8N-R9W Section ?CD, Tax Lot(s) 6200; Lot(s) 23&24, Block 17, Taylor's) in 
the R-3, High Density Residential zone. Development Code Standards 2.150-2.185, Articles 6 and 9, 
and Comprehensive Plan Sections CP.005-CP.025, CP.030-CP.035, CP.190-.210, CP.215-.230 and 
CP.240-CP.255 are applicable to the request. 

A copy of the application, all documents and evidence relied upon by the applicant, the staff report, and 
applicable criteria are available for inspection at no cost and will be provided at reasonable cost. A copy 
of the staff report will be available at least seven days prior to the hearing and are available for inspection 
at no cost and will be provided at reasonable cost. All such documents and information are available at 
the Community Development Department at 1095 Duane Street, Astoria. If additional documents or 
evidence are provided in support of the application, any party shall be entitled to a continuance of the 
hearing. Contact the Community Development Department at 503-338-5183 for additional information. 

The location of the hearing is accessible to the handicapped. An interpreter for the hearing impaired may 
be requested under the terms of ORS 192.630 by contacting the Community Development Department 
at 503-338-5183 48 hours prior to the meeting. 

All interested persons are invited to express their opinion for or against the request(s) at the hearing or 
by letter addressed to the Astoria City Council, 1095 Duane St., Astoria OR 97103. Testimony and 
evidence must be directed toward the applicable criteria identified above or other criteria of the 
Comprehensive Plan or land use regulation which you believe apply to the decision. Failure to raise an 
issue with sufficient specificity to afford the Astoria City Council and the parties an opportunity to respond 
to the issue precludes an appeal based on that issue. 

The City Council's ruling may be appealed to the State Land Use Board of Appeals by the applicant, a 
party to the hearing, or by a party who responded in writing, by filing a Notice of Intent to Appeal within 
21 days after the City Council's decision. Appellants should contact the Oregon Land Use Board of 
Appeals (LUBA) concerning specific procedures for filing an appeal with the LUBA. If an appeal is not 
filed with LUBA within the 21 day period, the decision of the City Council shall be final. 

The public hearing, as conducted by the Astoria City Council, will include a review of the application and 
presentation of the staff report, opportunity for presentations by the applicant and those in favor of the 
request, those in opposition to the request, and deliberation and decision by the Astoria City Council. The 
Astoria City Council reserves the right to modify the proposal or to continue the hearing to another date 
and time. If the hearing is continued, no further public notice will be provided. 

THE JITY OF AS1?RIA 

~"14{_ cS'tz:l1~,~ 
Anna Stamper 
Administrative Assistant MAIL: February 23, 2018 
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5160® 

Jnda Oklenkamp 
1676 Jerome Ave 
\storia, OR 97103 

)avid Pollard 
1676 Jerome Ave 
\storia, OR 97103 

red Osborn 
345 Alameda Ave 
\storia, OR 97103 

losh Jannusch 
~38 Alameda Ave 
\storia, OR 97103 

at: avery.com/patents 

Easy Peel® Address labels 
Bend along line to expose Pop-up Edge" 

Laura Russel 
346 Alameda Ave 
Astoria, OR 97103 

Weston and Yvonne Ochse 
337 Alameda 
Astoria, OR 97103 

Ted and Wendy Osborn 
PO Box 656 
Astoria, OR 97103 

Doug Thompson 
342 14th St #602 
Astoria, OR 97103 

Etiquettes d 'adresse Easy Peel® 
Qanfio.,. :\ b h~rh1m:ii. ::lfin rfp rAvt\fr;:i,r fp rPhnrrf Pnn .. 11n® 

Go to avery.com/templates : 
UseAveryTempfate5160 I 

Ed Overbay 
221 South St 
Astoria, OR 97103 

Mike Sensebach 
110 Kensington Ave 
Astoria, OR 97103 

Rachel Jensen, LCPS 
389 12th St 
Astoria, OR 97103 

Allez a avery.ca/gabarits : 
lllili<P7 IP (.;;,h;,rit AvPrv 'il nO I 
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Columbia House Condominiums 
13rd Street# 510 
As:t-"'~ia OR 97103 

Leroy Aldolphson 
Uniontown Neighborhood Assoc 
c/o 165 W. Bond 
Astoria OR 97103 

Columbia House Condominiums 
13rd Street# 510 
Astoria OR 97103 

Leroy Aldolphson 
Uniontown Neighborhood Assoc 
c/o 165 W. Bond 
Astoria OR 97103 

Columbia House Condominiums 
1 3rd Street# 510 
Astoria OR 97103 

Leroy Aldolphson 
Uniontown Neighborhood Assoc 
c/o 165 W. Bond 
Astoria OR 97103 

Columbia House Condominiums 
13rd Street# 510 
Astoria OR 97103 

Leroy Aldolphson 
Uniontown Neighborhood Assoc 
c/o 165 W. Bond 
Astoria OR 97103 

Columbia House Condominiums 
1 3rd Street# 510 
Astoria OR 97103 

( >y Aldolphson 
Driiontown Neighborhood Assoc 
c/o 165 W. Bond 
Astoria OR 97103 

FLORAL ALAMEDA NGBHD ASSOC 
C/O BRUCE CONNER 
P.O. BOX 543 
ASTORIA OR 97103 

FLORAL ALAMEDA NGBHD ASSOC 
C/O BRUCE CONNER 
P.O. BOX543 
ASTORIA OR 97103 

FLORAL ALAMEDA NGBHD ASSOC 
C/O BRUCE CONNER 
P.O. BOX543 
ASTORIA OR 97103 

FLORAL ALAMEDA NGBHD ASSOC 
C/O BRUCE CONNER 
P.O. BOX543 
ASTORIA OR 97103 

FLORAL ALAMEDA NGBHD ASSOC 
C/O BRUCE CONNER 
P.O. BOX543 
ASTORIA OR 97103 

T:\General CommDev\LABELS\PUBLIC NOTICE LABELS_Everytime - Mailing.doc 

ATTN: HOUSING OFFICER 
COMMANDING OFFICER 
USCG AIR STA ASTORIA 
2185 SE 12TH PLACE 
WARRENTON OR 97146-9693 

ATTN: HOUSING OFFICER 
COMMANDING OFFICER 
USCG AIR STA ASTORIA 
2185 SE 12TH PLACE 
WARRENTON OR 97146-9693 

ATTN: HOUSING OFFICER 
COMMANDING OFFICER 
USCG AIR STA ASTORIA 
2185 SE 12TH PLACE 
WARRENTON OR 97146-9693 

ATTN: HOUSING OFFICER 
COMMANDING OFFICER 
USCG AIR STA ASTORIA 
2185 SE 12TH PLACE 
WARRENTON OR 97146-9693 

ATTN: HOUSING OFFICER 
COMMANDING OFFICER 
USCG AIR STA ASTORIA 
2185 SE 12TH PLACE 
WARRENTON OR 97146-9693 
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State Of Oregon 

County Of Clatsop } ss. 

Affidavit of 
PUBLICATION 

I, Danielle Fisher, being duly 
sworn, depose and say that I am the 
principal clerk of the manager of 
the DAILY ASTORIAN, a 
newspaper of general circulation, 
as defined by section ORS 193.010 
and 193.020 Oregon Compiled 
Laws, Annotated, printed and 
published daily at Astoria in the 
aforesaid county and state; the 
Legal Notice: AB6588 Notice of 
Public Hearing a printed copy of 
which is hereto attached, was 
published in the entire issue of said 
newspaper for three successive and 
consecutive time(s) in the 
following issues: January 10th, 
2018. 

~,~ 
Signed and attested before me on 
the 17th day of January, 2018 
by: 

OFFICIAL SEAL 
HOLLY NOElLE !.ARKINS 

NOTARY PUBLIC-OREGON 
COMMISSION N0.956956 

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES DECEMBER 01 2020 

Notary Public for the State of 
Oregon, Residing at Astoria, 
Oregon, Clatsop County. 

Copy Of Advertisement 

AB6588 
CITY OF ASTOBIA 

NOTICE OF 
PUBLIC HEARING 

The City of Astoria Histor
ic Landmarks .Commission 
wilt. h.oJd. a .•. l?.ublii:; • hei:ti:irig 
on Wednesday; Januai:y . 17, 
2018 at 6:30 p.m., in.the City 
Halt Cou~ciJ <;;hambers;,71095 
Dual'!Ef Street, Astod<1; · 

1. Demolltlop.i:lequ~t PM1'7-
02 byTed qsbom;todl:lmol• 
ish a historic property al 347 
Alameda Ave in .the R•S.; Higl1 
Density Residential.ion~ .. 

2. Ext~rior Alteiati<:ln ex11-
1a by fl.,1ichelle. [)r~ffep~iach, 
Rickenbach· ·· · ; C°'nstrumlon, 
Inc •. to addan.addi~i(!n!!l;lgrain 
$ilo, to the $outh,si!;fe Qf the 
building anq ·Wind.· .bi'ea~~ to 
the frontentrance•do.ors at '#i 
8th St in the A·2,:Aqu<1fi!:fiwo 
zone. Df;lvelopment Coqe 

a.New ConstrubtiotJ· NC17-
Micl1elte Dieffenbach, 
b!1tcl1C<: 
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YOU ARE RECEIVING THIS NOTICE BECAUSE THERE IS A 
PROPOSED LAND USE APPLICATION NEAR YOUR PROPERTY IN ASTORIA 

CITY OF ASTORIA 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

Mail,_J.!:4-:::..:::+,;17-,r:;--t> 
Email_-r::::--bf;ir-tt'1l 
Web 

The City of Astoria Historic Landmarks Commission will hold a public hearing on WEDNESDAY, 
JANUARY 17, 2018 at 6:30 p.m., in the City Hall Council Chambers, 1095 Duane Street, 
Astoria. The purpose of the hearing is to consider the following request(s): 

1. Demolition Request DM17-02 by Ted Osburn, to demolish a historic property at 347 
Alameda Ave (Map T8N-R9W Section ?CD, Tax Lot(s) 6200; Lot(s) 23&24, Block 17, 
Taylor's) in the R-3, High Density Residential zone. Development Code Standards 2.150-
2.185, Articles 6 and 9, and Comprehensive Plan Sections CP.005-CP.025, CP.030-CP.035, 
CP.190-.210, CP.215-.230 and CP.240-CP.255 are applicable to the request. 

2. Exterior Alteration EX17-13 by Michelle Dieffenbach, Rickenbach Construction, Inc. to add 
an additional grain silo to the south side of the building and wind breaks to the front entrance 
doors at #1 8th St (Map T8N-R9W Section 8CB, Tax Lot(s) 700; Lot 2) in the A-2, Aquatic 
Two zone. Development Code Standards 2.525-2.540, Article 6, and 9, and Comprehensive 
Plan Sections CP.005-CP.025, CP.050-.055, CP.130-.186, CP.190-.210 and CP.240-
CP .255 are applicable to the request. 

3. New Construction NC17-07 by Michelle Dieffenbach, Rickenbach Construction, Inc. for new 
construction of 1760 sq ft enclosure for a cooler, in the parking lot across from #1 81h St, 
(Map T8N-R9W Section 8CB, Tax Lot(s) 1700; Lot(s) 2,3&4) in the S-2A, Tourist Oriented 
Shorelands zone. Development Code Standards 2.7.00-2.715, Article 6, and 9, and 
Comprehensive Plan Sections CP.005-CP.025, CP.050-.055, CP.130-.186, CP.190-.210 
and CP.240-CP.255 are applicable to the request. 

A copy of the application, all documents and evidence relied upon by the applicant, the staff 
report, and applicable criteria are available for inspectioA at no cost and will be provided at 
reasonable cost. A copy of the staff report will be available at least seven days prior to the 
hearing and are available for inspection at no cost and will be provided at reasonable cost. All 
such documents and information are available at the Community Development Department at 
1095 Duane Street, Astoria. If additional documents or evidence are provided in support of the 
application, any party shall be entitled to a continuance of the hearing. Contact the Planner at 
503-338-5183 for additional information. 

The location of the hearing is accessible to the handicapped. An interpreter for the hearing 
impaired may be requested under the terms of ORS 192.630 by contacting the Community 
Development Department at 503-338-5183 48 hours prior to the meeting. 

All interested persons are invited to express their opinion for or against the request(s) at the 
hearing or by letter addressed to the Historic Landmarks Commission, 1095 Duane St., Astoria 
OR 97103. Testimony and evidence must be directed toward the applicable criteria identified 
above or other criteria of the Comprehensive Plan or land use regulation which you believe 
apply to the decision. Failure to raise an issue with sufficient specificity to afford the Historic 
Landmarks Commission and the parties an opportunity to respond to the issue precludes an 
appeal based on that issue. 
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The Historic Landmarks Commission's ruling may be appealed to the City Council by the 
applicant, a party to the hearing, or by a party who responded in writing, by filing a Notice of 
Appeal within 15 days after the Historic Landmarks Commission's decision is mailed. 
Appellants should contact the Community Development Department concerning specific 
procedures for filing an appeal with the City. If an appeal is not filed with the City within the 15 
day period, the decision of the Historic Landmarks Commission shall be final. 

The public hearing, as conducted by the Historic Landmarks Commission, will include a review 
of the application and presentation of the staff report, opportunity for presentations by the 
applicant and those in favor of the request, those in opposition to the request, and deliberation 
and decision by the Historic Landmarks Commission. The Historic Landmarks Commission 
reserves the right to modify the proposal or to continue the hearing to another date and time. If 
the hearing is continued, no further public notice will be provided. 

Anna Stamper 
Administrative Assistant MAIL: December 22, 2017 
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I 

Division of State Lands 
775 Summer St NE #100 
Salem OR 97301-1279 

JIM STOFFER 
ALDERBROOK GROUP 
jstoffer@cltarter.net E-MAIL 

Planning & Development Manager 
Oregon Department of Transportation 
Region 2 Headquarters 
455 Airport Road SE Building B 
Salem OR 97301-5395 

E-MAIL 

ADHDA 

officel@astoriadowntown.com 
E-MAIL 

Greg Kenney E-MAIL 
Cannery Lofts HOA 
Gregkenney2@msn.com 

Arline LaMear E-MAIL 
a/amear@astoria.or.us 

Sirpa Duoos E-MAIL 
sduoos@co.clatsop.or.us 

Port of Astoria 

admin@portofastoria.com 
E-MAIL 

Floral Alameda Ngbhd Assoc 
c/o Bruce Conner 
P.O. Box 543 
Astoria OR 97103 

EMERALD HEIGHTS GRP 
1 EMERALD DRIVE 
ASTORIA OR 97103 

emeraldheights@charter.net E-MAIL 

BLAIR HENNINGSGAARD 
1482JEROME 
ASTORIA OR 97103 

blair@astorialaw.com E-MAIL 

Patrick Wingard 
Coastal Services Representative 
DLCD 
4301 Third Street, Room 206 
Tillamook; OR 97141 E-MAIL 

Du/eye Taylor 
ADHDA 

E-MAIL 

du/cye@astoriadowntown.com 

Jennifer Holen E-MAIL 
ADHDA 
jennifer@bakedak.com 

Eagle Ridge Home Owner Association 
Mark Hedeen E-MAIL 
Mark.hedeen@raymondjames.com 

Leroy Aldolphson 
Uniontown Neighborhood Assoc 
c/o 165 W. Bond 
Astoria OR 97103 

ATTN: HOUSING OFFICER 
COMMANDING OFFICER 
USCG AIRSTAASTORIA 
2185 SE 12TH PLACE 
WARRENTON OR 97146-9693 

Jim Wolcott 
Mill Pond Village Home Owners' Assoc 
2735 Mill Pond Lane 
Astoria OR 97103 E-MAIL 

RUSS WARR 
415 MARINE DRIVE 
ASTORIA OR 97103 

E-MA/l 

Karen Mellin E-MAIL 
kmellin5382@charter.net 

Tryan Hartill E-MAIL 
editor@northcoastoregon.com 

Columbia House Condominiums 
1 3rd Street# 510 
Astoria OR 97103 
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80907CD03600 80907CD01000 80907CD14100 
Allen Cheryl Bee Line Roofing Co Berney Kristina 
PO Box 1071 Harper John (c) 3441 Grand Ave 
Astoria, OR 97103-1071 327 W Marine Dr Astoria, OR 97103-2621 

Astoria, OR 97103-6205 

80907CD03200 80907CD03100 80907CD05300 
Capper Patricia A Chadney William N Conner Bruce 
354 Floral St Chadney Cherry L 750 Marine Dr #100 
Astoria, OR 97103-6304 350 Floral St Astoria, OR 97103 

Astoria, OR 97103-6304 

80907CD06401 80907CD05500 80907CD04800 
Conner Bruce Edwards Lillian Foss Catherine A 
Conner Suzie 503 Suisse Dr 367 Alameda Ave 
323 Alameda Ave San Jose, CA 95123-4856 Astoria, OR 97103 
Astoria, OR 97103 

80907CD14400 80907CD04500 80907CD01800 
Galway Construction & Design Harms Danny Jannusch Joshua A 
LLC Harms Jill 338 Alameda Ave 
PO Box 83763 438 Pleasant Ave Astoria, OR 97103-6202 
Portland, OR 97283-0763 Astoria, OR 97103 

80907CD02000 80907CD04400 80907CD03302 
Johnnie Barbara Keightley-Garvin Kathy C Linza Francis 
334 Alameda Ave Garvin Greg V Linza Margery 
Astoria, OR 97103-6202 359 Alameda Ave 19475 S Fischers Mill Rd 

Astoria, OR 97103 Oregon City, OR 97045 

80907CD02200 80907CD01900 80907CD03700 
Lopez-Dorsey Berenice MacArthur Kathleen Maki Allan R 
Lopez-Dorsey Victoria 336 Alameda Ave 372 Floral St 
5410 SW 34th Pl Astoria, OR 97103-6202 Astoria, OR 97103-6304 
Portland, OR 97239 

80907CD01600 80907CD05700 80907CD03303 
Moore Robert UKathryn A Neikes James J Nelson Daniel E 
348 Alameda Ave 34755 Hwy 101 Business 135 Carr Dr 
Astoria, OR 97103-6202 Astoria, OR 97103-6664 Ventura, CA 93001-1505 

80907CD14200 80907CD05800 80907CD13600 
Nudelman Enterprises LLC Ochse Weston Oregon State Dept Of Transport 
4023 SW Jerald Ct Ochse Yvonne 350 W. Marine Drive 
Portland, OR 97221-4055 1399 Paso Robles Ave 

Sierra Vista, AZ 85635 

80907CD06000 80907CD14300 80907CD01700 
Osborn Edward K Palmrose Loretta J Living Trust Russell Laura M 
Osborn Wendy L Palmrose Loretta J Trustee Russell James K 
PO Box 656 644 39th St 346 Alameda Ave 
Astoria, OR 97103-0656 Astoria, OR 97103 Astoria, OR 97103-6202 

80907CD02500 80907CD05900 80907CD01300 
Salo Darla J Sergeant John/Thelma Lvg Trust Under the Bridge Cigarettes 
318 Alameda Ave Sergeant Jon W/Janet Becken Kick Ass Koffee Co dba 
Astoria, OR 97103-6202 84914 Highway 101 345 W Marine Dr 

Seaside, OR 97138-3601 Astoria, OR 97103-6205 
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80907CD02400 
Utzinger Fran 
650 Florence Ave 
Astoria, OR 97103-5967 

80908CB00600 
Astoria Holdings Inc 
5235 Industrial Pl 
Ferndale, WA 98248 

80908CB01400 
Etu Inc 
Bechtolt Cary E 
PO Box 989 
Astoria, OR 97103-0989 

80908CB08200 
Lamar Advertising of Eugene 
Tax Accountant 
PO Box 66338 
Baton Rouge, LA 70896 

80908CB00900 
No 1 0 Sixth Street Ltd 
990 Astor St 
Astoria, OR 97103-4201 

80908CB00700 
River Barrel Brewing Inc 
#27th St 
Astoria, OR 97103 

80908CB02600 
TBA LLC 
Deborah L Boothe 
PO Box433 
Warrenton, OR 97146-0433 

80907CD10901 
Wendlberger Georg 
Sowins Property Management 
PO Box 33 
Warrenton, OR 97146-0033 

80908CB00600 
Astoria Holdings Inc a Washington 
Corp 
5235 Industrial Pl 
Ferndale, WA 98248 

80908CB02500 
Galway Construction and Design 
LLC 
Sean Schutte 
PO Box 83763 
Pnrtl::inrl OR Q7?R~ 
80908CB02300 

. Lower Columbia Bowl Inc 
826 Marine Dr 
Astoria, OR 97103-4216 

80908CB00500 
Oregon State Div/State Lands 
Astoria Holdings Inc 
5235 Industrial Pl 
Ferndale, WA 98248 

80908CB01200 
Starlight One 
PO Box 188 
Bellingham, WA 98227 

80907DA01101 
Wilson Oil Inc 
95 Panel Way 
Longview, WA 98632-7045 

80908CB03300 
730 Astoria LLC 
7517 SE 28th Ave 
Portland, OR 97202 

80908CB02800 
Conner Patricia 
PO Box 2016 
Gearhart, OR 97138-2016 

80908CB01100 
JS Holdings LLC 
1727 NE East Devils Lake Rd 
Lincoln City, OR 97368 

80908CB03700 
Miller Gerald V 
McDonalds Corp (36-0126) 
PO Box 182571 
Columbus, OH 43218-2571 

80908CB01900 
PCL Investments LLC 
92967 Pearson Rd 
Astoria, OR 97103-8620 

80908CB08200 
Sunset Empire Transportation District 
900 Marine Dr 
Astoria, OR 97103-4218 
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19,2018 

FROM: 
SUBJECT: 

DAILY 
COMMUNITY 

PLEASE PUBLISH FOLLOWING PUBLIC 

The City of Astoria Historic 
January 17, 2018 6:30 

will hold a public hearing on Wednesday, 

The purpose of the hearing is to consider 

1. Demolition Request OM 17 .,Q2 by 
Alameda Ave in the R-3, High 

1 

following request(s): 

to demolish a historic nrAn<:>r'f\I at 347 
Residential zone. 

2. Exterior Alteration EX17-13 by Michelle Dieffenbach, Rickenbach Construction, Inc. to 
add an additional grain silo to the south side of the building and wind breaks to the front 
entrance doors at #1 8th St in the A-2, Aquatic Two zone. Development Code 

3. New Construction NC17-07 by Michelle Dieffenbach, Rickenbach Construction, Inc. for 
new construction of 1760 sq ft enclosure for a cooler, in the parking lot across from #1 8th 
St in the S-2A, Tourist Oriented Shorelands zone. 

For information, call or write the Community Development Department, 1095 Duane St., Astoria 
97103, phone 503-338~5183. 

The location of the hearing is accessible to the disabled. An interpreter for the hearing impaired 
may be requested under the terms of ORS 192.630 by contacting the Community Development 
Department at 503-338-5183 48 hours before the meeting. 

The Historic Landmarks Commission reserves the right modify the proposal or to continue the 
hearing to another date and time. If the hearing is continued, no further public notice will be 
provided. 

Administrative Assistant 10, 8 

T:\General CommDev\HLC\PUBL!C NOTJCB\20J 7\l-9-18HLCr;lllail,doc 3/13/2018 
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r 

From: 
Sent: 2017 12:19 PM 

To: 

7 

over to .. I are 

SUBJECT: 

The City of Astoria Historic Landmarks Commission will hold a public hearing on Wednesday, January 17, 
2018 at 6:30 p.m., in the City Hall Council Chambers, 1095 Duane Street, Astoria. 

The purpose of the hearing is to consider the following request(s): 

1. Demolition Request DM17-02 by Osburn, to demolish a historic property 347 Alameda Ave in 
the High Density Residential zone. 

2. Exterior Alteration EX17-13 by Michelle Dieffenbach, Rickenbach Construction, Inc. to add an 
additional grain silo to the south side of the building and wind breaks to the front entrance doors at #1 
8th St in the A-2, Aquatic Two zone. Development Code 

3. New Construction NC17-07 by Michelle Dieffenbach, Rickenbach Construction, Inc. for new 
construction of 1760 sq ft enclosure for a cooler, in the parking lot across from #1 81h St in the S-2A, 
Tourist Oriented Shorelands zone. 

For information, cal! or write the Community Development Department, 1095 Duane St., Astoria OR 97103, 
phone 503-338-5183. 

The location of the hearing is accessible to the disabled. An interpreter for the hearing impaired may be 
requested under the terms of ORS 192.630 by contacting the Community Development Department at 503-
338-5183 48 hours before the meeting. 

The Historic Landmarks Commission reserves the right to modify the proposal or to continue the hearing to 
another date and time. If the hearing is continued, no further public notice will be provided. 

THE CITY OF ASTORIA 
Anna Stamper 
Administrative Assistant 

1 

PU BUSH: January 10, 2018 
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APPLICATION

11-8-17 Demolition Application DM17-02 by Ted and Wendy 
Osborn to demolish a historic property at 347 Alameda 
Avenue (Map T8N R9W Section 7CD, Tax Lot 6200; Lot 
23 & 24, Block 17, Taylor’s, R-3) 
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Briefly address each of the Demolition/Moving Criteria and state why this request should be approved. (Use 
additional sheets if necessary.): 

1. The structure cannot be economically rehabilitated on the site to provide a reasonable income or 
residential environment compared to structures in the general area. 

SGE ,&Tle~Het-rr. 

2. There is demonstrated public need for a new use, if any is proposed, which outweighs the benefit which 
might be served by preserving the subject building(s) on the site due to the building's contribution to the 
overall integrity and viability of the historic district. 

3. The proposed development, if any, is compatible with the surrounding area considering such factors as 
location, use, bulk, landscaping, and exterior design. 

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

Conditions for Demolition Approval. 

As a condition for approval of a demolition permit, the Historic Landmarks Commission may: 

1. Require photographic documentation, and other graphic data or history as it deems necessary to preserve 
an accurate record of the resource. The historical documentation materials shall be the property of the 
City or other party determined appropriated by the Commission. 

2. Require that the property owner document that the Historic Preservation League of Oregon or other local 
preservation group has given the opportunity to salvage and record the resource within 90 days. 

CITY OF ASTORIA 

NOV 0 8 2017 

Bu lLOf(\1(1 CODE~ 

City Half •1095 Duane Street• Astoria OR 97103 •Phone 503-338-5183 •Fax 503-338-6538 
planninq@astoria.or.us • www.astoria.or.us 

Page 2 of 2 
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141 
ADDRESS: 47 ameda 
CLASSIFICATION: Primary TAX LOT: 6200 
OWNER: Duane Jeremiah LOT: 28' Lot 23 & 24 

P.O. Box534 
Astoria, OR 97103 

ASSESSOR MAP: 897CD BLOCK: 17 
PLAT: Taylors Addition STYLE: Queen Ann 
YEAR BUILT: Ca. 1908 USE: Multi-family 
ALTERATIONS: Moderate 

DESCRIPTION: This three and one half story apartment building is irregular in plan. The 
cross gable roof has original gabled dormers on the west elevation and newer gabled 
dormer on the· south elevation. The gable ends are pedimented and a wide frieze board 
extends around the perimeter of the building. Weatherboard clads the upper stories and 
vertical boarding covers the conciete foundation. Fenestration is regular with two sets of 
paired one over one double hung wood sash windows located on each story. Some of the 
attic windows have been altered to aluminum frame fixed pane. A shed roof two story 
wing is located on the rear elevation and two. two story flat roofed projections are located 
on the north elevation on either side of the main building volume. The building, set back 
approximately ten feet, faces southwest on Kingston (not a through street) and is in good 
condition. A parlcing lot is directly north of the property. 

According to Polk's Astoria's City and Clatsop County Di.rectory. the apartment building 
was owned in 1908 by Henrik Reinikki. Other residents include John Hyvari and Jacob 
Lahti. both fishermen, and Bekka Rasinen, a laborer. Henrik Reinikki was a fisherman 
and president of the Apostolic Lutheran CongregationaI Church in 1921, the year he and 
his wife Kate moved from the residence. Other occupants include John, incorporator of 
Astoria's Fmnish Tannery. and Edith Pirila; Gust, a laborer, and Betty Paaso; and Richard, 
a carpenter, and Hilda Sinko. 

347 and 349 Alameda Ave 
Looking Southeast from Alameda AvE 
and Kingston St. 
Northwest Heritage Property 
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140 
ADDRESS: 
CLASSIFICATION: 
OWNER: 

ASSESSOR MAP: 
PLAT: 
YEAR BUILT: 
ALTERATIONS: 

. J-1""",,.f\C.. '{; 
;t \ .. ,ro' - -

p(Q,".l''~s t1' <!. * ~ 
_,/ \ o-e ~cY8 

-~--- \12Jf;r, :t0-o-~fL> 
349 Alameda '01""" 

Historic Non-Co 
Joseph Humasti 
Mary Mitchner 
c/o Duane Jeremiah 
311 Blue Ridge Road 
Astoria, OR 97103 
897CD 
Taylors Addition 
Ca. 1920 
Major 

TAXLOT: · 6100 
Im: 72' Lot 23 & 24 

BLOCK: 
STYLE: 
USE: 

17 
Vernacular 
Residential 

DESCRIPTION: This one story building is rectangular in plan with a gable roof and 
intersecting side gable. Wood shingles in a narrow and wide banding pattern sheaths the 
building. The foundation is concrete. The windows are one over one double hung wood 
sash. The front porch, located on the west elevation, has been enclosed Remnants of a 
concrete garage is located directly to the north. The building, set back approximately ten 
feet from Kingston, is on the SE comer of Kingston and Alameda and is in good condition. 

According to Polk's Astoria's City and Clatsop County Directory, the building was 
occupied by Anna Kaarle in 1925. No other directory listing is available for the residence. 

·- ··-· .. ..... ..... ........ ... ,,,.. • • ___ ... . i. • ...... . ~ • • 
··· ·--~--- · · · ···--·- -- ----

34
7 and 349 Alameda Ave 

311,r Looking southeast from Alameda Ave 
and Kingston St. 
Northwest Heritage Property 
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YOU ARE RECEIVING THIS NOTICE BECAUSE THERE IS A 
PROPOSED LAND USE APPLICATION NEAR YOUR PROPERTY IN ASTORIA 

CITY OF ASTORIA 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

The City of Astoria Historic Landmarks Commission will hold a public hearing on WEDNESDAY, 
JANUARY 17, 2018 at 6:30 p.m., in the City Hall Council Chambers, 1095 Duane Street, 
Astoria. The purpose of the hearing is to consider the following request(s): 

1. Demolition Request DM17-02 by Ted Osburn, to demolish a historic property at 347 
Alameda Ave (Map T8N-R9W Section 7CD, Tax Lot(s) 6200; Lot(s) 23&24, Block 17, 
Taylor's) in the R-3, High Density Residential zone. Development Code Standards 2.150-
2.185, Articles 6 and 9, and Comprehensive Plan Sections CP.005-CP.025, CP.030-CP.035, 
CP.190-.210, CP.215-.230 and CP.240-CP.255 are applicable to the request. 

2. Exterior Alteration EX17-13 by Michelle Dieffenbach, Rickenbach Construction, Inc. to add 
an additional grain silo to the south side of the building and wind breaks to the front entrance 
doors at #1 8th St (Map T8N-R9W Section 8CB, Tax Lot(s) 700; Lot 2) in the A-2, Aquatic 
Two zone. Development Code Standards 2.525-2.540, Article 6, and 9, and Comprehensive 
Plan Sections CP.005-CP.025, CP.050-.055, CP.130-.186, CP.190-.210 and CP.240-
CP.255 are applicable to the request. 

3. New Construction NC17-07 by Michelle Dieffenbach, Rickenbach Construction, Inc. for new 
construction of 1760 sq ft enclosure for a cooler, in the parking lot across from #1 81h St, 
(Map T8N-R9W Section 8CB, Tax Lot(s) 1700; Lot(s) 2,3&4) in the S-2A, Tourist Oriented 
Shorelands zone. Development Code Standards 2.7.00-2.715, Article 6, and 9, and 
Comprehensive Plan Sections CP.005-CP.025, CP.050-.055, CP.130-.186, CP.190-.210 
and CP.240-CP.255 are applicable to the request. 

A copy of the application, all documents and evidence relied upon by the applicant, the staff 
report, and applicable criteria are available for inspectioFl at no cost and will be provided at 
reasonable cost. A copy of the staff report will be available at least seven days prior to the 
hearing and are available for inspection at no cost and will be provided at reasonable cost. All 
such documents and information are available at the Community Development Department at 
1095 Duane Street, Astoria. If additional documents or evidence are provided in support of the 
application, any party shall be entitled to a continuance of the hearing. Contact the Planner at 
503-338-5183 for additional information. 

The location of the hearing is accessible to the handicapped. An interpreter for the hearing 
impaired may be requested under the terms of ORS 192.630 by contacting the Community 
Development Department at 503-338-5183 48 hours prior to the meeting. 

All interested persons are invited to express their opinion for or against the request(s) at the 
hearing or by letter addressed to the Historic Landmarks Commission, 1095 Duane St., Astoria 
OR 97103. Testimony and evidence must be directed toward the applicable criteria identified 
above or other criteria of the Comprehensive Plan or land use regulation which you believe 
apply to the decision. Failure to raise an issue with sufficient specificity to afford the Historic 
Landmarks Commission and the parties an opportunity to respond to the issue precludes an 
appeal based on that issue. 
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The Historic Landmarks Commission's ruling may be appealed to the City Council by the 
applicant, a party to the hearing, or by a party who responded in writing, by filing a Notice of 
Appeal within 15 days after the Historic Landmarks Commission's decision is mailed. 
Appellants should contact the Community Development Department concerning specific 
procedures for filing an appeal with the City. If an appeal is not filed with the City within the 15 
day period, the decision of the Historic Landmarks Commission shall be final. 

The public hearing, as conducted by the Historic Landmarks Commission, will include a review 
of the application and presentation of the staff report, opportunity for presentations by the 
applicant and those in favor of the request, those in opposition to the request, and deliberation 
and decision by the Historic Landmarks Commission. The Historic Landmarks Commission 
reserves the right to modify the proposal or to continue the hearing to another date and time. If 
the hearing is continued, no further public notice will be provided. 

TH~ CITY O~S~ORIA 

\~w~trtA~ 
Anna Stamper 
Administrative Assistant MAIL: December 22, 2017 
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Division of State Lands 
775 Summer St NE #100 
Salem OR 97301-1279 

JIM STOFFER 
ALDERBROOK GROUP 
jstoffer@plwrter.net E-MAIL 

Planning & Development Manager 
Oregon Department of Transportation 
Region 2 Headquarters 
455 Airport Road SE Building B 
Salem OR 97301-5395 

E-MAIL 

ADHDA 

office/@astoriadowntown.com 
E-MAIL 

Greg Kenney E-MAIL 
Cannery Lofts HOA 
Gregkenney2@msn.com 

Arline LaMear E-MAIL 
alamear@astoria.or.us 

Sirpa Duoos E-MAIL 
sduoos@co.clatsop.or.us 

Port of Astoria 

admin@portofastoria.com 
E-MAIL 

Floral Alameda Ngbhd Assoc 
clo Bruce Conner 
P.O. Box 543 
Astoria OR 97103 

EMERALD HEIGHTS GRP 
1 EMERALD DRIVE 
ASTORIA OR 97103 

emeraldheights@charter.net E-MAIL 

BLAIR HENNINGSGAARD 
1482JEROME 
ASTORIA OR 97103 

blair@astorialaw.com E-MAIL 

Patrick Wingard 
Coastal Services Representative 
DLCD 
4301. Third street, Room 206 
Tillamook, OR 9714:1. E-MAIL 

Du/eye Taylor 
ADHDA 

E-MAIL 

dulcye@astoriadowntown.com 

Jennifer Holen 
ADHDA 
jennifer@bakedak.com 

E-MAIL 

Eagle Ridge Home Owner Association 
Mark Hedeen E-MAIL 
Mark.hedeen@raymondjames.com 

Leroy Aldolphson 
Uniontown Neighborhood Assoc 
clo 165 W. Bond 
Astoria OR 97103 

ATTN: HOUSING OFFICER 
COMMANDING OFFICER 
USCG AIRSTA ASTORIA 
2185 SE 12TH PLACE 
WARRENTON OR 97146-9693 

Jim Wolcott 
Mill Pond Village Home Owners' Assoc 
2735 Mill Pond Lane 
Astoria OR 97103 E-MAIL 

RUSS WARR 
415 MARINE DRIVE 
ASTORIA OR 97103 

E-MA/l 

Karen Mellin E-MAIL 
kme/lin5382@charter.net 

Tryan Hartill E-MAIL 
editor@northcoastoregon.com 

Columbia House Condominiums 
1 3rd Street # 510 
Astoria OR 97103 
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80907CD03600 
Allen Cheryl 

1071 
Astoria, 97103-1 

80907CD03200 
Patricia A 

Floral 
Astoria, OR 97103-6304 

80907CD06401 
Conner Bruce 
Conner Suzie 

Alameda Ave 
Astoria, OR 97103 

80907CD14400 
Galway Construction & Design 
LLC 
PO Box 83763 
Portland, OR 97283-0763 

80907CD02000 
Johnnie Barbara 
334 Alameda Ave 
Astoria, OR 97103-6202 

80907CD02200 
Lopez-Dorsey Berenice 
Lopez-Dorsey Victoria 
5410 SW 34th Pl 
Portland, OR 97239 

80907CD01600 
Moore Robert UKathryn A 
348 Alameda Ave 
Astoria, OR 97103-6202 

80907CD14200 
Nudelman Enterprises LLC 
4023 SW Jerald Ct 
Portland, OR 97221-4055 

80907CD06000 
Osborn Edward K 
Osborn Wendy L 
PO Box 656 
Astoria, OR 97103-0656 

80907CD02500 
Salo Darla J 
318 Alameda Ave 
Astoria, OR 97103-6202 

80907CD03100 
Chadney William N 

Cherry L 
350 Floral 
Astoria, 971 u~i-u._,,, ... 

80907CD05500 
Edwards 
503 
San 951 L~".J-">o::io 

80907CD04500 
Harms Danny 
Harms Jill 
438 Pleasant Ave 
Astoria, OR 97103 

80907CD04400 
Keightley-Garvin Kathy C 
Garvin Greg V 
359 Alameda Ave 
Astoria, OR 97103 

80907CD01900 
MacArthur Kathleen 
336 Alameda Ave 
Astoria, OR 97103-6202 

80907CD05700 
Neikes James J 
34755 Hwy 101 Business 
Astoria, OR 97103-6664 

80907CD05800 
Ochse Weston 
Ochse Yvonne 
1399 Paso Robles Ave 
Sierra Vista, AZ 85635 

80907CD14300 
Palmrose Loretta J Living Trust 
Palmrose Loretta J Trustee 
644 39th St 
Astoria, OR 97103 

80907CD05900 
Sergeant John/Thelma Lvg Trust 
Sergeant Jon W/Janet Becken 
84914 Highway 101 
Seaside, OR 97138-3601 

80907CD05300 
Bruce 

750 Marine Dr #100 
97103 

80907CD04800 
A 

367 Alameda Ave 
Astoria, 97103 

80907CD01800 
Jannusch Joshua A 
338 Alameda Ave 
Astoria, OR 97103-6202 

80907CD03302 
Linza Francis 
Linza Margery 
194 7 5 S Fischers Mill Rd 
Oregon City, OR 97045 

80907CD03700 
Maki Allan R 
372 Floral St 
Astoria, OR 97103-6304 

80907CD03303 
Nelson Daniel E 
135 Carr Dr 
Ventura, CA 93001-1505 

80907CD13600 
Oregon State Dept Of Transport 
350 W. Marine Drive 

80907CD01700 
Russell Laura M 
Russell James K 
346 Alameda Ave 
Astoria, OR 97103-6202 

80907CD01300 
Under the Bridge Cigarettes 
Kick Ass Koffee Co dba 
345 W Marine Dr 
Astoria, OR 97103-6205 
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650 Florence 
Astoria, OR 97103-5967 

80908CB01400 
Inc 

Bechtolt Cary E 
PO 989 

97103-0989 

80908CB08200 
Lamar Advertising of Eugene 
Tax Accountant 
PO Box 66338 
Baton Rouge, 70896 

80908CB00900 
No 10 Sixth Street Ltd 
990 Astor St 
Astoria, OR 97103-4201 

80908CB00700 
River Barrel Brewing Inc 
#27th St 
Astoria, OR 97103 

80908CB02600 
TBA LLC 
Deborah L Boothe 
PO Box433 
Warrenton, OR 97146-0433 

a 
Corp 

Pnrt!::.nrl ()R Q7?R'.=\ 
80908CB02300 
Lower Columbia Bowl Inc 
826 Marine Dr 
Astoria, OR 97103-4216 

80908CB00500 
Oregon State Div/State Lands 
Astoria Holdings Inc 
5235 Industrial Pl 
Ferndale, WA 98248 

80908CBO'l 200 
Starlight One 
PO Box 188 
Bellingham, WA 98227 

80907DA01101 
Wilson Oil Inc 
95 Panel Way 
Longview, WA 98632-7045 

730 Astoria 
7517 28th Ave 

OR 97202 

80908CBO 1100 
Holdings LLC 

East Devils 
Lincoln City, 97368 

80908CB03700 
Miller Gerald V 

6 

McDonalds Corp (36-0126) 
PO Box 182571 
Columbus, OH 43218-2571 

80908CB01900 
PCL Investments LLC 
92967 Pearson Rd 
Astoria, OR 97103-8620 

80908CB08200 
Sunset Empire Transportation District 
900 Marine Dr 
Astoria, OR 97103-4218 
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ATTACHMENT TO APPLICATION TO DEMOLISH BUILDING 
AT 347 ALAMEDA AVE. 

11/8/2017 CITY OF ASTORIA 

I. Description of the Property NOV 0 B 2017 
BUILDING CODES 

The large apartment building situated at 347 Alameda Ave. began in 1910 as a 
two-family dwelling . Over the years it has been converted to four, then five, then 
eight and in its most recent configuration, seven apartments. The upper three 
floors (total 4680 sq.ft.) sit atop a daylight basement that held the eighth 
apartment until water incursion and foundation movement made that level 
impossible for habitation. The approximately 45' square plan sits virtually on the 
extreme northern property line of a 50x70 foot lot. The southernmost 32 feet of 
the property rises sharply upslope with the result being that the southern 
elevation of the building is 1 % floors below grade. The minor additions and major 
reallocations of interior space that have transpired on multiple occasions have 
not been respectful of the original design and construction. 

II. Recent Operation 

In the last ten years, the 347 building has had no maintenance to the exterior and 
grounds other than a partial one-coat "no prep" spray paint job over moldy siding 
and trim; hard-to-access areas were left unpainted. Broken windowpanes have 
remained broken and through-wall openings have remained vulnerable to rain, 
wind, raccoons, birds, and rats. The landlord made no provision for waste 
removal and, as a result, garbage and abandoned appliances, furniture, tires, 
and general debris filled the basement and common spaces inside and out. 
Debris has been allowed to accumulate in the Kingston ROW for years. 

The absentee landlord operated the building as the slum that it had been allowed 
to become. Drug activity was commonplace. Discarded items from food to 
empty cans to cigarette butts were regularly dropped out the windows. The 
building has had an unneighborly reputation with the police, the utility companies, 
and residents of nearby houses. However, there was no incentive for the 
landlord to improve the building or better monitor the activities of the tenants. 
The building was fully re~ted most of the time. 

Ill. Need for Purchase 

When the owner chose to sell, we chose to be interested in buying. Other 
prospective buyers planned to continue the slum operation as costs for repair 
and return to respectability were far too steep to pencil out. In a totally emotional 
decision, we chose to outbid the slumlords rather than risk living with the squalor 
for another extended period of time. 
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CITY OF ASTORIA 

NOV 0 8 2017 
We were interested in recreating a portion of the building that would ~qrPri r~ CODES 
architectural details, bought the building and took ownership withou a aenrntrve 
plan for its use, but not without having discussed with engineers, contractors, and 
knowledgeable preservationists the amount of work necessary to make the 
building safe, compliant with current codes, marketable to a respectable level of 
clientele, and respectful of its standing as a contributing structure within a historic 
district. 

From every professional viewpoint, the building, leaning badly to the north, 
lacking underpinning, and in an alarming state of decay throughout, was viewed 
as unsafe for occupancy and cost prohibitive to repair. The attendant costs were 
estimated to be far in excess of the 70% of assessed valuation stipulated in the 
City of Astoria Development Code, Article 6.080 Demolition and Moving, Section 
81 Criteria for Immediate Approval. 

As prospective owners, we hoped that there were viable options, but we 
understood the City's code provided for razing the building for a property in such 
a state of decay. 

IV. Options Considered 

We considered the following scenarios that had to be proven or disproven as 
both viable and in our interest as owners. 

1. Save and rebuild the structure on site 
2. Demolish the building 
3. Save and rebuild a representative (east-west rectangular) portion of the 

structure on site 
4. Save and rebuild a representative (east-west rectangular) portion on the 

Kingston ROW to the west 
5. Save and rebuild a representative (north-south rectangular) portion of the 

structure on the Kingston ROW to the west 

Options 3 and 4 would reduce the plan to its primary east-west trunk by removing 
the north-facing wing and the rotted south-facing wing on each floor where they 
exist, and lowering the building to eliminate the unstable daylight basement. This 
would reduce the square footage of the building from 4680 sq. ft. to 3195 sq. ft . 
and reduce the height of the building by approximately 9 - 10 feet, but retain all 
architectural features except the bulk. 

Option 3 suggested that this reduced development occur on the present site. 

Option 4 considered moving away from the unstable slope of the current site to 
the flat site of the Kingston ROW. (See attached drawings 1 - 4, dated 10/10/17) 
In order to validate Option 4 as a potential solution, we asked for and attended a 
meeting with the Planning and Engineering group on October 11 at which we 
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suggested moving a portion of the building approximately 50' into the 80' wide 
Kingston ROW, a location that our engineers considered a feasible alternative 
site. We presented drawings in plan and elevation of how the building would look 
in its new context. They responded by saying that they had to check for existing 
utilities in the ROW, and that there was a general reluctance to transfer the use 
of an ROW to private use because need for access or additional utilities might 
arise in the future. It was offered that a scheme that encroached on less than ~ 
of the easement might be a possibility. This led to the initiation of Option 5, a ~ 
smaller building portion keeping the north-south axis. We were not given any Q 
tangible encouragement but were told that the idea to use the Kingston ROW ~ 
would be reviewed. (See drawings 5, 6 and 7 dated 10/20/17) 0 

0 
The planning group did counter immediately, however, by suggesting that we CJ 
move the building directly north onto a developed site we also own. This move ill 
(a) fails to get the building out of the hillside movement zone, (b) would place the 
house directly within the view lines of our 345 Alameda Ave house, greatly 
reducing its value, (c) would eliminate the improvements we have made on that 
property, and (d) there is not enough depth to move the house fully from its 
existing footprint. That option makes no economic or practical sense and is not 
one that we would consider further. 

V. Expert Analyses and Opinions 

While reviewing our options, we have met with engineers and contractors to 
establish an understanding of the rehabilitation workscope and estimated costs 
for each large segment of work required. 

We commissioned a geologic survey, structural engineering analyses, tests for 
lead and asbestos, and cost estimates for several of the biggest ticket items 
involved in resurrecting all or part of the building. These sources of information 
have been illuminating. 

The building has been pushed approximately 9" to the north by the retaining 
structures that have failed to hold the hillside on the south. The concrete 
foundation components have been compromised and many of the wooden posts 
and beams are rotted out. The structural engineer has found the building to be 
unsafe (in structural failure); both he and the geoscientist have recommended 
against attempting to re-site the failed structure in its current location or directly 
to the north. 

The findings and strong recommendations stated in the focused reports of Tom 
Horning (geoscientist) and John Doyle (Stricker Engineering) summarily 
eliminated Options 1 and 3 that involved attempting to rehabilitate all or part of 
the structure at its current site. Bill Marczewski (BSM Engineering) assisted in 
developing an understanding of the workscope that would be required to meet 
current structural building code for .shear and wind resistance. Bob Bogar 
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(Environmental Investigations) tested thoroughly for asbestos and lead, finding 
lead in one of the earlier layers of the exterior paint. See cited reports of all four 
experts attached at end of this application. 

At owners' request, the City of Astoria's Ben Small and Jim Byerly came to 
inspect the building on October 12. They were horrified, noting numerous 
conditions that required the building to be found "in structural failure" and stated@ 
that they would red tag the building (prohibiting occupancy) , and send a letter t~ 
the owner to further document their findings. z 

G) 

The building official did tag the building on October 20 and, in lieu of a formal O 
letter, wrote a brief e-mail in which he concluded that, "347 Alameda Ave. is a g 
dangerous building. Section 302.1 O of the 1997 Uniform Code for the AbatemenrJ 
of Dangerous Buildings." 

A city engineer reported back on November 3 on the results of the investigation 
of utility lines in the Kingston ROW. He stated that they had confirmed the 
presence of a functioning 8" PVC sewer line located in conflict with our proposed 
Option 4 that would have required use of 50' of the width of the ROW. He further 
stated that he would consult with the Planning Department to determine if the use 
of 30 - 35 feet of the ROW would be made available. Therefore, Option 4 is now 
eliminated; Option 5 is still subject to validation. 

In summary, Option 2 (Demolish the building) and Option 5 (Relocate a north
south portion of the building west to the Kingston ROW) are the only remaining 
options for which estimates of the costs for reconstruction and the opportunities 
for income are to be determined. 

The case for demolishing the building has been tested by estimating the costs 
related to rehabilitating the existing building in place (although not 
recommended) and comparing those costs with estimates of anticipated income, 
and against the City of Astoria codified 70% of Assessed Value. 

Option 5, if permission to use 30 - 35' of the ROW is granted, has costs 
estimated as a pro rata share of the Option 2 estimate. Those costs are then 
compared to the anticipated income from the three apartments it would yield. 

VI. Estimated Costs to Rehabilitate Building in Place 

In this section, we have developed an estimate for the cost of rehabilitating the 
building in its present location. Since the option to reconstruct on site, Option 2, 
was deemed unwise by engineering experts and has been eliminated, the 
estimate has been assembled to support Option 2 (Demolition) and Option 5. 
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A. Building Envelope .::J'UtL 20,,.. 
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The following list of activities is related to the demolition and reconstruction of CoD£s 
those elements necessary to provide a renewed building envelope that is safe, 
code compliant, weather tight, energy efficient, and mindful of the building's 
architectural heritage. 

1. Laterally brace structure for safety during shoring operation 
and install tie-back anchors and ecology blocks (approximately 
200,000 lbs.) to hold the slope and the failing retaining walls prior to 
lifting the building. 

2. Remove two deteriorated brick chimneys (2'x2' by 44' high) 

3. Mobilize materials and equipment, place cribbing, and 
perform related activities in order to lift and stabilize building. 

4. Demolish and dispose of exterior and interior basement walls, 
and rotted out wood flooring and framing members. 

5. Demolish and dispose of existing concrete foundation walls 
and footings. 

6. Excavate and grade for new footings (include perimeter drains). 

(Note: specific foundation design has not been performed, so 
estimate is based on typical spread footings and grade beams; 
actual design may require caissons in addition) 

7. Pour footings, piers, grade beams, walls, and 4" floor slab; 
backfill. 

8. Frame new exterior basement walls 

9. Set building in place with connections made to new anchors 
and hold-downs. 

10. Remove wood siding and trim and related diagonal sheeting 
as required for new shear panel locations. (Assume all corners 
and '!14 of wall area) 

11. Remove interior drywall, finished flooring materials, and 
subflooring as required to get access to framing members for ties 
from walls to floor diaphragms. (Assume 8 locations per floor.) 

12. Install shear panels, shear diaphragms, and hold-downs. 

$38,500 

8,400 

21,000 

8,800 

18,950 

17,400 

38,800 

14,380 

7,600 

9,500 

8,500 

19,500 
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NOV O 8 2017 

BUILDING CODES 

13. Remove remainder of damaged siding and trim, install new $ 52,500 
flashings, and replace with new siding and trim. New siding to be 
flush, T & G, V-grooved siding to match the existing east and 
south elevation siding that is in serviceable condition. Trim to 
match existing trim. 

14. Remove the third floor south-facing roof deck, and reframe the 8900 
rotted roof structure and ceiling joists at what is now the 
abandoned apartment #6. 

15. Remove multiple layers of existing roofing; install plywood, 26,000 
edge flashing, ventilation, and new roofing and gutters/downspouts. 

16. Replace and/or recondition 51 double hung windows. 33,000 
(Assume 16 new) and 6 exterior doors (Assume 3 new) 

17. Relocate electrical service entrance to west elevation and 12,000 
re-establish gas and water connections to building. 

18. Adjust final grades and rebuild entrance stairs, walks and decks. 19,500 

19. Prep and paint all exterior painted building surfaces. 38,500 

B. Building Interiors 

The following list of activities is related to the demolition of destroyed interior 
components and the reconstruction of the available interior space so as to 
develop a cost effective number of rentable apartments. 

Currently, the building interior layout is a jumble of rooms. Over the years the 
4680 square feet have been redistributed to create seven separate living units, 
most very small, and none with a desirable layout. The kitchens have been 
inserted wherever possible. Unit 6 has been rotted out as a result of major leaks, 
hasn't been In service for more than a decade, and has been occupied by 
raccoons for years. Three additional units, and the public spaces, have 
discernable water intrusion and mold. Three units have lowered ceilings, 
installed to disguise the revised room layouts. This has resulted in awkwardly 
placed windows and too-short interior doorways. 
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NOV 0 8 2017 
For the purpose of this cost estimating exercise, the applicant has EtJ,i[Jf nat~ CODES 
apartment #3 which had been carved out of space taken from apartmen s 2 and 
4, and given the space back, making each of the remaining two apartments more 
viable and thus leasable at a higher price. Apartment #6 would be reconstructed 
to be put back in service. 
The work scope items that follow relate to the development of six modestly 
finished apartment units. 

1. Remove and dispose of debris and wet/moldy building materials $ 7,400 

2. Remove and dispose of drywall at partitions to be relocated, and 9,500 
drywall and framing at lowered ceilings. 

3. Remove and reposition wall framing to improve layout of 12,500 
six-apartment configuration. 

4. Remove and dispose of all remaining flooring materials that have 7,500 
been installed over original finished floors. 

5. Complete development of six-apartment layout, including: 

• Replace all flooring materials 
• Replace (50%) or repair (50%) doors and hardware 
• Repair walls and ceilings 
• Replace or repair wood trim 
• Replace (80%) or refurbish (20%) bathroom fixtures 
• Replace all bathroom finishes and accessories 
• Provide revised kitchen layouts and equipment 
• Install new appliances (75%) 
• Install new electrical wiring (80%); bring up to code 
• Install electrical lighting and power fixtures 
• Renovate gas piping layout 
• Install heating systems throughout 
• Renovate water piping layout 
• Install new fire alarm system 
• Paint all surfaces 

This is computed assuming 3 apartments @ $28,000 and 
3 apartments @ $33,000. 

6. Complete interior development of 840 sq. ft. of Common spaces. 

C. Fees, Permits, Design/Consulting Fees, and Administration 
Costs. 

D. Interest on Construction Loan 

183,000 

22,000 

15,000 

32,000 
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TOTAL ESTIMATED COST 
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$ 690,630 

Of the $690,630 total estimated project rehabilitation cost, only $509,980 is 
to be spent on positive reconstruction work as $35,500 will be spent on 
stabilizing the hillside, and $145, 150 is estimated to be spent on shoring 
and bracing, demolition, and the disposal of decayed and failed 
components of the existing structure. 

NOTE: Option 5 building portion is 2950 sq. ft. and as a pro rata share, 63% 
of the entire building's 4680 sq. ft., it is estimated to be 63% of the total 
building cost of $690,630, or $430,000. 

VII. Anticipated Income 

A. Calculation of income from entire building (6 apartments) 

1. Apartment sizes, configuration and rental rates 

Apt. 1 706 sq.ft. 2 BR $ 900 
Apt. 2 706 sq.ft. 2 BR 900 
Apt. 3 564 sq.ft. 1 BR 750 
Apt. 4 407 sq.ft. studio 625 
Apt. 5 490 sq.ft. 1 BR 625 
Apt. 6 750 sq.ft. attic loft 950 

$4750/mo x 12 = $57,000 per year 

2. Expenses 

• Taxes 
• Insurance 
• Water and Sewer 
• Maintenance 
• TurnoverNacancy 
• Bad debts 
• Administrative Costs 

Total expenses estimated at 40% of gross income 

3. Anticipated Net Annual Income 

60% of $57,000 = $34,200 net annual income 
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4. Income Supports X Level of Investment eq 
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At expected 10% return, $34,200 supports an investment of $342,000. 

At expected 8% return, $34,200 supports an investment of $427,500. 

At expected 6.5% return, $34,200 supports an investment of $526,000 

5. Comments on Income vs. Investment 

• No bank will likely finance an income investment with less than a 6.5% 
rate of annual return. 

• No astute buyer will buy an income investment with less than a 6.5% rate 
of return and would most likely look for an 8% rate of annual return 

• The owner is not interested and can't finance an income investment with 
less than a 6.5% rate of annual return. 

• Therefore, the owner cannot justify spending more than $526,000 total on 
this property 

• The owner spent $195,000 to capture the property from the next 
generation of slumlords and therefore it would be imprudent to spend 
more than $331,000 ($526,000 - $195,000) additionally to rehabilitate 347 
Alameda Ave. 

• An expenditure of $690,630 would represent 395% of the code-stipulated 
amount to permit demolition. 

• Reconstruction of the entire building is not financially viable. 

B. Calculation of income from Option 5 (2950 sq. ft. - 3 apartments) 

1. Apartment sizes, configuration, and rental rates 
Apt. 1 
Apt. 2 
Apt. 3 

850 sq.ft. 
850 sq.ft. 
720 sq.ft. 

2BR 
2BR 
1BR 

$1050 
1050 
925 

$3025/mo ($36,300/yr gross) 

2. Expenses are assumed to be 40% gross income. 

3. Anticipated net annual income 
60% x $36,300 = $21,780 net annual income 

4. Income Supports X Level of Investment 

At expected 10% return, $21,780 supports an investment of $217,800. 

At expected 8% return, $21,780 supports an investment of $272,250. 
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At expected 6.5% return, $21,780 supports an investment of $335,000. 

5. Comments on Income \(S. Investment 

• The owner cannot justify spending more than $335,000 total on this 
property as configured for Option 5 

• The owner spent $195,000 to capture the property from the next 
generation of slumlords and therefore it would be imprudent to spend 
more than $140,000 ($335,000 - $195,000) additionally to rehabilitate a 
2950 sq. ft. portion of 347 Alameda Ave. 

• Option 5 is not financially viable. 

SUMMARY 

The apartment building at 347 Alameda Ave. has lost its battle with the moving 
hillside that it is tied to. Once known to be damaged, unstable, and subject to 
water incursion it has received no maintenance intervention for many, many 
years. It is a derelict building, has been managed as a slum, and is a blight on 
this otherwise proud block of Alameda Ave. 

There are few features of the original building design and construction that have 
retained discernable merit and would justify the expenditure of even modest 
monies for their rehabilitation. 

The estimated cost to make this building safe and habitable is $690,630, far in 
excess of the current assessed value of $250,000, making this a very unwise 
investment. 

The rehabilitation of this building in whole or in part is not economically viable. 

The applicants respectfully request permission to demolish this building. Their 
Alameda Ave. neighbors extend their appreciation in advance. 
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Homing Geoedences 
808 26th A venue, Seaside, OR 97138 
Ph./FAX: (503)738-3738 
Email: horni~fier.com 

Ted and Wendy Osborn 
345 Alameda 
PO Box 656 
Astoria, OR 97103 

o\TY u1~ f-\;;;> '~· "' • 

\\\0\1 0 8 2017 

BU\LD\NG CODES 

October 28, 2017 

RE: Landslide Hazard; Map 8 9 7CD, Tax Lot 6200; 347 Alameda, Astoria, Clatsop County, Oregon 

Dear Ted and Wendy: 

Your 3-story house on the above-referenced property was built in 1910. It has been deformed by dominantly hori
zontal compression, plus minor uplift, from pressures against the uphill side of the structure. The pressures are 
from movements related to an overly steep slopes that are part of a larger landslide (Figures 3 and 4). 

Essentially, the southeast wall of the building has been compressed enough to have pushed the building horizontally 
as much as 12 inches northward. Most of this movement has occurred above the first story of the building, where 
concrete retaining walls and steps to a porch are located (Figure 2). Movement appears to have been first noted rel
atively early in the history of the building, based on the age and style of buckles utilized to tether and resist the slid
ing. Continued movement has caused subsequent damage the repairs, now visible as upheaving and overturning of 
the retaining wall in the southeastern basement. 

Uplift and shearing extends to Alameda, passing through Tax Lot 6100 to the north, based on maps in Figures 5, 6, 
and 7. Additional heaving is implied where there have been efforts to repair damage to the building near its north 
end, the basement floor now torn up by the project work. Mapping of foundations, retaining walls, and parking 
pads north of this house has identified cracking and arching that from uplift running diagonally across TL 6200. It 
apparently pinches out in the undeveloped parking area of Kingston Avenue, west of the house. 

Outlook 

Landslide movements in the future are expected to resemble those from the past I 00 years. This is because the 
slopes remain steep, changes to the land upslope are not expected to be significant, and rainfall and snowmelts will 
probably remain about the same as the historic record. Further damage to the house on TL 6200 can be expected 
from both compression and uplift. Damage from direct compression can be reduced by removing the porch and 
shifting the building to the northwest, but upheaval will likely buckle future footings in the main part of the tax lot. 
Relocating the building into the right-of-way of Kingston Avenue would reduce the risk of damage to the building, 
but there may still be arching and buckling, based on geologic mapping, albeit in smaller amount . ture damage 
may be significant and costly, regardless of where the building is sited. ?.. it F Ii: 

(;~ · ~o 

Thomas S. Homing, CEG # 1131 
Horning Geosciences 

References 
Homing Geosciences, 2013, Engineering Geologic Hazard Report- Demolition & Filling a House Site; 
Map 8 9 7CD, Tax Lot 6100; 349 Alameda, Astoria, Clatsop County, Oregon; May JO, 2013. 

orn~.Gcm 
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Horning Geosciences 808 26th Avenue Seaside Oregon 97138 503-738-3738 

Figure I: Aerial view showing location of Tax Lot 6200. 

~: View of house, looking NE. The house has deflected to the left just above the tops of the first story windows. 

Osborn/347 Alameda/Astoria/Clatsop County Page2 October 28, 2017 

3/13/2018 
Page97



Horning Geosciences 808 26th Avenue Seaside Oregon 97 I 38 503-738-3738 

~: Historic landslide map for Astoria with TL 6200 shown in yellow. Hatched area just south of the property is landslide. The 
amount of movement diminishes to the west, near Kingston. 

Osborn/347 Alameda/Astoria/Clatsop County Page3 October 28, 2017 
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Homing Geosciences 808 26th Avenue Seaside, Oregon 97 I 38 503-738-3738 

\ 

\ 
\ 

Figure 4: LIDAR-based topographic contours, lots, and structures near Kingston and Alameda. Steep slopes are indicated by closely 
spaced topographic contours. 

Osborn/347 Alameda/Astoria/Clatsop County Page4 October 28, 2017 
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Horning Geosciences 808 26th Avenue Seaside Oregon 97138 503-738-3738 

Figure 6: Compilation of known landslides, slopes, and structures from previous mapping; the boundary of the larger landslide is shown 
by the dashed barbed line. The amount of expected deformation appears to be less in the right-of-way of Kingston, as indicated by query 
mark 

Osborn/347 Alameda/Astoria/Clatsop County Page6 October 28, 2017 
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503-738-3738 

~: Geologic interpretation oflandslide movement, based on landforrn analysis and detailed structural mapping. The house on TL 
6100 has been tom down. Continued thrusting and uplift of TL 6200 can be expected. Statement that there is no evidence oflateral com
pression in TL 6200 is in error, based on recent examination of parts ofbasement that were inaccessible earlier. 
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PO Box 366 ° Garibaldi, Oregon 97118 ° 503-322-2442 ° john@strickerengineering.com 

November 3rd, 2017 

Ted Osborn 
PO Box 656 
Astoria, OR 97103 

Subj: 347 Alameda Ave, Ast01ia 
Structural Assessment 

Ted, 

Per your request, we made a site visit to 34 7 Alameda A venue, for the purpose of ascertaining 
the condition of the structure and surrounding site. Note that I had been to the site on a previous 
occasion several years ago. 

Comments: 

Several sub-standard alterations have been made to the structure over the life of the building. No 
effort has been made to upgrade the building to current code. The construction quality is below 
the required standard, and is not up to code for energy, wind, or seismic. If the buildings is 
repaired, code will require it be brought up to current standards. 

The hillside has moved down the slope into the structure, and is continuing to move. The soil 
pressure has caused significant damage to the foundation and super-structure, making it unsafe. 
(see pages 2-7) The structure is currently in failure. 

Conclusions: 

The foundation is beyond repair and is in need of complete replacement. The framing has 
deteriorated due to age and exposure, is below required standards, and requires extensive repairs. 
Given the scope of work required, code will require it be brought up to current standards. Based 
on the condition of the structure, any effort to repair or move the building would result in costs 
that would far exceed the cost of demolishing and replacing the structure in kind. It is certain that 
the repair costs would far exceed the value of the building. It is our conclusion that the building 
be demolished in its entirety. 

This abbreviated report is being submitted in lieu of a complete and comprehensive assessment, 
as the conclusion would be the same in either instance. The cost to repair or move the structure 
would far exceed the cost to demolish and replace the existing building. 

As always, it is a pleasure working with you. Please contact us if you have any questions, or 
would like to discuss this issue further. 

Best regards, 
Andy Stricker, SE 
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Bill Marczewski, PE, M.ASCE <biU@bsmengineering.com> 
Dear Mr. Osborn, 

The purpose of this memo is to summarize our discussion from last Wednesday, November 1, 2017 at the 
existing 4-story wood framed building located at 347 Alameda Avenue. Astoria. OR 97 103 . As observed 
and discussed onsite together, the lower level floor, wall and foundation structural elements are in a state of 
failure and the local building department has placed a 'red tag' placard on the entry doors. To maintain the 
upper levels of the existing building, the following scope of structural wood framing should be anticipated 
by a qualified contractor (foundation and slope stability not discussed here): 

• Shoring and Demolition of Existing Conditions 
• Removal of Existing Finishes (interior and exterior) to Expose Framing 
• Installation of Mechanical Hardware at Wall to Floor and Wall to Roof 
• Installation of New Wood Sheathing on Exterior/Interior Walls/Floors/Roof 

Other code requirements and non-structural provisions must be met that are not addressed here, to include 
the foundation replacement and slope stability issues which you mentioned discussing with others. 

Let me know if you have any other questions or comments for me regarding this matter. 

Thank you, 
Bill 

Bill Marczewski, PE, M.ASCE 

BSM EN GINEERING 
1220 Main Street, Suite 400 
Vancouver, WA 98660 USA 

I • I 

The Fot1t1dCiUOn ro t3.uiid ForvvCJrd 
bsmenqineerinq .com 

,..: 503.791. 5070 T: 503.325 .8065 
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Robert S. Bogar 
WA/OR Licensed Geologist 

Environmental Investigations 
Wetland Delineation!Mitigation 

October 20, 2017 

Ted Osborn 
345 Alameda A venue 
Astoria, OR 

Critical Areas Consulting 

Subject: Asbestos Sampling 
34 7 Alameda A venue 
Astoria, OR 

Dear Mr. Osborn: 

On October 5, 2017, Patrick M. Schenk conducted a lead paint and asbestos assessment of the 
apartment building located at the above address. This investigation was conducted in order to 
make a determination of possible asbestos containing materials (ACMs) and lead paint to allow 
full or partial demolition of the structure. 

Results 

For this investigation, a total 3 lead paint samples and 23 samples of suspected ACMs were 
collected and labeled AS-1 to AS-26 (samples AS-1 to AS-3 were lead paint samples). Sampled 
materials for asbestos analysis included floor linoleum tile (AS-4, AS-17, AS-21, AS-22, AS-23 
and AS-26), sheetrock mud (AS-5, AS-6, AS-7, AS-8, and AS-9), sheet linoleum (AS-12 through 
AS-16 and AS-18 to AS-20), window glazing (AS-10 and AS-11 ), and roofing materials (AS-24 
and AS-25). Laboratory results from asbestos samples indicate that none of the materials contain 
greater than 1 % asbestos minerals. Note that concentrations of 1 % or less asbestos minerals are 
not considered to be asbestos containing. This asbestos survey included visual observations of 
the building exteriors and numerous apartments including bedrooms, bathrooms, and kitchens. 
No other suspected asbestos containing materials were noted other than those presented in the 
table below. Visual observations were also made of fiberglass wall insulation. Results of the 
lead paint sampling suggests that the exterior paint contains well over 5,000 ppm lead. The 
exterior paint is flaking and any individual flakes should be collected separately from paint 
adhered to wood substrate. Paint flakes should be treated and disposed of properly. 

Critical Areas Consulting 949 14th Street, Astoria, OR 97103 1 
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Robert S. Bogar 
WA/OR Licensed Geologist 

Environmental Investigations 
Wetland Delineation/Mitigation 

Critical Areas Consulting 

Lead Paint Sampling 

With the exception of the exterior lavender colored paint all paint types appeared to 
be adhering well to underlying wood and sheetrock substrates. Three paint types 
were sampled for this survey including a lavender colored paint on the exterior siding 
of the building (sampled as AS-1), an off-white paint sampled from the exterior of 
the building (AS-2), and a representative interior paint color sampled from a handrail 
near the entrance of the apartment building (AS-3). 

Sam le No. 

AS-1 

AS-2 

AS-3 

Ta_bl~ 1 
Lead· Paint Sample Descr:iptions 

Lavender Paint - Exterior. 

The photo on the right is a view 
from the side of a paint sample 
collected from the exterior siding 
of the building. 

Laboratory results indicate that 
this material does contain 
significant concentrations of 
lead (lab results show 193,000 
ppm lead; by EPA definition 
lead paint contains over 5,000 

m lead. 

Off-white trim paint - Exterior. 

The photo on the right is a view 
from the side of a paint sample 
collected from the exterior siding 
of the building. 

Laboratory results indicate that 
this paint does not contain 
significant lead. 

Handrail off-white colored paint -
Interior. 

The photo on the right is an 
oblique view of the handrail paint 
sample. 

Laboratory results indicate that 
this paint does not contain lead 
concentrations. 

Illustration/Photo ra h 

Critical Areas Consulting 949 14th Street, Astoria, OR 97103 2 
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Robert S. Bogar 
WA/OR Licensed Geologist 

Environmental Investigations 
Wetland Delineation/Mitigation 

Critical Areas Consulting 

Asbestos Background 

Asbestos is a family of naturally occurring minerals commonly utilized since the late 19th century 
for its resistance to heat, electricity and chemical damage, sound absorption and tensile strength. 
Asbestos was often added into concrete mixtures to increase tensile strength, woven into fabric or 
mats, and is still used in brake shoes and gaskets for its heat resistance. Since the mid 1980s, 
many uses of asbestos were banned when it was recognized that asbest<?s fiber inhalation was 
causing serious lung diseases including mesothelioma and asbestosis. In general, potential 
asbestos containing materials (ACMs) used in home construction typically include 9-inch or 12-
inch linoleum flooring tiles, sheet linoleum as well as glue or mastic, ceiling tiles, and insulation. 

Asbestos Sampling and Methodology 

As mentioned above, a total of 23 samples were analyzed for this investigation. All samples were 
collected and placed in airtight plastic bags for shipment to the laboratory. Each baggie was 
labeled with a discrete sample number, date, project, and sample location. The following table 
illustrates and describes analyzed samples. 

Sampled Materials 

Sam le No. 

AS-4 

AS-5 

to 

AS-9 

Table ~: Asbestos Sample Descriptions 

1st Floor Apt 2 - Bathroom Sheet 
Linoleum. 

A brown tile patte.med sheet 
linoleum was noted in the 
bathroom on the 1st floor of the 
building. 

Laboratory analysis of this 
material indicate that neither the 
linoleum nor mastic contains 
asbestos minerals. 

Sheetrock texture. 

A total of five sheetrock mud 
samples were collected from the 
ceilings of Apartments 2, 5, 6 and 
8. 

Laboratory results of these 
samples suggest the sheetrock 
mud does not contain asbestos 
minerals. 

Illustration/Photo ra h 
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Robert S. Bogar 
WA/OR Licensed Geologist 

AS-10 

& 

AS-11 

AS-12 

AS-13 

AS-14 

Critical Areas Consulting 

Window Glazing 

Two samples were collected of 
window glazing from the exterior 
of the building. 

Laboratory analysis indicates that 
this material does not contain 
asbestos minerals. 

Apt 8 - Sheet Linoleum. 

One sample of sheet linoleum 
was collected from below 
engineered flooring in Apt 8. 

Laboratory analysis of this 
material indicate that neither the 
linoleum or mastic contains 
asbestos minerals. 

Apt 4 Kitchen- Sheet Linoleum. 

A white stone patterned sheet 
linoleum was sampled from the 
kitchen floor of Apartment 4. 

Laboratory analysis of this 
material indicates that neither the 
linoleum nor mastic contains 
asbestos minerals. 

Apt 4 Bathroom Floor - Sheet 
Linoleum. 

A beige diamond patterned sheet 
linoleum was sampled from the 
bathroom floor of Apartment 4. 

Laboratory analysis of this 
material indicates that neither the 
linoleum nor mastic contains 
asbestos minerals. 

\ 
\. 

\ 
\ 

" ... _ ... 

Environmental Investigations 
Wetland Delineation/Mitigation 

A:5 14 

\ 
' 
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Robert S. Bogar 
WA/OR Licensed Geologist 

AS-15 

AS-16 

AS-17 

AS-18 

Critical Areas Consulting 

Apt 5 Kitchen- Sheet Linoleum. 

A beige stone patterned sheet 
linoleum was sampled from the 
kitchen floor of Apartment 5. 

Laboratory analysis of this 
material indicates that neither the 
linoleum nor mastic contains 
asbestos minerals. 

Apt 5 Kitchen- Sheet Linoleum. 

A white/yellow marble patterned 
sheet linoleum was sampled from 
beneath AS-15 from the kitchen 
floor of Apartment 5. 

Laboratory analysis of this 
material indicates that neither the 
linoleum nor mastic contains 
asbestos minerals. 

Apt 5 Bathroom -Linoleum Tile. 

A brown patterned linoleum tile 
was sampled from the bathroom 
floor of Apartment 5. 

Laboratory analysis of this 
material indicates that neither the 
linoleum nor mastic contains 
asbestos minerals. 

Apt 6 Kitchen Floor - Sheet 
Linoleum. 

A white patterned sheet linoleum 
was sampled from the kitchen 
floor of Apartment 6. 

Laboratory analysis of this 
material indicates that neither the 
linoleum nor mastic contains 
asbestos minerals. 

Environmental Investigations 
Wetland Delineation/Mitigation 

Critical Areas Consulting 949 14th Street, Astoria, OR 97103 5 
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Robert S. Bogar 
WA/OR Licensed Geologist 

AS-19 

AS-20 

AS-21 

AS-22 

Critical Areas Consulting 

Apt 6 Bathroom - Sheet 
Linoleum. 

A gray stone patterned sheet 
linoleum tile was sampled from 
the bathroom floor of Apartment 
6. 

Laboratory analysis of this 
material indicates that neither the 
linoleum nor mastic contains 
asbestos minerals. 

Apt 6 Bathroom - Sheet 
Linoleum. 

A gray stone patterned sheet 
linoleum tile was sampled from 
the bathroom floor of Apartment 
6. 

Laboratory analysis of this 
material indicates that neither the 
linoleum nor mastic contains 
asbestos minerals. 

Apt 8 Entry - Sheet Linoleum. 

12-inch linoleum tile was sampled 
from the entry floor of Apartment 
8. 

Laboratory analysis of this 
material indicates that neither the 
linoleum nor mastic contains 
asbestos minerals. 

Apt 8 Bathroom - Sheet 
Linoleum. 

A white floral-patterned linoleum 
tile was sampled from the 
bathroom floor of Apartment 8. 

Laboratory analysis of this 
material indicates that neither the 
linoleum nor mastic contains 
asbestos minerals. 

Environmental Investigations 
Wetland Delineation/Mitigation 

' ; 
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Robert S. Bogar 
WA/OR Licensed Geologist 

AS-23 

AS-24 

& 

AS-25 

AS-26 

Summary 

Critical Areas Consulting 

Apt 8 Kitchen - Sheet Linoleum. 

A brown patterned linoleum tile 
was sampled from the kitchen 
floor of Apartment 8. 

Laboratory analysis of this 
material indicates that neither the 
linoleum nor mastic contains 
asbestos minerals. 

Roofing 3-Tab and Felt Paper 

Samples were collected of 3-tab 
asphalt shingles and underlying 
felt paper from the roof of our 
building. 

Laboratory results suggest that 
these materials do not contain 
asbestos minerals. 

Apt 6 Kitchen - Sheet Linoleum. 

A white patterned linoleum tile 
was sampled from the kitchen 
floor of Apartment 8. 

Laboratory analysis of this 
material indicates that neither the 
linoleum nor mastic contains 
asbestos minerals. 

Environmental Investigations 
Wetland Delineation/Mitigation 

r 
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As noted above, a total of 23 samples of suspected ACMs were collected and labeled AS-4 to AS-
26 (samples AS-1 to AS-3 were lead paint samples). Sampled materials included floor linoleum 
tile (AS-4, AS-17, AS-21, AS-22, AS-23 and AS-26), sheetrock mud (AS-5, AS-6, AS-7, AS-8, 
and AS-9), sheet linoleum (AS-12 through AS-16, and AS-18 to AS-20), window glazing (AS-10 
and AS-11 ), and roofing materials (AS-24 and AS-25). Laboratory results from these samples 
indicate that none of the materials contain greater than 1 % asbestos minerals. No other suspected 
asbestos containing materials were noted. The walls of the building were insulated with 
fiberglass insulation. 

Critical Areas Consulting 949 141h Street, Astoria, OR 97103 7 
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Robert S. Bogar 
WA/OR Licensed Geologist 

Environmental Investigations 
Wetland Delineation/Mitigation 

Critical Areas Consulting 

Results from the paint sampling suggests that the paint on the exterior siding of the building 
contains well over 5000 ppm lead (sample AS-1contained193,000 ppm lead; see attached 
laboratory report). The exterior paint is flaking and any individual flakes should be collected 
separately from paint adhered to wood substrate. Paint flakes should be treated and disposed of 
properly. An off-white colored trim paint was also sampled on the exterior of the building as well 
as a representative interior paint color. Neither of these paint types contain significant 
concentrations of lead paint. 

Limitations 

All sampling, observations and report production was conducted by Patrick M. Schenk (sampling 
and observations) and Robert S. Bogar (report production), Asbestos Hazard Emergency 
Response Act (AHERA) certified building inspectors. Copies of AHERA certification(s) as well 
as laboratory analytical results are contained in pages folloWing this report. It is possible that 
other asbestos or lead containing materials could exist at the project site, having been obscured by 
overlying materials. Any suspected ACMs or paint types not sampled or not specifically 
mentioned in this report should be avoided by site workers until sampled by a certified inspector. 

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to present this report for your review. Please contact 
me if you have questions or require additional information. 

Sincerely, 

) 

7 . -;----c:--t c. . 
) 

-p 
_.;~j-- -- -----

Robert S. Bogar 
AHERA Building Inspector 
Expiration Date: Feb 15, 2018 
RRP Certified: Expiration Sept. 2022 

Critical Areas Consulting 949 14th Street, Astoria, OR 97103 8 
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Client: 

Project: 

Client# 

A-4 

A-5 

A-6 

A-7 

A-8 

A-9 

A-10 

Page 1of6 

I 
Iii 

I 
Iii 

I I 
ROBERT BOGAR Report#: 1017042 

CRITICAL AREAS CONSUL TING Date of Receipt: 10/11/2017 

PO BOX 1092 Report Date: 10/13/2017 

LONG BEACH WA 98631 Date of Analysis: 10/13/2017 

347 ALAMEDA 

Sample Material 
Location Description Detection Composition 

·---·---·-----

1ST FL BATH LAYER 1 None Detected Cellulose Fiber 20% 
Linoleum, Brown, Non- Non-Fibrous Material 80% 
homogeneous, Fibrous-Rubbery, 
Non-Friable 

LAYER 2 None Detected Non-Fibrous Material 100% 
Adhesive, Yellow, Non-
homogeneous, Resinous, Non-
Friable 

CEILING APT 2 Texture, White, Non- None Detected Non-Fibrous Material 100% 
homogeneous, Chalky, Non-
Friable 

CEILING APT 5 Texture, White, Non- Chrysotile <1% Non-Fibrous Material 99% 
homogeneous, Chalky, Non-
Friable 

CEILING APT 6 Texture, White, Non- Chrysotile <1% Non-Fibrous Material 99% 
homogeneous, Chalky, Non-
Friable 

----------

CEILING APT 8 Texture, White, Non- None Detected Non-Fibrous Material 100% 
homogeneous, Chalky, Non-
Friable 

CEILING APT 8 Texture, White, Non- None Detected Non-Fibrous Material 100% 
homogeneous, Chalky, Non-
Friable 

WINDOWAPT2 Glazing, Gray, Non- None Detected Non-Fibrous Material 100% 
homogeneous, Chalky, Non-
Friable 

ANALYTICAL SERVICES 
10744 HILLBROOK AV~ BATON ROUG~ LOUISIANA 70810 

Phone: (321) 837-9837 Fax: {225) 478-9731 

Report Number 

1017042 

NVLAP CODE 200670-0 3/13/2018 
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Client: 

Project: 

Client# 

A-11 

A-12 

A-13 

A-14 

Page 2 of 6 

I 
ROBERT BOGAR 

CRITICAL AREAS CONSUL TING 

PO BOX 1092 

LONG BEACH WA 98631 

347 ALAMEDA 

Sample 
location 

lllll 

I 

Material 
Description 

I 

----------· ---

WINDOWAPT2 

KITCHEN APT 4 

BATH APT 4 

Glazing, Gray, Non
homogeneous, Chalky, Non
Friable 

LAYER 1 
Linoleum, Gray, Non-
homogeneous, Fibrous-Rubbery, 
Non-Friable 

LAYER 2 
Adhesive, Yellow, Non-
homogeneous, Resinous, Non-
Friable 

LAYER 1 
Linoleum, Gray, Non-
homogeneous, Fibrous-Rubbery, 
Non-Friable 

LAYER 2 
Adhesive, Yellow, Non-
homogeneous, Resinous, Non-
Friable 

LAYER 1 
Linoleum, Tan, Non-
homogeneous, Fibrous-Rubbery, 
Non-Friable 

LAYER 2 
Adhesive, Yellow, Non-
homogeneous, Resinous, Non-
Friable 

Report#: 

Date of Receipt: 

Report Date: 

Date of Analysis: 

Detection 

None Detected 

None Detected 

None Detected 

None Detected 

None Detected 

None Detected 

None Detected 

lllll 

I 
1017042 

10/11/2017 

10/13/2017 

10/13/2017 

Composition 

Non-Fibrous Material 

Cellulose Fiber 
Non-Fibrous Material 

Non-Fibrous Material 

Cellulose Fiber 
Non-Fibrous Material 

Non-Fibrous Material 

Cellulose Fiber 
Non-Fibrous Material 

Non-Fibrous Material 

100% 

20% 
80% 

100% 

20% 
80% 

100% 

-----·-

20% 
80% 

100% 

------------~-------------

ANALYTICAL SERVICES 
10744 HILLBROOK AV~ BATON ROUG~ LOUISIANA 70810 

Phone: (321) 837-9837 Fax: (225) 478-9731 
NVLAP CODE 200670-0 

Report Number 

1017042 
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I I 
Client: ROBERT BOGAR Report#: 1017042 

CRITICAL AREAS CONSUL TING Date of Receipt: 10/11/2017 
PO BOX 1092 Report Date: 10/13/2017 
LONG BEACH WA 98631 Date of Analysis: 10/13/2017 

Project: 347 ALAMEDA 

Sample Material 
Client# location Description Detection Composition 
------- -·------·-----· -

A-15 

A-16 

A-17 

A-18 

Page 3 of 6 

KITCHEN APT 5 LAYER 1 None Detected Cellulose Fiber 20% 
linoleum, Gray, Non- Non-Fibrous Material 80% 
homogeneous, Fibrous-Rubbery, 
Non-Friable 

LAYER 2 None Detected Non-Fibrous Material 100% 
Adhesive, Yellow, Non-
homogeneous, Resinous, Non-
Friable 

KITCHEN APT 5 LAYER 1 None Detected Cellulose Fiber 20% 
linoleum, Tan, Non- Non-Fibrous Material 80% 
homogeneous, Fibrous-Rubbery, 
Non-Friable 

LAYER 2 None Detected Non-Fibrous Material 100% 
Adhesive, Yellow, Non-
homogeneous, Resinous, Non-
Friable 

-------------------------

BATH APT 5 LAYER 1 None Detected Non-Fibrous Material 100% 
Linoleum, Gray, Non-
homogeneous, Fine Grained, 
Non-Friable 

LAYER 2 None Detected Non-Fibrous Material 100% 
Adhesive, Yellow, Non-
homogeneous, Resinous, Non-
Friable 

KITCHEN APT 6 LAYER 1 None Detected Cellulose Fiber 20% 
Linoleum, Gray, Non- Non-Fibrous Material 80% 
homogeneous, Fibrous-Rubbery, 
Non-Friable 

LAYER 2 None Detected Non-Fibrous Material 100% 
Adhesive, Yellow, Non-
homogeneous, Resinous, Non-
Friable 

ANALYTICAL SERVICES 
10744 HILLBROOK AVE;. BATON ROUGE;. LOUISIANA 70810 

Phone: (321) 837-9837 Fax: (225) 478-9731 

Report Number 

1017042 

NVLAP CODE 200670-0 3/13/2018 
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Client: 

Project: 

-----· 

Cfiient # 

A-19 

A-20 

A-21 

A-22 

Page 4 of 6 

I 
1111 

I 
1111 

I I 
ROBERT BOGAR Report#: 1017042 

CRITICAL AREAS CONSUL TING Date of Receipt: 10/11/2017 

PO BOX 1092 

LONG BEACH WA 98631 

347 ALAMEDA 

Sample 
location 

BATH APT 6 

BATH APT 7 

ENTRY APT 8 

BATH APT 8 

Material 
Description 

LAYER 1 
Linoleum, Tan, Non-
homogeneous, Fibrous-Rubbery, 
Non-Friable 

LAYER 2 
Adhesive, Yellow, Non-
homogeneous, Resinous, Non-
Friable 

LAYER 1 
Linoleum, Tan, Non-
homogeneous, Fibrous-Rubbery, 
Non-Friable 

LAYER 2 
Adhesive, Yellow, Non-
homogeneous, Resinous, Non-
Friable 

LAYER 1 
Linoleum, Gray, Non
homogeneous, Fine Grained, 
Non-Friable 

LAYER 2 
Adhesive, Yellow, Non
homogeneous, Resinous, Non
Friable 

LAYER 1 
Linoleum, Lt Gray, Non
homogeneous, Fine Grained, 
Non-Friable 

LAYER 2 
Adhesive, Yellow, Non
homogeneous, Resinous, Non
Friable 

Report Date: 10/13/2017 

Date of Analysis: 10/13/2017 

------·-· 

Detection Composition 
-----------

None Detected Cellulose Fiber 20% 
Non-Fibrous Material 80% 

None Detected Non-Fibrous Material 100% 

None Detected Cellulose Fiber 20% 
Non-Fibrous Material 80% 

None Detected Non-Fibrous Material 100% 

--- ---------------------------

None Detected Non-Fibrous Material 100% 

None Detected Non-Fibrous Material 100% 

None Detected Non-Fibrous Material 100% 

None Detected Non-Fibrous Material 100% 

ANALYTICAL SERVICES 
10744 HILi.BROOK A VE;. BATON ROUGE;. LOUISIANA 7081.0 

Phone: (32.1.) 837-9837 Fax: (225) 478-9731. 

Report Number 

1017042 

NVLAP CODE 200670-0 3/13/2018 
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Client: 

Project: 

Client# 
------

A-23 

A-24 

A-25 

A-26 

Page 5 of 6 

I 
1111 

I 
1111 

I I 
ROBERT BOGAR Report#: 1017042 

CRITICAL AREAS CONSUL TING Date of Receipt: 10/11/2017 

PO BOX 1092 Report Date: 10/13/2017 

LONG BEACH WA 98631 Date of Analysis: 10/13/2017 

347 ALAMEDA 

---------

Sample Material 
location Description Detection Composition 

KITCHEN APT 8 LAYER 1 None Detected Non-Fibrous Material 100% 
Linoleum, Brown, Non-
homogeneous, Fine Grained, 
Non-Friable 

LAYER 2 None Detected Non-Fibrous Material 100% 
Adhesive, Yellow, Non-
homogeneous, Resinous, Non-
Friable 

ROOF Roofing, Black, Non- None Detected Cellulose Fiber 20% 
homogeneous, Fibrous-Resinous- Non-Fibrous Material 80% 
Granular, Non-Friable 

ROOF Paper, Black, Non- None Detected Cellulose Fiber 30% 
homogeneous, Fibrous-Resinous, Non-Fibrous Material 70% 
Non-Friable 

BATHROOM FLOOR LAYER 1 None Detected Cellulose Fiber 20% 
Linoleum, Tan, Non- Non-Fibrous Material 80% 
homogeneous, Fibrous-Rubbery, 
Non-Friable 

LAYER 2 None Detected Non-Fibrous Material 100% 
Adhesive, Yellow, Non-
homogeneous, Resinous, Non-
Friable 

---------

ANALYTICAL SERVICES 
10744 HILLBROOK AV~ BATON ROUG~ LOU.lS.lANA 70810 

Phone: (321.) 837-9837 Fax: (225) 478-9731. 

Report Number 

1017042 

NVLAP CODE 200670-0 3/13/2018 
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Client: 

Project: 

Client# 

I 
ROBERT BOGAR 

CRITICAL AREAS CONSUL TING 

PO BOX 1092 

LONG BEACH WA 98631 

347 ALAMEDA 

Sample 
location 

ASBESTOS TYPES: 

Iii 

I 

Material 
Description 

I 
Report#: 

Date of Receipt: 

Report Date: 

Date of Analysis: 

Detection 

Chrysotile, Crocidolite1 Anthophyllite, Tremolite, Amosite, Actinolite 

The samples listed above were suspect of containing asbestos. A result of "Non Detect" means a thorough search using appropriate 
techniques was conducted and no type of asbestos was discovered. Samples submitted to this facility will be disposed of unless the 
client requests the samples be returned. Reports will be archived for a period of no more than 3 years. The analysis performed is in 
accordance with EPA 600/M4-82-020 and EPA 600/R-g3/116. Test results apply only to the samples submitted. It is not our 
policy to distribute the customer's information without the written consent of the customer. The test report shall not be reproduced 
except in full, without the written approval of the laboratory. This report may not be used by the above client to claim product 
certification, approval or endorsement by NIST, National Voluntary Laboratory Accreditation Program or the Federal Government. 

Shawn Kearney 
laboratory Director I Analyst 

Angela Kearney 
President 

ANALYTICAL SERVICES 

Iii 

I 
1017042 

10/11/2017 

10/13/2017 

10/13/2017 

Composition 

10744 HILLBROOK AVE;. BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA 70810 
Phone: (321) 837-9837 Fax: (225) 478-9731 

Report Number 

1017042 

Page 6 of 6 NVLAP CODE 200670-0 3/13/2018 
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Company Name: Critical Areas Consulting 
949 141h Street 
Astoria, OR 97103 

Contact: Robert S Bogar 
Phone : 360-244-2630 
Email : rbogar@gmail.com 

Turnaround Time: 
,.,...-··~ 

RUSH 24 Hour (:_'.~.~_:) 
3 Day 5 Day 

CHAIN OF CUSTODY 
Anaytical Services 

PO Box 82410 
Baton Rouge, LA 70884 

Phone (321)385-7749 

Send Results Via: 

Type Of Analysis: 
······".'·""'.:::;: 
~ 

PLM (Point Count [1000 Pts.J) 

PLIVI (Point Count [400 Pts.J) 

Fax 

Analysis Instructions: 
...... ···~, 

(. ·Analyze ALL Layers .__.) 

~7n~T>io/.) 

Composite Samples 

\ 

Return to Client (At Clients Expense) 

Special Instructions:---------------- PCM **Payment terms are Net 30 

Project Name: Ji:/ A <-.4n1t::JP.4 Project#: PO 
GICSample Client sample Location and Type of Material Date& Time Samples PCM Info: 

Number Number •Of• Sampled Accepted? TOTAL 

SS#, Name, and Location (PCM) YorN ON OFF FLOW VOL 
.. 

£1":> -'7' / '1>? F1..t.'.: ii!_:... 2.lltt~I i.L N · 'Aa--:Tn 1.k-r' -.· -As _..,. ko./ '7 '/; ,,k-.,c-f r.A() ! -
j4 .. /'. If( 

,(;... { C'.'C, I J!Uj . !,.../' •' -·--- ----------·~----------· 

5' A - • 

As } " ~ 
.. (• f 

. -- - ·-
..JtS .. S;.. P. 

(• 

ft -
A-s . '? ,. ,.~ .. I 

A$ - /(/ 
/I 'L I I i ,.J ...,?(')f.. J r,, ~-.2 ,p..,11.. 

.As ~/I II I< 

A-s //>. L 1, .r,, .... <.::W·h . i2.,. ;'},£..: .. 

..4\ .~ 15' /J~-f i.J It... Cc. L:.:, .. ., 
-

i m.'' I 
~s- LY ' , ft t( /J. a-i:A 101"-

It 

.A.,- .• /-r ,, .;;-· L,, ;-:£·.).+;.,.,, h11,1l 
---~ --

,,-f5 -t_(.. (• 
,, 

!• 
,. 

Ci 
I( ..;, t. : 

~ .. 11 /JcJ.6£..t;lll:L_ z:, \J/ 
-

-"!b -- l8' " t·tJ::"-f'-1-. hAQ I ·- .. -

Sample Collector: /2.5·g ./Jy f'lU ffet-1L Slgnature:._-,r-k="':_c:_''J.;,,__.......!::.5_~"""7",.,-:'.l'J=.--_.-----------
Relinqulshed By: 

1A (;3> Date/Time: t);:;l 4 I /''· ,...:: Received a/= <~ Date/Time: ~-4J 
Relinquished By: Date/Time: Received Sy: Date/Time: -----~ 3/13/2018 
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Company Name: Critical Areas Consulting 
949 141h Street 
Astoria, OR 97103 

contact: Robert S Bogar 
Phone : 360-244-2630 
Email : rbogar@gmail.com 

Turnaround Time: 
~--"""·-·-

~~M ,--, ~ 

/ "' 
RUSH 24 Hour l._~~-a,y 

3 Day 5Day 

CHAIN OF CUSTODY 
Anaytical Services 

PO Box 82410 
Baton Rouge, LA 70884 

Phone {321)385-7749 

Send Results Via: 

Type Of Analysis: 
-•'r 

(PLM 
PLM (Polrit~dunt [1000 Pts.]) 

PLM (Point Count [400 Pts.J) 

Fax 

Analysi.s-·lnstrUct(ons: 
,,, ' 

~lyzeAlLL~ 
'-- -Stop at Ffiit POS. (>1%) 

Composite Samples 

Return to Client (At 

. ~oisoooo of at GIC 

Special Instructions:---------------- PCM **Payment terms are Net 30 Days 

Project Name: 3'17 d_,Arnc'?---:A Project#: PO#: 

GICSample Client Sample Location and Type of Material Date&Tlme Samples PCM Info: 

Number Number -or- Sampled Accepted? TOTAL 
SS#, Name, and Location (PCM) YorN ON OFF FLOW VOL 

b.(, - jej :¥ 2~ , "'bt;i1r1.,;;:.·,,,., /,,t.,.;/ flt·~ 5 . ' /, u 
I 

·-

(5_::2£__ I 7 I 
CI I -·· ·----------~~-· .. ------

As ~z1 ,. A, ~-"'·rfrc...; 
As . .,z z.. 8" /g_ &•('}/, h.1.:. ~ l4 

A-s .. , J; It ' /,t. i.k ~ ... {I fr 

A':> ·-ZY i/ 3 ·~ l.r:~ ~ rlio 
tJ5. ., .Vii . . r. .-".' iJ 0<'41~¥' I 
.,+s ->/ ht.·'?:ili y .1'1/\ ,//,~) ( VI 

-

- . 

--·· 
I 

.. 

Sampl•Collecto" 46 ,J,;,,, PLn<:, Signatu<e; t!:--,;z ~~) -
~ellnqulshed By: /Zr, lb ~ Date/Time: O'-r ( , 19~· 1..i u Received By::;=:?.•--·-- Date/Time: i 0 ) ~ l \ l ) 
::ielinqulshed By: Date/Time: Received By: OatelTimo: 

3/13/2018 
Page126



10/11/17 

Critical Area Consulting 
PO Box 1092 
Long Beach, WA 98631 

Re: 347 Alameda 

Dear Critical Area Consulting 

Wy'East Environmental Sciences, Inc. 

Enclosed are the results of analysis for samples received by the laboraory on 10/10/2017 

The results related only to the samples included in this report. 
The project was assigned a report number of 88262 

If you have any questions concerning this report, please feel free to contact us. 

Sincerely, 

CY Chan 
QA Officer 

2415 SE 11th Ave., Portland, OR 97214 Phone (503) 231-9320 FAX (503) 231-9344 

Pg. 1 of 3. 
3/13/2018 
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Critical Area Consulting 
PO Box 1092 
Long Beach, WA 98631 

Report Number: 
Report Date: 

88262 
10/12/17 

AOAC 974.02 
Analyte: Total Lead (Pb) in paint chips quantitation by FLAA 

Field ID 

As-1 
As-2 
As-3 

Quality Control Report: Lead (Pb ) 
Measured Expected 

Lab ID Result 

M1343 
M1344 
M1345 

mg/Kg(ppm) 
193000 

260 
< 217 

Cone. Concentration Recovery Lower 
PB1710111 (mg/L) (mg/L) (%) Limit Upper Limit 

ICV 5.0 5.0 100% 80% 120% 
Prep Blank 0.0 0.0 0.5 mg/L 

LCS 2.5 2.5 102% 70% 130% 
QC Blank 0.0 0.0 0.5 mg/L 
QC Check 5.0 5.0 101% 80% 120% 
QC Blank 0.1 0.0 0.5 mg/L 
QC Check 5.2 5.0 103% 80% 120% 

Calibration R 2 
: 0.9999 Lower Limit=0.99 

2415 SE 11th Ave. Portland, OR 97214 Pg. 2of3. 

Wy'East Environmental Sciences, Inc. 

Project Name: 
Project Location: 
Project Number: 
Date Sampled: 
Date received: 

PASS 
PASS 
PASS 
PASS 
PASS 
PASS 
PASS 

PASS 

Detection Limit 
mg/Kg(ppm) 

209 
232 
217 

34 7 Alameda 
10/5/17 
10/10/17 

Phone:503-231-9320 
Fax 503-231-9344 

3/13/2018 
Page128



'9g$,WMY~W..W#..W,WM'/##17·~'•· 
Environmental Sciences, Inc. 
2415SE11th Ave. Portland Oregon 97214 

Company 

. {!flif/c.A' .4Uns 1·'.if:tYLf 

Project# 

Project Name 
.q <.j:;t ~ /A-J'Jle"' J/.,4 

Site -
···-...... 

Samples: Temperature~ On Ice? Yes ~V 

LABID Field ID 

Ml\'+~ A~·-1 
VV\ I ~<.fY .A·J ,_ z. 
\/YI f 1./-f < k.; ·-3 

Relinquished by AffiliaUon 

/2-~B C,'";4L 
Relinquished by Afliliatlon 

CHAIN OF CUSTODY 

t41one 

3t:,O. 2'f'f. u:so 
FAX 

Purchase Order # 

Report Attention !Collected By 
It:.).£. ~1!}0,.,,, PP!~ Ci 

!Turnaround Tilt'le: • 
l;itRegular 0 3-5 Business Days :t: 

~ Sampling Sampling 
Dalt'> Tim<> Matrix: ContAiner Volume 

0:d"S ;;.'t.>a /7,td/'ff" 
I/ JJ.'10 if 

ti /J,'UI tf 

Dat~~h-r Time Ret"..eived by 

·~ /t.(tr~ 

Date Time Received by 

26 
Report Number ____ ~--

Phone(503} 231-9320 FAX(503) 231-9344 

Comments 

..-. 

~ 
::r: 
~ 

}.,.- -Cl co ~ x (.) -(!) ::r: m Cf) co 

~ ± T"" 0 0 
N !'-- <.O 

f!: 0 N N 

i 
00 co 00 

~ ~ ~ g: 
Analysis Requested z w w w 

hn:"J .~;..,,/-
r- I >( f.< 

I• H 

ArMni· oar 6f o/11, 11me 

fJ~7n 
Affilia\iof\; Date ii me 

M 
4-. 
0 

M 

ob 
~ 
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rtificat f m 
This is to certify that 

ooert II gar 
has satisfactorily completed 

4 hours of refresher training as an 

Asbestos Building Inspector 

to comply with the training requirements of 

TSCA Title II I 40 CFR 763 (AHERA) 

Instructor 
EPA Provider Certificate #1085 

Certificate # 

161175 

" " ,: 

llI~~;~li' ~ () 

,. • :!! 
TRAINING•CONSULTING () 

A 11"emJcon COMPANY 

Feb_l5, 201.L~---··-----
Date(s) of Training 

Exam Score: NA 

Expiration Date: Feb 15, 2018 

ARGUS PACIFIC, INC I 1900 WEST NICKERSON ST. SUITE 315 I SEATTLE.WASHINGTON 98119 I 206.285.3373 I ARGUSPACIFIC.COM 

3/13/2018 
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THIS IS TO CERTIFY T 

SUCCESSFU co 

I 

In accordance with TSCA Title II, Part 7631 Subpart E, Appendix C of 40 CFR 

Course Date: 05/05/2017 

Course Location: Portland, OR 

Certificate: IR-17-25178 

For verification of the authenticity of this 
certificate contact: 
PBS Environmental 
4412 SW Corbett Avenue 
Portland, OR 97239 
(503) 248-1939 

AHERA is the Asbestos Hazard Emergency 
Response Act enacting Title II of Toxic Substance 
Control Act (TSCA) 

Expiration Date: 05/05/2018 

Greg Baker, Instructor 

3/13/2018 
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Nan 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Ted, 

Ferber 

Nancy Ferber 
Tuesday, October 24, 2017 6:22 PM 
'Ted Osborn' 
Nathan Crater; Mike Morgan (mmorgan@astoria.or.us); Anna Stamper; Ben Small 
Next Steps 347 Alameda 

I wanted to send you a formal letter, but I'm a little crunched on time. Jim and Ben deemed the 347 site a safety 
hazard for occupancy, however they did not classify it as an immediate threat to public health and safety. That 
classification is required for the immediate approval of a demolition request. So, as we discussed, the next steps 
are to take your request to HLC for review. However, we need to have a complete application with all the 
financial analysis submitted. This includes the potential to recoup costs if the site is operating and sold/rented, 
and your specific request for either moving with the exterior alteration, or a demo request with the complete 
details of how it may not be financial feasible to salvage the historic building. 

I'm still working with Public Works on the possibility of vacating the ROW to move the site. As mentioned 
before, ideally private property should be utilized before a request is made to vacate the right of way. I know 
Nathan is looking into this but he also has a number of things on his plate right now. 

Public Notice for the November HLC meeting goes out Friday, and I am out of the office wed-fri for a 
conference. Please submit your financial documentation as soon as possible so we can deem your application 
complete and get you scheduled for the December HLC meeting. The deadline for that meeting is 11/13 

Let me know if you have questions, I'll have intermittent access to email while at a conference. 

Best, 
Nancy 

Response times may be longer due to an increase in number of permit 
applications. Thank you for your patience, I will get back to you as soon as 
possible. 

Nancy Ferber 
City Planner 
Community Development Department 
City of Astoria 
1095 Duane Street 
Astoria, OR 97103 
(w)503-338-5183 
(c) 971-704-4000 
nferber@astoria.or.us 
www.astoria.or.us 
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Ferber 

from: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Ted, 

Nancy Ferber 
Tuesday, December 19, 2017 6:43 PM 
'Ted Osborn' 
Demo/Moving request process 
Waiver of 120 day rule.doc 

Originally we discussed sending your demo request to HLC in January, however with the submittal of the 
property acquisition form currently under review, we now have a couple options to move forward. Process wise 
I suggest moving forward with the property acquisition piece prior to going to HLC. If the acquisition is 
approved you could them submit the move request to HLC. If it's denied, I would suspect you'll request the 
demolition permit. Here are some options to make sure the appropriate paperwork is in order: 

1. You can withdraw your HLC demo permit and resubmit the request if the acquisition is denied. I just need 
written confirmation you wish to withdraw it. I have permission, to reapply your original permit fee to a new 
permit, we won' charge you twice. 
2. I can deem your application complete and you can sign the attached waiver to allow for additional time to 
process the HLC request, and it will go on an agenda at a date TBD after we receive a decision on the acquisition 
and go through the follow up steps with that process. 
3. You can move forward with the demo request, but I cannot recommend staff approval with the current 
proposal, especially not having exhausted the option to move the structure. 

#1 is the cleanest option, but I'll leave it up to you. 
Let me know how you would like to proceed, I'll check in with you tomorrow. 

Thanks! 
Nancy 

Nancy Ferber 
City Planner 
Community Development Department 
City of Astoria 
1095 Duane Street 
Astoria, OR 97103 
(w)503-338-5183 
(c) 971-704-4000 
nferber@astoria.or.us 
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CITY OF ASTORIA 
Founded 1811 •Incorporated 1856 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

December 7, 2017 

Ted and Wendy Osborn 
PO Box 656 
Astoria OR 97103 

RE: 347 Alameda; Demolition Request (EX17-02) 

Dear Mr. Osborn: 

' 
I received your demolition application and plans on November 8, 2017. After review of your 
above referenced application materials, the application has been deemed incomplete. Per 
article 9.010B of the Development Code, a complete application and all supporting 
documents and evidence must be submitted at least 28 days prior to the date of a hearing. 
This allows time for the public notice window. 

To continue moving forward with your request, these are the options for scheduling your 
application on an HLC agenda: if we receive complete documentation by December 13, 
2017, you will be eligible for the January HLC meeting on January 16, 2018. If you submit 
complete documentation by January 12, 2018, you will be eligible for the February 20, 2018 
meeting. 

To ensure the most accurate information possible is presented to the Historic Landmarks 
Commission for consideration of your request, the following items are still required for a 
complete application: 

1. Updated financial figures using current building codes to determine the cost 
estimate of the work required for rehabilitation. The latest codes adopted are 
ORSC (Oregon Residential Specialty Codes) effective July 2017, and/or 2014 
OSSC codes for commercial sites. Codes used in your application materials 
reference 1997 (UBC) Uniform Building Code. 

2. Addressing criteria 6.080 C. #2-Demonstrated public need for a new use: What is 
your intention for the vacant lot that would result in a demolition of the existing 
historic structure? 

3. Addressing tax incentives that are available for preserving historic properties: 
Federal and state programs arrange from 10- 20% tax credits for ,~lig~ble projects in 
addition to programs such as Special Assessments. · · - -

T:\General CommDev\HLC\Pennits\Demolition\DM 17_ 02_347 _Alameda_ Ted_ Wendy_ Osbom_R3_incomplete_letter_Annaedits.docx 
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DEC t 1 ··;,·:-r f · • I ! ~-

State regulations require that we advise you of State mandated time lines ~ With theJ 
requirement, you need to acknowledge, in writing, your intent to provide the matertal ~q I~~ Cc .JES 
to complete the application, as identified above. To do this, please sign below and return this 
acknowledgement by December 15, 2017 to the Community Development Department, 1095 
Duane Street, Astoria OR 97103. 

If you indicate your intent to complete the application, you will have 180 days from the date of 
this letter to submit the required material, in accordance with ORS 227 .178. If you fail to 
submit the material within 180 days, your application will be deemed complete and the 
application will then be processed based upon the information submitted. 

The State statute requires that we inform you that if you do not return this acknowledgement, 
such action will be considered to be a refusal to submit the needed information. Your 
application will then be processed based upon the information you have previously submitted. 
Note that failure to submit sufficient evidence or material to demonstrate compliance with the 
applicable criteria is grounds for denial of the application. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

I ~tend I []do not intend) to provide the additional material identified in this 
corres~ondence : ram the Community Dev~ent Department. 

~ - ~~ 12/.:;;/i7 
~~~---1---+-~~~~~.::::;;;;;..:::::.:::~~......::::;__.:::..-.::::::::: 

Signed and cknowledged (Applican signature) / I Date 

Return to: 
Community Development Department 
1 095 Duane Street 
Astoria OR 97103 

If you have any questions, or need additional information, please contact me at 503-338-5183 
or nferber@astoria.or.us. You may also contact Joy Sears at 503-986-0688 to discuss the 
Special Assessment program. 

Sincerely, 

The City of Astoria 

Nancy Ferber 
Planner 

T:\General CommDevv-ILC\Pennits\Demolition\DM 17 _ 02_ 347 _Alameda_ Ted_ Wendy_ Osbom_R3_incomplete_/etter_Annaedits. docx 

3/13/2018 
Page142



Response to Community Development Letter of December 7, 2017 
(Items required to complete the application) 

1. In our application we clearly stated that the building, if rehabilitated, would 
need to be brought up to current code. As owners and investors, we would 
expect compliance with the most up-to-date safety protections. All the architects, 
engineers, builders and tradespeople we engaged to help us define the required 
work scope and related cost estimates used the same criteria. 

The reference to the 1997 Uniform Building Code came not from this applicant, 
but from the City's building inspector. 

2. The applicant did not identify a new use for the undersized parcel because the 
same geologic conditions which caused the existing structure to fail will continue 
to make any new construction a costly, imprudent undertaking. 

3. It is unreasonable to consider that failing to address the use of grant money 
should be a factor in determining that an application is or is not complete. 

The applicants appreciate that there are various preservation grants available to 
help defray a portion of the costs associated with rehabilitating a revivable 
historic structure. However, the costs related to rebuilding this failed building on 
property that is geologically unstable are so high when compared to reasonable 
investment levels that the infusion of grant money would not make it feasible nor 
represent an honorable use of public funds. 
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Attachment to Page 2 of 2 for application 
"Demolition or Moving for Historic Property" 

1. The existing structure is in failure, having been dislocated by the movement of 
the hill to which it is integrated. While known to be in structural failure, it has 
received little or no maintenance to any of its systems for decades and is now in 
universal disrepair. All components need replacement or comprehensive 
renovation, with estimated costs being 3 times the property's assessed value, 
and far in excess of its calculable income stream. (See attachment dated 
11/8/17) 

2. No new use for this property is currently proposed. Demolition is requested 
because the existing building cannot be feasibly rehabilitated in situ. Nor should 
it be moved north of its current position as that land is in the same slide plane. 
Several proposals for modifying the building and/or moving it part of the way into 
the Kingston ROW were considered but all proved too expensive or 
compromised access to City utilities. (See attachment dated 11/8/17) 

3. No new development is currently proposed. Before the building can be 
removed , various steps need to be taken to stabilize the hillside including adding 
ecology blocks to counteract the tendency of the hill to slide once the weight of 
the building has been removed. The ecology blocks would remain and rock rip 
rap would be added to maintain a desired angle of repose. This will likely 
consume much of the current building footprint and will be landscaped to fit with 
the surrounding hillside property. (See attachment dated 11/8/17) 

4. NA 
Applicant proposed two options to move a reduced building partway into the 

Kingston ROW but both options were denied. (See attachment dated11/8/17) 
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Nam: Ferber 

From: Nathan Crater 
Sent: 
To: 

Tuesday, October 10, 2017 11:25 AM 
Nancy Ferber 

Subject: RE: 347 Alameda question 

Nancy, 

Our Astoria Landslide Layer in the City GIS indicates a recent slide directly behind this property. I don't know the details 
of the geologic instability, but at least it is documented. 

I am not sure if any width of a Vacation should be considered. From a Public Works stand point, this right-of-way offers 
one of the only available corridors for future utilities or access if one of the two slide areas on Floral cut off access. 

Regards, 

Nathan Crater, PE 
Assistant City Engineer 
503-338-5173 

From: Nancy Ferber 
Sent: Tuesday, October 10, 2017 9:40 AM 
To: Nathan Crater <ncrater@astoria.or.us> 
Subject: RE: 347 Alameda question 

Hi Nathan, 
I should have verified with Ted if in fact 50' is the exact amount he needs or if he has perhaps overestimated. 
His needing to move the house is based off his claim that it's geologically unstable and I haven't seen any of 

those documents yet. 

Would a request for less than 50' be doable and what would that entail for utilities? 

Thanks! 
Nancy 

From: Nathan Crater 
Sent: Monday, October 09, 2017 9:34 AM 
To: Nancy Ferber <nferber@astoria.or.us> 
Subject: RE: 347 Alameda question 

Nancy, 

It is unlikely that will work. The Kingston Ave. right-of-way is 80 feet wide and so typically Ted would only be entitled to 
vacation of 40 feet if approved. This isn't always the case, but the most common situation. Given the required distance 
and some of the vacation restrictions, it will be difficult for Public Works to recommend the vacation request. 

Regards, 
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Nathan Crater, PE 
Assistant City Engineer 
503-338-5173 

From: Nancy Ferber 
Sent: Friday, October 06, 2017 4:28 PM 
To: Nathan Crater <ncrater@astoria.or.us> 
Subject: FW: 347 Alameda question 

Maybe doable? 

From: Ted Osborn [mailto:tko320@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 06, 2017 3:43 PM 
To: Nancy Ferber <nferber@astoria.or.us> 
Subject: Re: 347 Alameda question 

Thanks for your inquiry Nancy. If the house could be moved west 50 feet into the Kingston right of way, it would totally 
clear the existing footprint and failing retaining structures, and would allow the new foundation to be fully poured 
without reaching partially under the existing building. Thanks again. See you at 9:30 Wed. TKO 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Oct 6, 2017, at 3:11 PM, Nancy Ferber <nferber@astoria.or.us> wrote: 

Hi Ted, 
I've been chatting with Public Works about your inquiry. To look at moving the house on 
Alameda into Kensington, how far would you need to move it to avoid the geologic issues? Let 
me know some measurements so we can move forward with this on Wednesday. 

Thanks! 
Nancy 

Response times may be longer due to an increase in number of 
permit applications. Thank you for your patience, I will get back to 
you as soon as possible. 

Nancy Ferber 
City Planner 
Community Development Department 
City of Astoria 
1095 Duane Street 
Astoria, OR 97103 
(w)503-338-5183 
(c) 971-704-4000 
nferber@astoria.or.us 
www.astoria.or.us 
<image002.jpg> 
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Nanc Ferber 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Ted Osborn <tko320@gmail.com> 
Friday, October 06, 2017 3:43 PM 
Nancy Ferber 

Subject: Re: 347 Alameda question 

Thanks for your inquiry Nancy. If the house could be moved west 50 feet into the Kingston right of way, it would totally 
clear the existing footprint and failing retaining structures, and would allow the new foundation to be fully poured 
without reaching partially under the existing building. Thanks again. See you at 9:30 Wed. TKO 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Oct 6, 2017, at 3:11 PM, Nancy Ferber <nferber@astoria.or.us> wrote: 

Hi Ted, 
I've been chatting with Public Works about your inquiry. To look at moving the house on 
Alameda into Kensington, how far would you need to move it to avoid the geologic issues? Let 
me know some measurements so we can move forward with this on Wednesday. 

Thanks! 
Nancy 

Response times may be longer due to an increase in number of 
permit applications. Thank you for your patience, I will get back to 
you as soon as possible. 

Nancy Ferber 
City Planner 
Community Development Department 
City of Astoria 
1095 Duane Street 
Astoria, OR 97103 
(w)503-338-5183 
(c) 971-704-4000 
nferber@astoria.or.us 
www.astoria.or.us 
<image002.jpg> 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Ferber 

Nathan Crater 
Friday, September 29, 2017 8:33 AM 
Nancy Ferber; Jeff Harrington; Steve Ruggles; Dean Zeisbrich 
Anna Stamper 

Subject: RE: 347 Alameda Street Vacation and utility follow up for 10/4 preapp 

All, 

I reviewed the request for right-of-way vacation. It will be challenging to support for 2 primary reasons. First, there are 
several sanitary sewer pipes in the subject area. Second, the Kingston right-of-way provides one of the few public 
corridors that could provide future emergency access or alternate utility routing to Floral Ave. This could be very 
important given there is an active landslide at the west end of Floral. 

If, however, a small vacated area is necessary to save a historic building we can certainly review more thoroughly to see 
if there is an acceptable resolution. 

Regards, 

Nathan Crater, PE 
Assistant City Engineer 
503-338-5173 

From: Nancy Ferber 
Sent: Thursday, September 28, 2017 5:08 PM 

1 

To: Jeff Harrington <jharrington@astoria.or.us>; Steve Ruggles <sruggles@astoria.or.us>; Dean Zeisbrich 
<dzeisbrich@astoria.or.us> 
Cc: Nathan Crater <ncrater@astoria.or.us>; Anna Stamper <astamper@astoria.or.us> 
Subject: 347 Alameda Street Vacation and utility follow up for 10/4 preapp 

Hi alll 
Anna-Please pop Ted Osborn on the Wed agenda for a 9am pre-app. (Diana Kirk is still pending for 9:30). Ted 
will either be doing a demo request to HLC, or an exterior alteration depending on what public works says 
about the possibility of a street vacation. 

Nathan/Jeff-Could one of you help clarify Ted's options for moving forward with a street vacation of Kingston? It 
looks like there is a sewer line there but it may only be serving the property Ted owns. I'd really like to avoid 
taking an entire SFD demo request to HLC, I don't think they'll support it. Getting some additional land to move 
the house into the ROW is looking like a possibility pending some more info from public works. 

Let me know, thanks! 
Nancy 

Response times may be longer due to an increase in number of permit 
applications. Thank you for your patience, I will get back to you as soon as 
possible. 
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15, 8 

TO: MAYOR COUNCIL 

FROM: BRETT ESTES, CITY MANAGER 

SUBJECT: ASTORIA COOP ZONE MAP AND TEXT AMENDMENT 

DISCUSSION/ANALYSIS 

On March 5, 2018 the City Council conducted the first reading of an ordinance amending the 
zoning map and text of the development code to facilitate the expansion of the Astoria Co-op 
grocery. The proposed map and text changes are attached in the ordinance. The acreage of 
the zone map amendment on the private parcel owned by Mr. Vallaster is 1.04 acres. This is 
the area proposed for development by the Astoria Coop and has not changed since the initial 
application. However, the area of the map amendment, as shown on the attached legal 
description, is 1.45 acres, because it encompasses portions of the rights of way of 23rd Street, 
Steam Whistle Way and Marine Drive. The legal description was prepared to allow City staff to 
map the area on the City of Astoria zoning map, if approved. 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that City Council hold the second reading and adopt the ordinance. 

2PD1/~~-------
Mike Morgan, Interim Planner 
Community Development Department 



ORDINANCE NO. 18-

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ASTORIA LAND USE AND ZONING MAP BY 
REZONING A PARCEL AT 2350 MARINE DRIVE FROM AH-MP (AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING-MILL POND) TO LS (LOCAL SERVICE) 

THE CITY OF ASTORIA DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. The 1992 Astoria Land Use and Zoning Map is amended to rezone the 
following area from AH-MP (Affordable Housing-Mill Pond) to LS (Local Service) as 
indicated on the map: 

Map T8N-R9W 
Section 9CB 

·i·-- -1 

I ~~ I 
-~ 

I 
l 

gt' St 

The meets and bounds description of the zone map amendment is attached as Exhibit 
A. 

Section 2. Section 2.976.6 pertaining to Uses Permitted Outright in the LS Zone 
(Local Service) is amended to read as follows: 

"6. Retail sales establishment. _(East of 23rd Street, retail sales establishment 
greater than 14,000 gross square feet shall include a minimum of 50% of gross 
floor area devoted to multi-family dwellings located above the first floor.)" 

\ 



Section 3. Section 2.976.8 pertaining to Uses Permitted Outright in the LS Zone (Local 
Service) is amended to read as follows: 

"8. Single family, nwo-family, and multi-family dwelling, located above or below the 
first floor, with permitted commercial facilities on the first floor of the structure." 

Section 4. Section 2.977.1 pertaining to Conditional Uses Permitted in the LS Zone 
(Local Service) is amended to read as follows: 

"1. Business service establishment. (Not allowed on properties between 23rd and 
29th Street north of Marine Drive.)" 

Section 5. Section 2.977.5 pertaining to Conditional Uses Permitted in the LS Zone 
(Local Service) is amended to read as follows: 

"5. Gasoline service station . (Not allowed on properties between 23rd and 29th 
Street north of Marine Drive.)" 

Section 6. Section 2.977.9 pertaining to Conditional Uses Permitted in the LS Zone 
(Local Service) is amended to read as follows: 

"9. Transportation service establishment. (Not allowed on properties between 23rd 
and 29th Street north of Marine Drive.)" 

Section 7. Section 2.980 pertaining to Height of Structures in the LS Zone (Local 
Service) is amended to read as follows: 

: No structure will exceed a height of 35 feet above grade, with exception of structures 
on lots with frontage on Marine Drive between 23rd and 29th Street which are limited to 
a maximum height of 45 feet above grade." 

Section 8. Effective Date. This ordinance and its amendment will be effective 30 days 
following its adoption and enactment by the City Council. 

ADOPTED BY THE COMMON COUNCIL THIS DAY OF _____ , 2018. 

APPROVED BY THE MAYOR THIS __ DAY OF ________ , 2018. 

ATTEST: Mayor 

Brett Estes, City Manager 

ROLL CALL ON ADOPTION: YEA NAY ABSENT 



Commissioner 

Mayor 

Nemlowill 
Price 
Brownson 
Jones 
LaMear 

March 15, 2018 



Exhibit A 

Legal Description for Zoning Change 

A tract of land located in Government Lot 4 of Section 9, Township 8 North, Range 9 West 
of the Willamette Meridian in the City of Astoria, Clatsop County, Oregon, said tract 
described specifically as follows: 

Beginning at the intersection of the right-of-way centerline of 23rd Street as dedicated in 
the plat of "Shively's Astoria", Clatsop County Plat Records, with the right-of-way 
centerline of Steam Whistle Way as dedicated in the plat of "Mill Pond Village No. 2", said 
plat records; 

Thence, from said point of beginning, North 85°30'59" East, along said right-of-way 
centerline of Steam Whistle Way, a distance of 143.50 feet to a point of curvature; 

Thence, continuing along said right-of-way centerline, along the arc of a 132.50 foot 
radius curve, concave southerly, the central angle of which is 19°41 '30", the chord of 
which bears South 84°38'16" East, a distance of 45.31 feet, an arc length of 45.54 feet to 
a point of reverse curvature; 

Thence, continuing along said right-of-way centerline, along the arc of a 227.50 foot 
radius curve, concave northerly, the central angle of which is 17°43'32'', the chord of 
which bears South 83°39'17" East, a distance of 70.10 feet, an arc length of 70.38 feet; 

Thence, leaving said right-of-way centerline, South 4°29'01" East, a distance of 219.97 
feet to the right-of-way centerline of Marine Drive, also known as Lower Columbia River 
Highway (US Highway 30); 

Thence, along said right-of-way centerline, along the arc of a 823.52 foot radius curve, 
concave northerly, the central angle of which is 10°11 '05", the chord of which bears South 
80°25'42" West, a distance of 146.19 feet, an arc length of 146.39 feet to a point of 
tangency; 

Thence, South 85°31 '15" West, along said right-of-way centerline, a distance of 24.64 
feet to a point of curvature; 

Thence, along said right-of-way centerline, along the arc of a 641.62 foot radius curve, 
concave northerly, the central angle of which is 7°46'11 ", the chord of which bears South 
89°24'21" West, a distance of 86.94 feet, an arc length of 87.01 feet to said right-of-way 
centerline of 23rd Street; 



Thence, North 4°29'01" West, along said right-of-way centerline, a distance of 247.95 feet 
to the point of beginning. 

This tract of land contains an area of 1.45 acres, more or less. 

Bearings are based upon Survey Number B-10790, Clatsop County Survey 



DATE: MARCH 9, 2018 

A fMAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 

FROM: ((©)BRETT ESTES, CITY MANAGER 

SUBJECT: SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGETS FOR PARKS OPERATIONS FUND, 
GENERAL FUND, PUBLIC WORKS IMPROVEMENT FUND AND 
PROMOTE ASTORIA FUND 

DISCUSSION/ANALYSIS 

ORS 294.473 provides guidance for a municipality to hold a public hearing on a supplemental 
budget to adjust for changes which could not reasonably be foreseen when preparing the 
original budget. The process requires advertisement of a supplemental budget not less than 5 
days before a Council meeting. There will be a public hearing for consideration of the 
supplemental budgets being presented. Council may consider a resolution to adopt the 
supplemental budgets as advertised. 

Parks Operations Fund: 

Finance staff developed adjustments for the FY 2017-18 Parks budget based on Council 
direction developed from extensive workshops and public hearing. Implementation of additional 
2% transient room tax was adopted to assist with resources requirements identified in the "life 
raft" scenario to maintaining tourist facilities and stabilize the Parks and Recreation workforce. 

At the August 7, 2017 meeting, Council approved a 2% increase to the Motel Tax beginning 
January 1, 2018. Finance staff projected the 2 would raise an additional $400,000 annually to 
be distributed 70% to Promote Astoria and 30% to General Funds in accordance with State 
statute 320.350(6). 

Attached is a summary worksheet which provides the estimated partial year implementation of 
the "Life Raft" scenario and represents the required resources and requirements for 
FY 2017-18. Transfers from Promote Astoria to Parks Operations Fund in the amount of 
$ 116, 700 represents the anticipated revenues from enacted increase to Transient Room taxes 
to be collected in FY 2017-18, along with $ 216,000 transfer from the General Fund to Parks 
Operations Fund to support the implementation to stabilize Parks operations. The General 
Fund transfer is commensurate with projections previously provided as the new room tax did not 
take effect until the midpoint of the current fiscal year. 



The General Fund beginning balance was estimated and budgeted to be $ 2,227,600 for 
FY 2017-2018. The actual beginning fund balance will be approximately$ 500,000 more than 
originally estimated due to one-time occurrences in wage savings as a result of transitions and 
vacancies as well as more revenue realized over budget projections in transient room tax, 
property tax and franchise fee collections with the majority being realized in motel tax 
collections. The net change from budgeted revenue projections was a 3. 7% increase over the 
budget. Additionally expenditures were approximately 3% less than budgeted across all 
departments and primarily due to vacancies and transitions of insurance and retirement 
expenditures based on new hires. The additional availability can't be relied on for sustained 
expenditures as they have developed from non-recurring circumstances (for example adding 
staff positions or incurring debt would require sustained savings to provide support for the 
additional expense). 

Council directed the initiation of the "Life Raft" scenario at the same time the transient room tax 
increase was adopted, understanding a supplemental budget and additional transfer from the 
General Fund would be necessary to the Parks Operation Fund. A transfer from the General 
Fund to Parks Operations Fund in the amount of$ 216,000 is described above. 

Additionally, transfers are made from the General Fund to the Public Works Improvement Fund 
each year to offset the Landfill Closure loan which offset the landfill tipping fees the City 
receives in the General Fund. It is desirable to retire the remainder of the Landfill Closure loan 
with currently available funds in the General Fund and to retain future landfill fees in the General 
Fund for other uses. The Landfill Closure & Redevelopment loan has a remaining unpaid 
balance of $ 261 ,000 as of December 1, 2017. Interest is approximately $ 4,000 and is 
dependent upon the payoff date. An estimated payoff will be approximately $ 265,000 saving 
approximately $ 10,000 of interest payments over the remainder of the loan will provide an 
estimated $ 162,000 available in the General Fund over the next two budget cycles which will 
no longer be transferred to the Public Works Improvement Fund. 

Public Works Improvement Fund: 

The supplemental budget for the Public Works Improvement Fund recognizes a transfer in from 
General Fund and the associated Debt Service Appropriation to pay off Business Oregon 
Infrastructure Finance Authority (IFA) Landfill Closure & Redevelopment loan # L 15001 for 
$ 265,000. Additional details for this payoff are included in the General Fund explanation 
above. The attached resolution includes an adjustment to reclassify Miscellaneous Resource to 
Investments as it was noted the interest income for this fund was misclassified in the adopted 
budget. 



As discussed above in the Parks Operation Fund section, the estimate for new resources from 
the adopted 2% increase in Transient Room Tax which became effective January 1, 2018 is 
$ 116, 700. This amount is intended to offset costs of tourist related facilities which the Parks 
Departments operate and maintain. The supplemental budget recognizes the additional 
resource and transfer to Parks Operation Fund in the amount of$ 116, 700. 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that City Council conduct a public hearing and approve the supplemental 
budgets as presented in the attached resolution. 

By: 

Susan Brooks, Director of Finance 
and Administrative Services 



Resolution No. 18-

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING A SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET FOR THE CITY OF ASTORIA. 

WHEREAS, a supplemental budget is required for the Promote Astoria Fund to 
recognize unanticipated revenue and to increase appropriations after the FY 2017-18 
budget was adopted. 

WHEREAS, a supplemental budget is required for the Parks Operation Fund to 
recognize unanticipated revenue and to increase appropriations after the FY 2017-2018 
budget was adopted. 

WHEREAS, a supplemental budget is required for the General Fund to recognize 
unanticipated revenue and to increase appropriations after the FY 2017-2018 budget was 
adopted. 

WHEREAS, a supplemental budget is required for the Public Works Improvement 
Fund to recognize unanticipated revenue and to increase appropriations after the FY 2017-
2018 budget was adopted. 

WHEREAS, ORS 294.473(1)(b) provides direction for the supplemental budget in 
accordance with specific circumstances, one of which is a pressing necessity that could not 
reasonably be foreseen when preparing the original budget or a previous supplemental 
budget for the current year or current budget period and requires prompt action. 

WHEREAS, the supplemental budget is on file in the office of the Finance Director at 
City Hall. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY OF ASTORIA: 

Resources 
Beginning Fund Balance 
Aquatic Fees 
Recreation Fees 
Maintenance Fees 
Transfer General Fund 
Transfer 17th Street Dock Fund 
Transfer Promote Astoria Fund 

Total Resources 

Requirements 
Aquatics Center 
Parks & Recreation I Administration 
Maintenance 
Capital Outlay 
Contingency 
Total Unappropriated Fund Balance 
Total Requirements 

-
422,047 
623,608 
111,229 
978, 100 
70,000 

-

2,204,984 

639,090 
995,374 
570,520 

-
-
-

2,204,984 

p k 0 f F d ar s 1oera ion un 

-
-
-

216,000 
-

116,700 

332,700 

212,423 
178,086 
(68, 165) 

10, 100 
256 

-
332,700 

-
422,047 
623,608 
111,229 

1,194, 100 
70,000 

116,700 

2,537,684 

851,513 
1,173,460 

502,355 
10, 100 

256 
-

2,537,684 



General 
Beginning Fund Balance 2,227,600 481,000 2,708,600 
Delinquent Ad Valorem Taxes 190,000 - 190,000 
Non Ad Valorem Taxes I 2,068,240 

I 
2,068,240 - I 

I Licenses and Permits 17, 100 - 17, 100 I 

Charges for Services I 248,010 - 248,010 
I Fines and Forfeits 138,400 I - 138,400 

Interest Earnings 18,000 I - 18,000 
Transfer from Public Works Fund 414,600 I - 414,600 I 
Transfer from Emergency 25,000 - 25,000 
Transfer from Building Inspection 20,800 - 20,800 
Transfer from Aquatic Facility Debt 22,000 - 22,000 . 
Miscellaneous Revenue 56,800 - 56,800 
Current Ad Valorem Taxes 5,709,300 - 5,709,300 

Total Resources 11, 155,850 481,000 11,636,850 

Requirements I 
Total Personnel Services 5,735,640 - 5,735,640 
Total Materials and Services 1,648,580 - 1,648,580 
Total Capital Outlay 0 

, Total Transfers to Other Funds 1,504,050 481,000 1,985,050 
Total Contingencies 2,267,580 - 2,267,580 
Total Unappropriated Fund Balance I 0 
Total Requirements 11, 155,850 481,000 11,636,850 

Resources I Promote Astoria Fund 
Beqinninq Fund Balance 499,000 - 499,000 
Motel Tax 850,480 116,700 967, 180 
Intergovernmental Revenues 9,400 - 9,400 
Interest Earnings 6,380 - 6,380 
Miscellaneous Revenue I 60,000 - 60,000 
Total Resources 1,425,260 116,700 1,541,960 

ReQuirements 
Total Materials and Services 603,300 - 603,300 
Total Capital Outlav 363,000 - 363,000 
Total Continqencies 150,000 - 150,000 
Transfer to Other Fund 0 116,700 116,700 
Total Unappropriated Fund Balance 308,960 - 308,960 
Total Requirements 1,425,260 116,700 1,541,960 



665,800 
1,516,120 

156,000 I 265,000 1 

2,000 
cellaneous Revenue 2,000 2,000 

Total Resources 2,339,920 I 265,000 
I 

1,000,000 
284,400 

Debt Service 691,780 265,000 
Transfer to Other Funds 234,390 - I 

I 

129,350 

2,339,920 265,000 

ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL THIS DAY OF 

APPROVED BY THE MAYOR THIS DAY OF 

Mayor 

ATTEST: 

City Manager 

ROLL CALL ON ADOPTION YEA NAY ABSENT 
Commissioner 

Mayor LaMear 

Nemlowill 
Brownson 
Price 
Jones 

665,800 
1,516,120 

421,000 
2,000 [ 

- I 

2,604,920 

1,000,000 
284,400 
691,780 
499,390 
129,350 

2,604,920 

'2018. 

'2018. 
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TO: AYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 

FROM: ESTES, CITY MANAGER 

CITY COUNCIL POLICY ON COLUMN LIGHTING EFFECTS 

DISCUSSION/ANALYSIS 

On February 18th, 2014 the Astoria City Council gave direction to the Parks and Recreation 
Department to limit the use of colored lighting effects at the Astoria Column to twice a year 
when specifically authorized by City Council. 

This direction came after colored lighting effects took place for the first time at the Astoria 
Column in October 2013 in an event organized by Columbia Memorial Hospital, the Friends of 
the Astoria Column, and the Parks and Recreation Department to light the Astoria Column Pink 
in recognition of Breast Cancer Awareness Month. This event was followed by a partnership 
between the Women's Resource Center, the Clatsop County Domestic Violence Council, the 
Friends of the Astoria Column, and the Parks and Recreation Department to light the Astoria 
Column teal for the month of April 2014 in recognition of Sexual Assault Awareness & Child 
Abuse Awareness Month. This sequence of lighting effects has taken place over the past four 
years. 

In 2017 and 2018 additional Astoria Column lighting requests have been received, most recently 
a request from the Astoria Pride Committee to utilize colored lighting effects for the month of 
June. When requests are received they are processed through the Parks and Recreation 
Department Staff. Due to the City Council direction received in February 2014 to limit the use of 
colored lighting effects to twice per year any additional requests received within the fiscal year 
have not been processed at the Staff level. 

The Mayor asked that this policy be brought back for discussion by the City Council. If the 
number of lighting effects at the Astoria Column are increased City Council may want to 
consider assessing a fee for the service as an estimated $350 of staffing and maintenance 
costs are accrued with each lighting effect. 

The Friends of the Astoria Column have been briefed on the possible update to the policy on 
Astoria Column lighting effects and are scheduled to meet on Friday, March 15th to discuss this 
possibility. The Friends of the Astoria Column feedback and recommendation gathered from this 
meeting will provided to the City Council. 



It is recommended that City Council review their established policy and if desired provide 
direction on any potential changes. 

Angela Cosby 
Director of Parks & Recreation 



FROM. 

14,2018 

CITY COUNCIL 

MANAGER 

AUTHORIZATION TO LIGHT THE ASTORIA COLUMN TEAL HUE 
FOR THE MONTH OF APRIL IN RECOGNITION OF SEXUAL ASSUAL T 
AWAWENESS MONTH AND CHILD ABUSE AWARENESS MONTH 

DISCUSSION/ANALYSIS 

On February 18th, 2014 the Astoria City Council gave direction to the Parks and Recreation 
Department to limit the use of colored lighting effects at the Astoria Column to twice a year 
when specifically authorized by City Council. 

This direction came after colored lighting effects took place for the first time at the Astoria 
Column in October 2013 in an event organized by Columbia Memorial Hospital, the Friends of 
the Astoria Column, and the Parks and Recreation Department to light the Astoria Column Pink 
in recognition of Breast Cancer Awareness Month. This event was followed by a partnership 
between the Women's Resource Center, the Clatsop County Domestic Violence Council, the 
Friends of the Astoria Column, and the Parks and Recreation Department to light the Astoria 
Column teal for the month of April 2014 in recognition of Sexual Assault Awareness & Child 
Abuse Awareness Month. 

In partnership with the Domestic Violence Council, and the Harbor, the Parks and Recreation 
Department is requesting permission to change the lighting color on the Astoria Column to a teal 
hue for the month of April 2018 in recognition of Sexual Assault Awareness and Child Abuse 
Awareness Month. In recognition of the established policy this would be the second request for 
the 2017-2018 fiscal year. 

The Friends of the Astoria Column are scheduled to meet on Friday, March 161h to review and 
discuss this request. The Friends of the Astoria Column feedback and recommendation 
gathered from this meeting will provided to the City Council. 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is recommended that City Council consider authorizing the change in lighting at the Astoria 
Column to a teal hue for the month of April 2018 in recognition of Sexual Assault Awareness 
Month and Child Abuse Awareness Month. 

Through: -----+-'"'--~A.W.~4"""'--
J 

Angela Cosby 
Director of Parks & Recreation 



CITY OF ASTORIA 
Founded 1811 • Incorporated 1856 

ASTORIA CITY COUNCIL DRAFT GOALS 
FISCAL YEAR 2018-2019 

• Support work and recommendations of the homelessness task force. 

• Implement the provisions contained in the City of Astoria Affordable 
Housing Study to increase the number of housing units within the City, 
for permanent residents. Special attention should be given to derelict 
and/or vacant properties. 

• Explore a variety of options to enhance long-term financial 
sustainability of the Parks Department, including but not limited to, a 
cemetery facilities masterplan and feasibility of a joint aquatic and 
recreation center. 

• Pursue a public-private partnership for the redevelopment of Heritage 
Square to include the possibility of housing. 

• Increase disaster resilience among the community, City staff, and 
facilities. 

• Complete Comprehensive Plan I Development Code amendments for 
the Urban Core of the Riverfront Vision Plan. 

• The Astoria City Council supports the Astoria Oregon Public Library 
Foundation in their commitment of raising $3,500,000 for the 
renovation of the Astor Library. 

• Work with community partners to implement the five year economic 
development strategy. 
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