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The historic preservation field i often perceived a being antagonistic towards 

private property rights, leading some property owners to oppo e official designation of 

their property on local, state or national registers. As the Oregon Statewide Planning 

Goal mandate local governments to protect historic resources, prope1ty owners are often 

apprehensive of potential restrictions being placed on their property right as a result of 

lti toric de ignation. Thi trepidation i particularly th ca e in instance where local 

guideline are vague or appear quite demanding. The conflict between preservation and 

property right me1its further research to determine the underlying factor that lead to 

these polarized positions and the role of varying interpretations of the Oregon law in 

each situation. This thesi wiJl investigate case studie of failed historic djstrict 

nomination in the State of Oregon to under tand the nature of this tension and to 

formulate initial recommendation to mitigate such conflicts in the future. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

If preservation is not to fall into the b]ack ho]e of total irrelevance, we must look beyond 
our traditional preoccupation with architecture and history, and beyond our elitist 
intellectual and aesthetic mind set. We must turn our preservation energies to a broader, 
more constructive and inclusive social purpose. We must move beyond the problem of 
architectural artifacts and begin to think how we can conserve urban neighborhoods, ruraJ 
landscapes, and natural resources for human purposes. 

1 

- Robert E. Stipe, A Richer Heritage 

The Case for Historic Preservation and Property Rights 

Buildings serve as testaments to the history of a community, silent markers of 

who and what has gone before. These physical reminders of the past are often seen as 

dispensable to a consumer-driven nation constantly seeking the "next big thing." Why 

preserve an o]d commercial block in the heart of a booming downtown district when a 

new high rise could provide more housing or office space? Why maintain a small one­

story bungalow when the needs of a growing family demand more space? These are a 

few of the questions historic preservationists continually face: these questions of "why?" 

The public rightfully insists upon justifications for the preservation of buildings, 

particularly for those that seem ordinary or are in the way of new development. 

However, professionals and advocates within the field, such as the one quoted above, 

wrestle with more than just the philosophical rationale for preservation being just about 

buildings and not about people. This humanist branch of the field often faces an uphill 



battle in convincing property owners that the preservation of their historically significant 

buildings and neighborhoods can be an agent of societal good that is not an infringement 

on their property rights. 

The Fifth Amendment protects an individual's right to property, stating that no 

person shall "be deprived of life, liberty, or property, without due process of ]aw; nor 

2 

shall private property be taken for public use, without just compensation."1 A cultural 

rnore, centered on the protection of property rights that transcends economic status and 

political beliefs, has taken root in the American consciousness. Conflicts have arisen 

within the historic preservation field when specific preservation actions are deemed 

unwelcome or intrusive by property owners. These disputes can escalate to more than 

neighborly quarrels, as seen in landmark U.S. Supreme Court cases, such as Penn Central 

Transportation Co. v. New York City (1978) and United Artists' Theater Circuit, Inc. v. 

City of Philadelphia (1993). This thesis aims to identify the relationship between 

preservation policies at the federal, state and local level and identified case studies in 

local communities. This relationship will then be analyzed with regard to Goal 5 of the 

Oregon Statewide Planning Goals. 

Each side in this debate has merit; the right to own private property is a deep­

rooted value within American society, and historic preservation has been identified as a 

significant facet of the protection of the nation's cultural heritage. The fundamental right 

to own property was identified early in American history, as seen in the Supreme Court 

case Vanhorne' s Lessee v. Dorrance (1795), a case questioning the validity of a 

1. U.S. Constitution, amend. 5. 
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Pennsylvania law regarding the government ' 1ight to reclaim the title to land without the 

consent of the property owners or jury comment.2 The Court stated, 

[l]t is evident; that the right of acquiring and po e ing prope1ty, and having it 
protected is one of the natural, inherent, and unalienable right of man. Men 
have a sense of prope1ty: Property i nece sary to their subsi tence, and 
correspondent to their natural want and desires; its security wa one of the 
objects, that induced them to unite in ociety.3 

Furthe1more, the Court stated, " [ Jo one can be called upon to surrender or sacrifice his 

whole property, real and personal , for the good of the community, without receiving a 

recompen e in value."4 The ruling in this particular ca e wholly defended an individual' 

right to own prope1ty, but it also recognized that the government doe have the right to 

acquire property for public purpo e , although not at the ex pen e of an individual when 

the burden "ought to be sustained by the society at large."5 The issue at hand, though, is 

not whether an individual has the right to own property, clearly they do, but the level of 

government regulation impo ed on property. 

According to a 1995 Congressional Re earch Service Report, "The property rights 

issue ari e becau e ocietal goal are sometime pursued through government 

restrictions on the u 'e of private prope1ty. Reduced to its e sentials, the i sue is but 

another aspect of the multifaceted ten ion in any ociety between public goals and private 

2. Alan T. Ackerman, "Keio v. City of New London: The An wer to the Publi c U e Que ti on or 
Ju t a ource of More Questions?' in Cu rrent Condemnation Law: Takings, Compensation, and Benefits, 
2nd ed., ed. Alan T . Ackerman and Dariu W. Dynkowski (Chicago, IL: American Bar Association, 2006), 
294. 

3. Vanhorne 's Le ee v. Dorrance, 2 U.S. at 3 10 ( 1795). 

4. Ibid. 

5. Ibid. 



right . 6 Added to this general ten ion of public er u pri ate goal i the fact that the 

field of pre ervation i often mi under tood and undervalued by the general public. 

Preserving Communitie , ot Ju t Building 

4 

Roben E. Stipe a well-known cholar in the hi to1ic pre ervation field, outline 

even key r ason for th importance of pre ervation in the prol gue to A Ri her Heritage: 

Historic Presen1ation in the Twenty-First Century. tipe tre e that 'our hi t ric 

re ource are all that physically link u to our past,' that our architectural he1itage has 

b come a part of who we are, and that thi heritage allow u to maintain a en e of 

individuality and cultural identity a ociety move toward homogeneity. 7 tipe al o 

recognizes the a sociation of no talgia and patrioti m with hi toric re ource and the beauty 

and arti tic value of historic architecture. Finally, hi toric pre ervation i important 

becau e of the ocial role it can play in society. Stipe conclude hi reasoning by tating, 

The importance of our no talgic patriotic and intelJectuaJ dri e cannot be 
denied, but they are no longer a ufficient moti ation for what we pre ervationi t 
are about. Ba ically, it i the aving of people and li e and citie - n t ju t 
building - that i important to all of u . We have bef re u an unparalleled 
opportunity if we are determined to contribute ignificantl to upgrading the 
quality of human exi tence. 8 

It i thi one pt that pre ervationi t need to communicat to the public. Thi n w 

branch of the hi toric preservation movement mu t demon trate that pre er ation i more 

6. U.S. C ngre si.onal Re earch ervice, "The Pr perty Righ I ue" (Report 95-200; Jan . 20, 
l 995), by Rob rt Meltz. Text in : National ouncil ~ r ci n and th Envir nment R Rep r ; 
A ce t;d March I 3, 2009. 

7. Robert E. tipe, A Richer Herilage: Historic Preservation in 1he Twenry-First Century (Chapel 
Hill , NC: Univer ity of North Carolina Pre s, 200 ), xiii-xiv. 

8. Stipe, A Richer Heritage, x . 
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than a hobby for the wealthy, but rather a field that eek to impro e the quality of life for 

all people and the phy ical environment in which they li e work and play. Donald 

Rypkema, an ec nomic development con ultant pecializing in downtown revitalization 

and the reu e of hi toric tructure , d fin quality of life a "the amalgam of th e thing 

t:hal make a plac out of a location and a communit out of a bunch of hou e ."9 Quality 

of lif provide a ·en e of authentic ommunity and b longing t tho e who cho e to 

liv in a p cific place. 

Pre ervationi ts are often drawn to building for their architecture, but upon 

delving deeper into their histories they cannot ignore the torie they tell about the 

individual who de igned them, con tructed them, and lived and worked in them. 

Richard Bu hman, an historian, affirm thi condition, 

Ultimately I concluded that the hou e were in truth but the outward ign of what 
the inhabitant hoped would be an inward grace. They wi bed to tra.n form 
them elve along with their environments. To explain the hou e I have been 
compelled to explain the people a well and more particularly th ideal of a 
cultivated and refined inward life which I belie e the hou e were meant to 
expre and upport. 10 

The ationaJ Tru t for Hi toric Pr ervati n clarifi thi idea in i mi ion, "Helping 

peop] protect enhance, and enjoy the place that matter to them. 11 Thi expanded iew 

of heritage con ervation and its relation hip to people i more inclu ive f emacular 

9. Donald Rypkema, "C mmunity, Place and Lhe conomics of Hi t ri c Pr ervation" (lecture 
ew Jer ey Hi L ric Preservation Award eremony, M nt lair, J, pril 27, 1996). 

I 0. Richard Bu ·hman, The Refinement of America: Persons. House . Cities ( ew York: Knopf, 
1992) xii . 

I I . ational Tru t for Hi Lorie Pre ervation, 'About the ational Tru t for Hi toric Pre rvation •• 
ational Trust f r Hi toric Preservation, http://www.pre er ationnation.org/abouL-us/ (acce ed April , 

2009). 



re ource , recognizing the value of cliver e land cape to depict the narrati e of people 

plac and time. A new under tancling require a redefinition of priori tie within the 

pre er ation field, which ha led to the development fa 'new pre ervation mo ement. 

The challenge thi new mo em nt mu t addr i re-educating th public about 

it goal , and r framing the in titutional prioritie of the Department of the Interi r 

r lated to heritag con ervation policie to better a c mrnodate li ability and cultural 

identity factor . Thi refocu ing doe not mean the value of the building them el ba 

6 

b en negated; inst ad, it give them an even richer exi t nee. Howev r thi empha i on 

people and cultural proces also move into an even more intangibl definition of what 

ha hi toric value. As a re ult of the pre ervation field de ire to acknowledge the 

inherent relationships among object , builclings, land cape and people, a greater level of 

communication must occur between its profe ionals and the public. A high- tyle 

re idence i more easily recognized a having significance than a mall worker' cottage 

with little ornamentation. Clear definition of hi toric ignificance are made difficult by 

the notion "that the everyday i le ' a rhetorical field or a collection of leftover acti itie 

than a bet rogeneou melange of idea , en ation emotion and phy i al action half­

c n ci u and half-rote.' 12 A that which i everyda " i increa ingl valued by 

pre rvati ni t , contin ued dialogue with the public and ducational training ar e ential. 

An imp rtant element in the cli cu ion of pre r ation and pr perty right i the 

role motion play in the conver ation. corcling to "The Pr p rty Right I ue' r p rt 

12. Dell Upton ''Architecture in veryday Life," New Literary H istory 33, no. 4 (Autumn 2000): 
720. 



from the Congre ional Re earch Service, American have an intrin ic com1ection to 

property that ha exi ted ince colonial time . "Ake attraction of the ew World to 

7 

Eur pean prior to the Twentieth entury wa land, often granted by the Crown or 

colonial and federal government on gener u term . Indication are that the ram r [of 

the on titution] ... iewed private property a ecuring a phere f per onal liberty 

again t arbitrary government.' 13 Th.i s belief ha xtended into modern time with 

owning property, particularly that of a fir t home, een a a kind of rit of pa age for all 

American . However, owning property come with it hare of burden , not limited to 

the financial burden of mortgages and basic maintenance and repair . Whil attitude 

toward property may vary as a result of ba ic factor uch a location and length and type 

of ownership, few can deny the emotional and financial investment re ulting from 

property owner hip. Both property owners and pre ervationi have deep emotional ties 

to buildings and property, albeit for often very different rea ons. 

Pr ervation Ordinance and the Property Rights Debate in Oregon 

A]th ugh pre ervationi ts have a pa ion for the architectural heritage of thi 

nation , thi ba ic conn tion may not b hared by all people, particularly tho who ha 

a financial take in a re ource. The often re tricti nature of pr ervation ordinance 1 

n ta fac t to be glo ed ov rand i frequently the cataly t for many of the debate 

mrnunding pre ervation. Thi al o add to the perception that pre er ation i ju t 

another arm of the g vernment. The current ten ion between pre ervation fforts and 

13. U.S. Congres ional Research Service, "The Property Rights I sue.·• 



property right activi t in the State of Oregon appear to be a re ult of re triction on 

officially de ignated re ources, specifically re ource de ignated a part of a ational 

Regi ter hi toric district. In the la t decade a rie of nominated hi toric di tric in 

Oregon have faced on iderab]e etbac to 1i ting with a few failing to be li ted du to 

objection from a majority of the property owner within tho e di trict . In 19 0, th 

nited Stale ongre amende J the ational Hi to1ic Pre ervation Act ( 1966) to requir 

pr perty owner be giv n the opportunity to con ent or object to th li ting of their 

property in the ational Regi ter. 14 However, publicly-owned re ource do not need 

con ent to be nominated. Thi prov.i ion _doe not require the owner to sp cifically 

expre s their con ent, only that an opportunity be provided for them to indicate either 

their con ent or objection. The National Hi toric Pre ervation Act tate : 

8 

The Secretary [of the Interior] hall promulgate regulations requiring that before 
any property or di trict may be included on the ational Register or de ignated as 
a ational Hi toric Landmark, the owner or owner of uch property, or a 
majority of the owners of the propertie wjthin the di trict in the ca e of an 
hi toric di trict, shall be given the opportunity (including a rea onable period of 
time) to concur in, or object to the nomination of the property r di trict for uch 
inclusion or designation. If the own r or owner of any pri ately owned property, 
or a majority of the owner of uch propertie. within the di tri tin the ca e of an 
ti· tori di trict, object to uch in lu ion or de ignation, uch property hall not be 
included on the ational R gister or de ignated a a ational Hi toric Landmark 
until uch objection i withdrawn. The ecretary hall re iew the nomination of 
the property or di tiict where any uch obj ction ha been mad and hall 
determjne whether or not th property r di trict i eligibl for uch inclu ion or 
de ignation, and if the ecr tary determine that ucb prop rty or di trict i 
eligible for uch inclu ion or de ignation, he hall inform the d i ory ouncil 
on Hi toric Pre ervation, th appropriate tat Hi t ric Pre ervation Offic r, the 

14. J. Myrick Howard, The American Mosaic: Preserving a a1io11 's Heritage, ed. Robert E. 
Lipe and Antoinette J. Lee (Detroit: Wayne Stat Univer ity Pres , 19 7), 138. 



appropriate chief elected local official and the owner or owner of uch property 
of hi determination. 15 

While Federal and Oregon tate law do not impo prec1 e re triction on 

ational Regi ter propertie or di trict the protection of hi toric re ource by local 

9 

government is mandated in Goal of the Oregon tatewid Planning Goal . a re ult, 

ti ted propertie are r gu1ated by 1 cal juri diction ounty or c·ty, and ma have 

re triction impo ed at thi level. 16 The potential impo ition of local regulation on Li ted 

propertie appear to dissuade Oregon prop rty own rs from eeking the de ignation and 

recognition of their hi toric buildings. A pre ervation conti.nue t be contentiou to 

prope11y right advocates, the fundamental factor leading to the e polarized po ition 

need to be determined as well a the role varying interpretation of the tate mandate play 

in ach ca e. In order for communitie to continue to preserve this nation' physical 

heritage in its buiJdings and landscape , while re pecting an lemental a pect of 

American cultural identity-the right to own private property-effective mediation need 

to occur. 

The ational Regi ter of Hi toric PJace and th Desi ~ation of Hi toric Di tricts 

here are numerou factor that may contribute to the per eived threat of 

pre ervation effort to property right , particularly law already in plac at the federal, 

15. National Histori Presen1ation Act of 1966, Public Law 9-665, codified at U. . ode I 6 
200 ), § 470. 1. 

16. or a more comp! Le Ji t of tale re ·Lriction.· on ational Register Ii ted propertie , ee th 
Oregon State Hi toric Pre· rvation Office' Heritage Bulletin " ational Regi ter Benefit and 
Re rriction ,' which can be found aL http://www.oregon.gov/OPRD/HCD ATR G/doc /hb_5_nat_reg_ 
benefiL5.pdf. 



state and local levels. The U.S. Congre spa ed key legi lation throughout the last 

century, such as the Antiquities Act of 1906 and the Hi to1ic Site Act of 1935, to protect 

the Unjted State ' national cultural heritage. Historic pre ervation pecifically was 

identified as a national intere t in the ational Hi toric Pre ervation Act, pas ed in 1966. 

Thi law identifies historic propertie significant to the nation's heritage a "irreplaceable 

heritage," and that the pre ervation of this heritage is "in the pubhc interest so that its 

vital legacy ... will be maintained and enriched for future generations of Americans. ' 17 

The National Hi toric Pre ervation Act al o e tabli hed the ational Regi ter of Hi toric 

Places, to be maintained by the ational Park Service. The ational Regi ter is the 

official 1i tin the United States of "cultural resources worthy of preservation." 18 In 

addition to the commemorative aspect of the National Register, listed properties may be 

eligible for federal grants, federal tax provisions, and limited protection under Section 

106 of the ational Hi toric Pre ervation Act. 19 

Before a property can be listed in the ational Register of Hi toric Place , _it mu t 

first meet at least one of the National Register Criteria for Evaluation with regard to both 

it a sociation to an important hi toric context and retaining enough hi toric integrity to 

convey it significance. There are four criteria for evaluation to clas ify resource : 

(a) that are a sociated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad pattern of our hi story; or (b) that are as ociated with the lives of per on 
significant in our past; or (c) that embody the di tinctive characteristic of a type, 

17. National Historic Preservation Act,§ 470a(a)(6). 

18. National Register of Historic Places,' About U ," National Park Service, http://www.nps.gov/ 
hi tory/nr/about.htm [acce ed June 3, 2008]. 

19. National Historic Preservation Act, § 106. 
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period, or method of construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that 
posse s high artistic values, or that represent a ignificant and distinguishable 
entity whose components may lack indivjdual distinction; or (d) that have yielded, 
or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or hi tory.20 

The ational Register of Historic Place has identified even aspect of integrity: 

location, design, etting, mat rials, workman hip, f eling and a sociation. There are 

cunently more than 80,000 properties listed in the National Register repre enting 1.4 

million individual resources. 21 The e resources can be divided into five categories: 

building", ites , district , tructure and object . A di ' trict "pos e se a ignificant 

concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, structure , or objects united 

historically or ae thetically by plan or physical development."22 Hi toric districts are not 

confined to residential neighborhoods; they can also be collections of agricultural, 

commercial or industrial components. Ultimately, the nominated district must 

demonstrate that is has significance; "It must be impmtant for hi torical , architectural, 

archeological engineering, or cultural value ."23 It is the e characteri tic , in addition to 

the ability to convey itself as an identifiable unit, that distinguish an area a an hi toric 

district. 

Although not explicitly identified as such by the ational Regi. ter of Hi toric 

Places, hi toric district are inherently cultural and ethnographic landscapes. The 

20. National Register of Hi toric Places U.S. Code of Federal Regulations, 36, ·ec. 60.4 (2008). 

21. National Regi ter of Historic Places, "About U ," National Park Service, http://www.nps.gov/ 
history/m/about.htm (accessed June 3, 2008). 

22. U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, ''How to Apply the National Regi ter 
Criteria for Evaluation," (Washington D .. : 1990), 11. 

23. U.S. Department of the lnterior, ' How to Apply the Nati onal Register Criteria for Evaluation" 
5. 
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ational Park Service defines the cultural land cape a "a geographic area . . . a ociated 

with a hi tori.c event, activity, or per on or exhibiting other cultural or ae thetic alue ."24 

If, a th new pre rvation movement empha. ize , building. repre nt the individual 

who have inhabited them then collection of building , pecifically neighborhood can 

be under toad a ethnographic land cap . The e neighborhood illu trate not only the 

d velopment of the land initially ver time the con truction of building and the 

planning of a community but they can al o illu trate the alue of tho e who once Jived 

ther and those who continue to live ther . According to Dell pton, "[T]h identity of a 

building and the intention of its maker are di olved within confu ing pattern of 

human perception, imagination, and u e .. . the meaning of a building i determined 

primari ly by its viewers and user . Thi proces of creation goe on long after the crew 

leave the ite; it never top ."25 

Prior Research on Property Rights and Preservation 

Sociologi t Melinda Milligan, a a re u1t of re arch conducted on a ew Orlean 

hi toric di trict identifie hi toric preser at.ion a a cial mo ement. Milligan rate the 

level and typ of emotion u • d by advocate and opponen of pre ervatioo to identify 

24. ational Park ervice, "D fining Land cape Terminology." .S. Department of the Interior, 
http://ww, .np .g v/hp /hli/land. cape_guidcli nes/terminology.htm (acce ed May 20, 2009). 

25 . Dell Uplon, ''Architectural Hi Lory or Land cape Ii tory?" Journal of Architectural 
Education , 44, no. 4 (August 199 1), 196. 



13 

their role within the proce and further characterize it a a ocial movement.26 Although 

thi re earch is a ociologicaJ per pective on the hi toric pre ervation movement it 

coincides with the pre ervation field' incr ased empha i on the relation hip between 

building and people. Milligan tate , "The ociology of the built en ironm nt i 

concerned with the relation hip between indi idual and th pace they inhabit, both the 

way in which individual are hap d and con trained by their pati al environmen and 

the way in which individual hape and con train their en ironrnent . 27 Other re earch 

e amines pr ervation and hi toric di trict nomination in light of the political proce . 

One ucb tudy recognize the prevailing inclination toward property right in American 

culture over historic pre ervation that often pan the politicaJ pectrum, leading the 

re earcher to categorize property owner and other takeholders within the hi toric 

di trict proce as "makers, ' "breaker , and baker to break down the attitude 

toward de ignation.28 The e studie demon trate the need for recognition and appraisal 

of the emotional and potentially di vi i ve nature of hi toric de ignation to fo ter 

communication between advocate and opponent and move toward a common olution. 

Knowledge of the broad context for property right and pre r ation conilict 

including legi lati n and landmark ca e , i e ential to under tanding pecific ituation 

of ten ion. onnect d with the o ial alu of pri ate prop rt righ i the ba ic 

26. Melinda J. Milligan, "Ambivalem Pas ion and Pa sionate Ambi valence: EmoLion and th 
Hi toric Pre ervation Movement , (paper pre ented al the annual meeting of the American Sociological 
Association, Philadelphia, PA, August J 2, 2005). 

27. Milligan , "Ambivalent Passion and Pas ionate Ambivalence." 

28. William E. chmick.Je, The Politic of Historic Dis1ric1s: A Primer fo r Grassroo1s 
Preservation (Lanham: Altam.ira Pres. , 2007), 55-56. 
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demographic makeup of the community or region in gue tion. tudie completed on the 

Rocky Mountajn fr nt of Montana, Wyoming, tah and Texa demon trate that different 

owner hip background. may have a beating on their predi po iti n toward fiercely 

prote ting prope11y r.ights, or a de ire for go ernment regulation and manag ment of 

r urce . 29 everal tu die ' di cu the cliff: rence in educational background, in ome, 

full-time ver u part-timer idency, and even heer acreage of prop rty holding . 0 

Another key element in property right 01ientation, according to Inman and McLeod, wa 

the length of residency and ultimately the reasoning behind cboo ing a pecific 

community to live in. Data collected from the population at large in Sublette County 

Wyoming, demon trated that "Those li ing in the county for low taxe are likely to be 

again t more government control. .. Tho e living in the county for its rural community 

life tyle are likely to want to protect that life tyle. 31 Mo t re earcber were able to 

conclude that property owners under tanding and a ertion of their property rights were 

not clear-cut. In t ad, they di co · er d that majority of owner repre enting the 

pectrnm of property owner types , de ired some le el of government involvement in the 

29. Kathleen Inman and DonaJd McLeod, "Prop rty Right and Public Int re : Wyoming 
Agricultural Land. urvcy," Growth and Change 33, no. 1 inter 2002): 91 - 114, http://O-
web.eb ·coho t.com.janu . uoregon.edu /eho t/ pdf?vid=2&hid= 13& id=c45e 67 -424f-4ela-9fef-
5el 93 I 4d9 %40 es ionmgr8 (acce ed April 13, 2008)· D ugla Jae on- mith, r Kreut r, and 
Richard . Krannich, "Under tandin° the Mul.tidimen ionaJit of Property Right. Ori ntalion : vidence 
from Utah and. Texa Ranchers," Society and Natural Re ources I , no. 7 ( ugu t 2005): 5 7-610, 
http ://uo-vpnl-gw.u r gon.edu/htlp/0/0-web.ebscoho t.com.janu .u regon. edu/eho t/pdf?vid= 
2&hid=21& id=6fl902e8-42dd-4a94-a 74-07a309449da5%40 RC M2 (acce ed pril I , 2008); Laurie 
Yung and Jill M . Bel ky,"Private Property Right and Community G d.: egotiating Landowner 

operation Amid Changing Owner hip on the Rocky Mountain Fr nt.,' Society & atural Resources 20, 
no. ( eptemb r 2007) : 689-703, http://dx.doi.org/!O. I 080/0 9419207012 165 6 (acces d April 13, 
200 ). 

30. Ibid. 

31 . Inman and McLeod, "Property Rights and Public lntere ts,' 106. 
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management of private land culturally and historically significant to the public. A careful 

examination of the relationship between these underlying orientations and property owner 

attitudes will create a more detailed picture of these situations for increased public 

outreach, advocacy, and education. 

While there i infonnation available detailing the tension between preservation 

and property rights, there are few examples of broader analysis other than the brief 

conclusions from surveys conducted on specific communities. The majority of these 

surveys sought to understand property rights in areas where there was a high level of 

diversity between older, settled landowners and newer, possibly part-time landowners, 

rather than in reaction to a particular preservation issue looming in the community. 

Additionally, these studies were primarily focused on cultural landscapes, rather than the 

built environment. On the other hand, cases and legislation discussed in legal journals 

tend to focus on specific buildings or districts. Both the public and private elements of 

these situations need to be explored in order to develop new ideas for easing this tension 

in a way that still protects the nation's physical heritage and its value of private property 

rights. A continued review of literature, especially wi th regard to specific tate 

preservation legislation and their varying interpretations of the National Register criteria 

and guidelines, will serve as a foundation for understanding Oregon's situation within a 

broader national context. 
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Statement of Purpo e and Research Methodology 

Although much re earch ha been conducted on private property right in 

merica, there i a lack of choJarly work on colI1Il1un..itie that ha e ignificantly re i ted 

h.i toric pr ervation ff rt ', primarily on th ba i of prope1ty right . Thi tud 

jd ntifie the nature and ctimen ion of this type of continuous re i tance within the tate 

of Oregon. A collective case- tudy32 wa the b t a nue of r ear h in order to gain 

information and in ight on the pecific ituation of conflict within Oregon that can then 

be under tood on a larger ca1e. Thi res arch tudy u ed a collective case tudy a it 

trategy of inquiry, focusing on two ca e that experienced a im.ilar phenomenon and 

ynthe izing acros the results from each to reach a well-balanced conclus.ion. 

The primaty purpose of thi tudy wa to determine the nature of the conflict 

between preservation advocacy and the protection of private property righ . In order to 

under tand this conflict, several other que tion were explored, including how 

pre ervation potentially threaten private property right n a reali tic and theoretical 

1 v 1. Additionally, the d mographic of the community were e a]uated for pot ntial 

relationship to property owner ' orientation toward private property right , uch a 

ducation and length and type of owner hip. Th ize and population of th community 

a well a it geographic location and cultmal profile may play a role in o ner property 

right orientation. Thi required document analy i including the r view of prev.i u 

nomination effons to the National Regi ter of Hi toric Places Oregon law and the local 

32. A case- Ludy i an i n-dcpth explorat ion of a pecific ituation, be it a program event, or 
region . co llecti e case- 1udy is a tudy that involve more than one ca e tud . 
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ordinances and city codes of the case study ite . In order to under tand the tension 

present in the relationship between pre ervation and property rights in the State of 

Oregon, the laws relating to both subjects were addre ed at the federal, tate and local 

level . ln addition to these documents, interviews were conducted with city government 

repre entatives, con uJtants drafting the e nomination document , and citizen on either 

ide of the debate. 

The broader topic of preservation need to be understood in terms of it basic 

hi toric development and its impact and pre ence in the specific sites under exanlination. 

The first priority with this research topic was to understand specific situations within the 

State of Oregon where private property rights and preservation appear to be at odds with 

one another. Ultimately, there needs to be greater awareness regarding this issue and 

education to inform communities about the po itive aspects of preservation, while still 

embracing their rights as property owner . The intent of thi the is was to understand the 

tension surrounding preservation and prope1ty rights. Thi tudy identifie the principal 

factors that Jed to these polarized positions and determines the role played by varying 

interpretation of the state law. Furthermore, this tudy formulates a model to develop 

initial recommendations, such as conflict resolution trategies, to help prevent and 

alleviate future conflicts. 



CHAPTER II 

OREGON NATIO AL REGISTER HISTORIC DISTRICTS 

Private property rights are indeed a far more commanding instinct in American politic 
than. preservation. 
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- William E. Schmicl<le, The Politics of Historic Districts 

The National Register Program in the State of Oregon 

The Oregon State Historic Pre ervation Office (SHPO) maintains Oregon' 

ational Register and Survey Program, and is responsible for as isting in the 

identification and listing of the state's most historically significant resources on the 

ational Register of Historic Places. The role of State Hi toric Preservation Officers and 

State Historic Preservation Progrnms are outlined within the ational Historic 

Preservation Act. Each SHPO i charged with administering its State Historic 

Pre ervation Program to uphold the following respon ibilities: 

[D]irect and conduct a comprehensive tatewide survey of historic properties and 
maintain inventories of such propertie ; identify and nominate eligible propertie 
to the ational Register and olherwise admini ter application for Ji ting hi toric 
properties on the National Register; prepare and implement a comprehen ive 
statewide hi toric preservation plan; admini ter the State program of Federal 
a sistance for hi toric preservation within the State; advise and a sist, a 
appropriate, Federal and State agencie and local governments in carrying out 
their historic preservation responsibilities; cooperate with the Secretary, the 
Advisory Council on Historic Pre ervation, and other Federal and State agencies, 
local governments, and organizations and individuals to ensure that historic 
properties are taken into consideration at all levels of planning and development; 
provide public information, education, and training, and technical assistance in 
historic preservation; cooperate with local governments in the development of 



local historic preservation program and a ist local governments in becoming 
certified ... con ult with the appropriate Federal agencie in accordance with this 
Act on Federal undertaking that may affect historic propertie ; and the content 
and sufficiency of any plans developed to protect, manage, or to reduce or 
mitigate harm to such propertie ; and advi e and assi tin the evaluation of 
proposals for rehabilitation project that may qualify for Federal assi tance.33 

The duties of the SHPO include identification and nomination of properties eligible for 

listing on the ational Register, which are consistent with the adopted ational Register 
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guidelines and crjteria. The SHPO accepts property nomination three time a year: in 

March, July and ovember. After reviewing the ubmi ions, the SHPO return the 

nomination with their comment , including areas for clarification and editing, to the 

nomination preparer. The preparer i given 30 day to make the suggested correction and 

resubmit the nomination. The nomination i then forwarded to any local landmark or 

historic commissions where the nominated property is located for further review, 60 days 

prior the next meeting of the State Advisory Committee on Historic Pre ervation 

(SACHP). 34 The SACHP is a nine-member committee, appointed by the governor, which 

reviews and vote on the eligibility of nomination for inclusion in the ational Regi ter. 

If a nomination i found eligible, it i forwarded to the Keeper of the ational Regi ter 

program in Washington, D.C. for final review. 35 

The SHPO is al o responsible for notifying prope1ty owners, nomination preparer 

33. National Historic Preservation Act, § 101 (b)(3)(A)-(J) . 

34. Oregon State Hi toric Preservation Office, "National Regis ter of Hi toric Place ," Oregon 
Parks and Recreation Department, http://www.oregon.gov/OPRD/HCD/NATREG/nrhp_natregli t. html 
(ccessed February 28, 2009) 

35. Oregon Stare Hi storic Preservation Office," tale Advi ory Committee on Hi toric 
Preservation," Oregon Parks and Recreation Department, http://www.oregon.gov/OPRD/HCD/ NATREG/ 
nrhp_ achphome.shtml (cce ed February 2 2009) 
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and Jocal elected officials of pending nomination by mail 60 days before the SACHP 

public meeting.36 A mentioned previously, a provision regarding owner objection in 

amendments to the ationaJ Historic Preservation Act requires that private property owners 

be allowed an opportunity to con ent or object to the li ting of their property. In the ca e of 

historic districts, where more than one property owner is involved, a majority of the 

property owners mu t file notarized written objections to ha1t the listing of the di tri t. 

Under the NationaJ Register protocol, the burden is upon the property owner within an 

historic di trict to formerly expre his/her oppo ition to the li ting. Furthermore, Or gon 

law states, 

otwitbstanding any other provision of law, a local government hall allow a 
property owner to refuse to consent to any fo1m of historic property designation at 
any point during the designation proce . Such refu al to consent ball remove the 
prope1ty from any form of consideration for historic property de ignation under 
ORS 358.480 to 358.545 or other law except for con ideration or nomination to 
the ationaJ Register of Hi toric Place pur uant to the ational Hi toric 
Pre ervation Act of 1966, a amended (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.).37 

Thi law requires listing agencie to receive con ent from property owner before historic 

propertie receive any type of hi toric district de ignation except ational Regi ter 

designation. The owners of any Jandmark or di trict established by a local govenunent 

mu t con ent before the property will be officially listed. This Jaw p]ace the burden for 

establi bing consent upon the li ting agency. National Register properties are exempt 

from tbi consent provision becau e the ational Historic Pre ervation Act only 

36. Oregon State Historic Pre ervation Office, "National Regi ter of mstoric Places," Oregon 
Park and Recreation Department, http://www.oregon.gov/ OPRD /HCD/NATREG/nrhp_nalregli 1. html 
(acce ed ·ebruary 28, 2009) 

37. Oregon Revised Statutes, 197 .772(1 )-(3), (2007). 



necessitates providing owners with an opportunity to object. The djstinction between 

requiring consent and providing an opportunity to object was a key element of the 

property rights and preservation debate in the case studies examined in this study. 
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There are currently 116 historic districts in Oregon listed in the National Register 

of Historic Places (see fig. 1).38 "A historic ilistrict is an area or neighborhood that bas a 

concentration of buildings and associated landscape and st:reetscape features (50 years or 

older) that retains a high degree of historic character and integrity, and represents an 

important aspect of the city's history."39 The National Register also includes a process 

for nominating groups of properties that are related by themes, trends and patterns of 

hlstory with the Multiple Property Documentation Form. "The form facilitates the 

evaluation of inilividual properties by comparing them with resources that share similar 

Figure I . National Register Historic Districts in the State of Oregon. 

38. A I ist of all the National Register Historic Districts in the State of Oregon can be found at the 
State Historic Preservation Office website, http://www.oregon.gov/OPRD/H CD/NATREG/index.shtrnl. 

39. Oregon State Historic Preservation Office, "National Regis ter of Historic Places: Hiscoric 
Districts," Oregon Parks and Recreation Department, http://www.oregon.gov/OPRD/HCD/NATREG/nrhp_ 
histdistricts.shtml (accessed March 13, 2008). 
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phy ical cbaracteri tic and hi tori cal as ociations. "40 It is not a nomination, but can be 

used to evaluate the National Regi ter eligibility of related properties. It can be used as a 

management tool for local preservation programs "becau e it evaluate properties on a 

comparative basis within a given geographical area and because it can be u ed to 

establish preservation priorities ba ed on hi torical significance."41 It i ea ier to 

nominate qualifying re ource once they are included as part of a multiple property 

submission. Preparing a nomination for an historic district or a multiple property 

submi ion is a re earch and time-intensive project and can take up to two to three year 

before listing is finalized. The SHPO requires the submission of a "Preliminary 

Eligibility Evaluation" (PEE) form prior to beginning a di t:rict nomination or the 

multiple property submission proce s. The PEE form calls for a description of the 

district, ju tifications for eligibility, and photographs of the proposed district. Following 

review of a PEE, SHPO will give their opinion on eligibility and recommend strategies to 

advance the nomination.42 

Oregon State Law and Historic Preservation 

Hi toric pre ervation is addressed in Goal 5 of the Oregon Statewide Planning 

Goals. The Land Conservation and Development Department of the Oregon 

40. U.S. Deparlm nt of the Interior, ational Park Service, How to Complete the National 
Register Multiple Property Documentation Form, (Wa hington, D.C.: 1999), 2. 

41. Ibid . 

42. Oregon Stale Hi toric Pre ervation Office, "Li ting Hi toric Districts in the ational 
Regi Ler,'' Oregon Park and Recreation Department, http://www.oregon.gov/OPRD/HCD/NATREG/ 
nrhp_historicdi trict.shtml (accessed February 28, 2009). 



Adrnini trative Rule administers the rule necessary to implement this goaJ .43 Goal 5 

broadly addres es natural resources, cenic and historic area , and open spaces; hi toric 
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preservation is just one a ·pect of the goal. According to Goal 5, "Local governments shall 

adopt program that will protect natural re ources and conserve scenic, historic, and open 

re ource for present and future generations."44 The term "protect" means to "require local 

government review of applications for demolition, removal , or major exterior alteration of a 

hi toric re ource."45 Furth.ermore, hi toric resources are defined as "those buildings, 

structure objects, ite , or districts that have a relationship to events or condition of the 

human past," and hi toric resource of statewide ignificance are "building , tructure 

objects, ·ites, or di tricts Ji ted in the ational Register of Hi toric Places. "46 While it i 

clear from Oregon law that hi toric resources must be protected by local governments in 

some way, the mandate allows local governments toe tabli h their own protection 

program . A a re ult, local law can vary from community to community. Local 

governments are called upon to maintain updated inventorie of historic re ource , develop 

a local hi toric context statement, and adopt a hi toric preservation plan and pre ervation 

ordinance. The responsibility of updating the e urveys, creating historic context 

statement , and drafting a preservation plan is placed on the houlders of the local 

government, with little direction from the State. Consequently, this ha resulted in local 

43. ORS 183.31 0(9) define a "rule" as "any agency directive standard, regulati on or tatement 
of general applicability that implements, interpret · or pre crib law or policy, or describe the procedure 
or practice of any agency." 

44. Oregon Administrative Rules, 660-0 I 5-0000(5) (2009). 

45. Oregon Administrative Rules, 660-023-0200 (2009). 

46. Ibid. 



pre ervation ordinance that either rnjuor the relative vaguene of Goal 5 or are 

c nver ely quite demanding in their protection of hi t01ic re ource . 
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The interaction between Federal regulations and Oregon tate law regarding hi toric 

r ource i quite complicated. Although ational Regi ter de ignation i vi wed by the 

Federal govemm nt as a commemorati e h nor, it al e tabli he a le el of pr tection 

under Section 106 of th ational Hi toric Pre ervation Act for re ource li ted within the 

ational Regi ter from federally funded, licen ed or p nnitted undertaking .47 ection 106 

requtr Federal agencie to take into account th effect of any propo ed Federal 

undertaking on ationaJ R gi ter li ted or eligible propertie before approval of Federal 

fund or i uance of any Federal licen e or permit.48 The ational Hi toric Pre ervation 

Act only requires that private property owners be provided an opportunity to consent or 

object to ational Regi ter de ignation, but th Oregon R i ed Statute require owner 

con ent before propertie are locally de ignated within the tate. Oregon Jaw al o require 

that "A local government shall allow a property owner to remo • e from the property a 

hi, toric property de ignation that was irnpo ed on the property by the local govemment."49 

There are two aspec of the Oregon law: li ting agencie mu t receive con ent from 

property owner b fore li ting prop rtie and prnpert wner ma opt out of the local 

de ignation during the nomination pro . However, a indkated pre iou ly, an obj ction 

to a local di tri t doe not pr vent th prop rty fr m later b ing includ d a part of a 

47. National Historic Pre ervation Act, 16 . . . 470f 

4 . Ibid. 

49. Oregon Revised Statutes, 197.772(3) (2007). 
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National Register Historic District. Federal law requires a majority of property owner to 

object to prevent the designation of an historic di trict within the ational Register of 

Hi toric Places. The differences between Federal and Oregon law complicate the National 

Register designation process. Although Oregon law require owner consent for local 

designation, the same requirement cannot be placed upon properties nominated to tbe 

ational Register when federal regulation only require that an opportunity to object be 

provided. Proponent for hist01ic de ignation can con equently circumvent the Oregon 

requirement for owner consent by seeking ational Register statu rather than a local 

designation. 

Controversial Neighborhood District Nominations 

Within the last decade, four historic district nominations in the State of Oregon 

faced considerable opposition from property owners: nominations in Eugene, Corvallis, 

Bend, and Coos Bay. This thesi studied two of the e historic di trict nomination that 

failed to be officially listed within the National Register in the State of Oregon: the South 

Un.iver ity di trict in Eugene and the North College Hill district in Corvalli . The 

di tinction of ationa] Register statu wa not withheld becau e these neighborhood 

lacked historic or architectural integrity- in fact, the orth College Hill neighborhood wa 

given an official Determination of Eligibility under both Criterion A & C from the ational 

Register of Historic Places in February 2003. The e neighborhoods do share certain 

elements in common. Both neighborhoods are located next to a univer ity, and followed a 

similar timeline of development. Despite these similarities, the neighborhoods are different 



m ize and type of owner hip. Although they did undergo the ational Register 

nomination process within a few years of one another, the common thread for these two 

neighborhoods is that both failed to be listed due to the official notarized objection of a 

majority of their property owners. 

South University Neighborhood, Eugene, Oregon 
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The South University Neighborhood is located south of the University of Oregon 

in Eugene, Oregon. The site of present-day Eugene was fir t ettled by the initial wave of 

settler to the Oregon Territory seeking rich farrn1and and economic opportunity in the 

mid-1840 . One of the fir t in the wave of settler to the upper Willamette Valley wa 

Eugene Skinner, who staked a land claim in 1846 to 640 acres near Skinner Butte in 

present day Eugene, Oregon. 50 At the time of this settlement, the area wa already 

inhabited by the Kalapuya ative American , who practiced annual burnings of the 

vegetation in the valley to encourage new growth. This practice that cleared the land 

made the valley ideal for immediate ettlement and farming. 51 More ettlers followed 

Skinner, and between 1847 and 1848 the area saw the arrival of settlers such as Charnel 

Mulligan, Prior Blair, James Huddle ton and Daniel Chri tian. Oregon wa declared a 

United States Territory in March 1848 and Lane County was organized in 1851. Skinner 

and Judge Risdon establi bed a meridian lineform in April 1851 to urvey and plat a town 

50. Elizabeth Carter and Mich II Dennis "City of Eugene Hi toric Context Statement" (City of 
Eugene Planning Deparunent, April 1996), 13. 

51. Jonathan M. Pincus, "Eugene Downtown ore Area Hi toric Context Statement" (City of 
Eugene Planning Department, November 1991), 2-3 . 
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site, located just east of Skinner's Butte. The town site was named Eugene City by Mary 

Skinner in honor of her husband, Eugene Skinner. Eugene City became the county seat of 

Lane County in 1853 and was incorporated as a town in 1862 and as a city in 1864. 

Meanwhile, Oregon was admitted as the thirty-third state in the Union in 1859. 

From 1846 to 1870 Eugene was the site ofrapid commercial and residential 

growth. The University of Oregon was established in Eugene in October 1876. Twenty­

six additions and subdivisions were platted in Eugene between 1884 and 1898, with 

twenty-four more between 1902 and 1911. The city's experience of steady growth and 

the addition of a state university led to Eugene's distinction as an ideal place to live by 

the 1890s. The greatest building record in Eugene, at the time, was set in 1909 with the 

construction of 266 new residential buildings and the remodeling of 40 buildings. 

Another building boom occurred in the 1920s following the end of World War I, creating 

more new neighborhoods, including the South University neighborhood (see fig. 2). The 

implementation of an electric streetcar line near the University of Oregon in 1906 led to 

the development of the South University neighborhood, which was still largely 

agricultural at the time. In 1907, the land was platted as Gross 's Addition running from 

18th to 23rd Avenue and from Alder to Agate Street. The addition, designed on a grid 

system, contained 420 lots, which were typically 55 feet wide and 160 feet deep.52 

52. Leslie Heald and Sally Wright, "South University Historic District Nomination," (National 
Register of Historic Places Nomination, Eugene, OR: 2000), Section 7, page 2. 
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Figure 2. Map of Eugene, Oregon. This map indicates the location of the 
South University neighborhood. 
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Slow to grow initially, the neighborhood thrived after the end of World War I, 

with at least 40 percent of the houses built during the 1920s. Factors that may have led to 

this increased neighborhood development include the construction of schools, like Edison 

Elementary on W. 22nd Avenue in 1926, and installation of sewer lines and sidewalks, in 

1922 and 1924, respectively. The location of the streetcar, known as the Eugene Street 

Railway, was conducive to University faculty and staff living in the South University 

neighborhood as one line of the streetcar ran on University Street, going through campus 

(see fig. 3). 

The streetcar went out of business in 1927 after 21 years of service, but the track 

running down University Street was merely paved over and can still be seen.53 The 

streetcar system had three main routes: the University/Fairmount loop, the College Crest 

loop, and the Springfield line. The University/Fairmount loop ran from the train depot at 

5th and Willamette to the University of Oregon, and extended down University Street to 

the Masonic Cemetery at 25th and University. The line was extended to loop along the 

foothills to E. 26th where it turned north on Columbia, Fairmount Boulevard, and Moss 

Street until E. 13th Avenue where it turned west to return to the University station.54 

There is a slight knoll in the center of the neighborhood and the most desirable 

and expensive lots are located in this area. The relatively uniform look of the 

neighborhood was defined during the period following the First World War, in part by 

the president of the County Investment Company, Robe1t Prescott. These guidelines for 

53. Heald and Wright, "South University District Nomination," Section 8, page 8. 

54. Ibid. 
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Figure 3. South Eugene Aerial Photograph. This 1936 aerial photograph 
features an overlay of the Eugene Street Railway that had a line that ran 
through the University of Oregon campus and the South University 
neighborhood until it went out of business in 1927. 
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the neighborhood included setback requirements of 15 feet on Potter Street and 30 feet on 

University Street and a minimum co t of $2,000 for hou es built.55 Although this one 

portion of the neighborhood has the mo t expen ive and high style hou e , the 

neighborhood "ha been home to a cross section of Eugene society."56 South University 

re idents included University of Oregon president , faculty member , pby icians, 

attorneys, local business owner , and chool teacher . In addition to high style 

residences, there are more mode t and vernacular house and even rental properties, 

catering to University students. 

The current South Univer ity eighborhood, a defined by the city of Eugene' 

updated 2007 eigbborbood Analy i , i bounded by Agate Street to the ea t, Patterson 

Street to the we t, E. 18th Avenue to the north, and E. 24th Avenue to the outh.57 While 

the National Regi ter nomination for the neighborhood a an hist01ic di trict i similar to 

these officially defined boundarie and the historical ones, there are some important 

differences and irregularities (see fig. 4). While the neighborhood' s northern boundary 

extends to E. 18th A venue, the district ' boundary stop one block short, running 

predominately along E. 19th A venue with a light jog north to include ix lots along 

niversity Street between E. 18th and 19th. All the other boundarie of the proposed 

district are equally jagged, which doe not necessarily imply they are wrong. 

55 .Heald and Wright, Section 7, page 7. 

56. Heald and Wright, Section 8, page I 0. 

57. City of Eugene Planning and Development, "South University Neighborhood Analysis' City 
of Eugene, http://www.eugene-or.gov/portal/ erver.pt/gateway/PT ARGS_0_2_253883_0_ 0_ 18/SUNA.pdf 
[accessed March 13 2008]. 



These boundaries do indicate the careful inclusion and exclusion of very specific 

properties based on building integrity and stylistic significance related to the period of 

significance of 1907-1950. The eastern boundary, mostly running along Agate Street, 
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Figure 4. South Univeristy Historic Distri ct Boundaries. This map indicates 
the historic district boundaries with property numbers for the nominated 
South Univer ity Historic District. 
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hooks further east to include Washburn Park and an additional twelve lots. The southern 

boundary runs an entire block no1th of the city's defined boundary for the neighborhood, 

along E. 23rd A venue, with jogs further south at the southeast and southwest corners to 

include thirteen properties. The western boundary of the district runs along Alder Street, 

a full two blocks east of the neighborhood's western boundary of Patterson Street. 

However, the district boundary includes the lots on both the west and east sides of the 

street, rather than using the street itself as the border. It is important to note that historic 
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boundaries, particularly in the case of historic districts, may differ from current officiaJly 

recognized boundaries, for the purposes of neighborhood associations. While the historic 

district boundaries of the South University neighborhood are primarily in line with the 

original Gross's Addition, extensions were made along Alder Street and Agate Street due 

to the integrity of the structures within the areas and their relationship to other resources 

in the district. 

South University Historic District-Initiating the Nomination Process 

The process for the nomination of the South University Neighborhood as a 

National Register Historic District had been under consideration by property owners for 

several years, but the proposal was officially rai sed by members of the South University 

Neighborhood Association (SUNA) in May 1998. Following this initi al discussion, the 

subject remained on the agenda for 11 subsequent SUNA meetings throughout 1998 and 

1999. During this time the City of Eugene updated the 1986 Cultural Resources Survey 

of the neighborhood, and proponents disseminated an informational sheet and simple 

survey to property owners within the neighborhood. The survey consisted of two 

questions: "Do you support the designation of your neighborhood?" and "Would you be 

willing to gather information and volunteer?" (see fig. 5). Of the 440 cards mailed, 209 

were returned. Seventy-six percent of the cards returned contained "yes" responses to the 

question of supporting historic designation. Proponents mailed a second questionnaire, 

reque ting detailed property information, to property owners in October 1999. Following 

this initial legwork, SUNA members voted in April 2000 to apply for a neighborhood 



grant to fund the nomination proce s. The grant of $15,570 was awarded in June 2000 

with SU A raising their half of the fund to match the amount from the city through 

private contribution and 365 hour of matching labor. The grant money allowed the 

neighborhood a ociation to hir two consultant , Leslie Heald and Sally Wright, to 

research and write the National Register nornination.58 

South Unjversity Neighborhood Informational Survey 

I. Do you favor having your home and property included in a 
propo ed historic district? 

Yes_ __ o _ _ _ 

2. Would you be willing to help collect historic information about 
your home and other properties (pictures, storie , ownership etc.) 
in a proposed historic district? 

Ye~---- o __ _ 

Thank you for your interest in this inquiry. Please retum the 
completed postpaid card as soon as po sible. 

Signature Property Addres 

Day Phone: ________ Eve Phone: _ ___ _ _ _ 

Figure 5. South University eighborbood Informational Survey. SU A 
mailed tbi information urvey to property owners within the South University 
neighborhood. 
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The completed nomination was presented five month later at an adverti ed 

SUNA meeting in ovember 2000 and the nomination wa submitted to the Oregon 

SHPO in December 2000. The SHPO sent notices to the Mayor and City of Eugene and 

property owners in December 2000 regarding the presentation of the nomination at the 

58. This information wa gathered from the record on the propo ed South University His toric 
District maintained by the City of Eugene. 
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February 2001 meeting of the SACHP. However, the December notice mailed to 

property owners incorrectly stated the SACHP meeting would be the final presentation of 

the nomi nation rather than the initial, resulting in a corrected notice being mailed in 

January 2001. Property owners were asked at this time to make comments in writing 

regarding the nomination. Meanwhile the nomination was successfully presented at the 

Eugene Historic Review Board meeting and received the support of the Historic Review 

Board and Mayor Jim Torrey. Although presented at the February 2001 meeting in 

Roseburg, no action was taken on the nomination and it was scheduled for its final 

hearing at the May 200 1 State Advisory Committee meeting in Coos Bay. Again, 

property owners were asked to submit their comments in writing to the State Historic 

Preservation Office. As mentioned previously, the burden is on the property owners if 

they object to the designation. Official opposition to designation must be submitted in 

the form of a notarized letter by a property owner. These letters may be submitted until 

the end of the final review of the nomination by the Keeper of the National Register. The 

S.HPO had received ten letters of objection regarding the South University nomination as 

of April 2001. 

A few issues were discussed regarding the nomination at the May 2001 State 

Advisory Committee meeting. It was noted that 16 notarized objections had been 

received by SHPO at the time of the meeting, but that was not the issue discussed at 

greatest length. Jnstead, it was mentioned that the property owners of 1928 and 1942 

Agate Street on the eastern edge of the district wished to be excluded from the district-a 

request that had been granted by the City but had not been shared with either SHPO or 
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the nomination preparers (see fig. 6) . Consequently, the properties had been included in 

the district due to their historic integrity and significance. In 1999, the Hodges Family, 

the owners of the aforementioned properties, and the City had reached an 

Figure 6. South University m storic District Boundary Conflict. 1928 and 1942 
Agate Street are adjacent properties that were eventually excluding from the 
proposed historic disuict boundaries. Their location is marked by a star icon and 
indicated bv an an ow. 

agreement that the Hodges ' properties along Agate Street would be excluded from the 

proposed disl1ict. James Hamrick, the Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer at the 

time, re ponded to the request of the owners of 1928 Agate, Gloria and Bryan Hodges, 

and decided to honor the agreement in 2001 between the City of Eugene and the Hodges. 

However, following this agreement, the owner of I 942 Agate Street, Lance Hodges, 

requested the same exclu ion of his property from the proposed district. Hamrick shared 

this information with the SACHP and admitted his and SHPO's concern that such a 



"decision would create precedence and would encourage thi type of activity, allowing 

people to request removal from the boundaries of historic di tricts at will. "59 

37 

The SACHP discu sed thi topic at length, with one coIIllTU ioner, Dr. Keeler, 

stating his di plea ure that the SACHP had been put in the position of setting precedence 

they are uncomfortable with.60 Ultimately, the SACHP did not agree to exclude the 

Agate Street propertie from the nomination. After much di cu sion over this topic of 

property exclusion, the SACHP agreed that the nomination wa "po ter child" for other 

nomination , weIJ -written and prepared, and voted unan.imou Iy that the neighborhood 

wa eligible for inclusion as an hi toric di trict in the National Regi ter. 61 Comments for 

revi ion were ent to the preparers of the nomination between Augu t and October 2001 , 

and the nomination was sent to the Keeper of the National Regi ter in November 2001. 

Eugene Preservation Ordinances 

Throughout thi proce s, the ational Register de ignation was upported and 

aided by the City of Eugene, as een in SUN A's receipt of a neighborhood grant. The 

City of Eugene is a Certified ocal Government (CLG), which i a local government that 

ha been certified by the State Hi toric Preservation Officer as having a pre ervation 

ordinance outlining how pre ervation i ues will be addressed within the local 

government; establishing a qualified historic preservation review commission; 

59. Minutes of the State Advi ory Committee on Historic Preservalion (SACHP), May 25, 2001 
meeting, South University Historic Di trict Record, ity of Eugene, Eugene, OR. 

60. Minute , SACHP, May 25, 2001. 

61 . Ibid. 
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maintaining a sy tern for the survey and inventory of historic prope1tie ; and providing 

for adequate public participation in their local preservation program.62 Hi toric 

preservation is addres ed in Chapter 9 of the City of Eugene Land Use Code, the purpose 

of which is to "protect and promote the health, afety, and general welfare of the public 

and to preserve and enhance the economic, ocial, and environmental qualities of the 

community."63 One of the six goal that the Land Use Code i designed to promote 

applies pecifically to historic re ources in the community and its intention i to 

"preserve and restore ignificant historic re ource and increase public awareness of the 

community 's historic and cultural heritage.' 64 Within the Land Use Code, an historic 

re ource is defined as the following: 

Includes, but is not limited to, districts, ensembles, thematic groups, corridor , 
structures, bridge , buildings, sites, cemeteries, landscape features, signs, plaques, 
archaeological site or artifacts, or other object that have historic, cultural and/or 
architectural significance, locally, regionally or nationally. A historic ite is the 
location of a hi toric archaeological event, activity occupation structure, object 
or landscape feature, including existing buildings or tructures on the ite which 
has historic significance. 65 

The treatment of historic resources i further developed with the potential addition 

of a pecial zoning de ignation. According to the Land Use Code, "Application of S 

Special zone to a lot containing a specific building, structure, object, site or archeological 

resource that qualifie as an historic landmark will en ure that permitted u es encourage 

62. National Historic Preservation A t, 16 U.S.C. 470a(c)(l). 

63 . Eugene City Code, Chapter 9.0020 (Eugene, 2008) 

64. Ibid. 

65. Eugene ity Code, Chapter 9.0500 (Eugene, 2008). 
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preservation of hi toric qualitie ."66 Specifically, thi de ignation, S-H Historic Zoning, 

"is used selectively to help en ure the conservation of hi toric properties in 

Eugene ... Before a property can receive the S-H Historic Zoning de ignation it mu t fir t 

be designated as a City Landmark or be listed in the National Register of Hi toric 

Place ."67 Currently the ci ty has two pecial zones that emphasize the preservation of 

historic resources: the S-HB Blair Bou]evard Hi toric Commercial Special Area Zone 

and the S-W Whiteaker Special Area Zone. The advantage of this historic overlay 

allow for greater flexibility in the use of the property to en ure a compatible and 

continued use of the prope1ty. 

Procedure. for alterations to historic properties are al o Jaid out within the Land 

U e Code. Under Eugene law, an historic property i either designated by the city as an 

bi toric landmark or U ted in the ational Register of Hi tork Place or within a ational 

Register hi toric district. 68 A eries of regulation for the alteration to historic properties 

were e tablished' to make the citizen of the community and it vi itors aware of the 

origin development, and historic ignificance of property."69 In addition to application 

for hi toric landmark designation, the. e regulations include pecific criteria for the 

removal of landmark designation and the alteration to or demolition of an hi toric 

property. 

66. Eugene City Code, Chapter 9.3000 (Eugene, 2008). 

67. City of Eugene Planning and Development, "City of Eugene Hi to1ic Pre ervation," City of 
Eugene, http://www.eugene-or.gov/portal/ erver. pt?open=5 l 2&objlD=3 I 8&Page1D= 
445&cached=true&mode= 2&userID=2 (accessed May 13, 2009). 

68. Eugene City Code, Chapter 9.0020, (Eugene, 2008). 

69. Eugene Ci(y Code, Chapter 9.8 150, (Eugene, 2008). 



In 1975 a seven-member Historic Review Board (HRB), a sub-committee of the 

Eugene Planning Commi sion, wa established by the City of Eugene to oversee the 
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City's historic preservation program. The duties of the HRB include collaborating with 

the City's Hi toric Pre ervation Planner to upervi e the cultural re ource urvey 

program, pre ervation incentive program such a neighborhood grant and education 

and outreach effmts. 

As the nomination proce s for the South University Neighborhood was underway, 

the City of Eugene Planning Division, through federal funds from the ational Park 

Service, was drafting a set of advisory de ign guidelines in addition to a specific et of 

guideline for the proposed South Univer ity Hi toric Disttict. City staff reviewed and 

improved the draft of the advisory design guideline and republi bed them in the summer 

of 1999. The "Advisory De ign Guidelines for Hi toric Residential Properties' tate: 

These De ign Guideline were written to provide owner and re idents of hi toric 
properties, as well as developers working with infill lots in historic 
neighborhoods, with de ign sugge tion for protecting the histolic character of 
their propertie and surroundings ... This is not a matter of cheap versus expensive 
construction, but rather thoughtful de ign that recogruze context. These 
Guidelines are intended to encourage residents of Eugene to appreciate local 
history and the historic character of our city.70 

The guidelines were not intended to be a coercive process to prevent property owners 

from u ing their property. In tead, they were meant to provide advisement on alterations 

or rehabilitation that may alter the di tingui hing characteristics of an hi toric property. 

The guidelines include a discussion of the following item : far;ade orientation and 

70. Ci Ly of Eugene Planning Department, "Advisory D es ign Guidelines for Historic Residential 
Properties' (Eugene, City of Eugene Planning Department: 1999), 1. 
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setback , roof form, exterior iding and detail , window and doors, porche , foundation , 

paint schemes, solar panels and other utility sy terns, and garage and outbuilding . 

Specific South University guideline were drafted during the summer of 2001 and 

presented at SUNA meeting in July. At thi time, the Eugene City Code required 

guidelines and, therefore the guidelines were expressed in mandatory language rather 

than merely advi ory. This requirement was subsequently removed from the City Code 

by the City Council by 2004 and the guideline were changed to a more advisory tone. 

One of the specific concerns held by many of the objecting homeowners was with regard 

to paint colors for their house , but the Guideline addre these issues of personal choice 

and taste. 71 

The restoration of original colors on historic residential architecture is desirable, 
but not always fea ible. Colors appropriate to the tyle and era are encouraged. 
Avoid painti.ng originally unpainted surfaces like brick ... Color choice i a 
personal decision for a building owner, and hould not be dictated. The e 
suggested color are intended to help you elect a paint cheme that is consi tent 
with both your individual taste and the historic character of your house.72 

South University Historic District-Designation Challenges 

While SUNA and the City of Eugene were drafting and revi ing advisory 

guidelines for the proposed district, the SACHP approved the nomination and the 

con ultants worked to finalize the document making advi ed correction and 

71 . A May 6, 2009 interview with South University Historic Di strict proponents Sall y and 
Everett Smith and Janet Heinonen indicated that paint color was one issue, although not a main concern, 
that was brought up in public meetings and conver ati.ons with property owners throughout the di trict. 

72. City of Eugene Planning D partment, "Ad i ory De ign Guidelines for Hi toric Residential 
Properties," 25-26. 



elaboration . Following two round of editing, the final nomination wa ubmitted by 

SHPO to the Keeper of the ational Register on ovember 6, 2001, who received it on 

the 14th of November. Once received, the forty-five day period ofreview began. On 

December 28, 2001, the final day of the review period a property owner requested and 

received a 30-day extension to the period of review. A second exten ion wa al o 

granted, extending the re iew period to February 26, 2002. During this time, the 

oppo ition engaged a notary service to help obtain letters of objection from property 

owners within the propo ed di trict. In a November 29, 2001 letter to the editor 
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published in Eugene 's The Register-Guard, Jim Ralph, a property owner within the South 

Univer ity neighborhood and an opponent to the historic designation, re ponded to a 

previous article on the benefit of de ignation, stating 

Thi proces is not, a advocate uggest, about "bringing neighbors together." It 
is about a small group of people wanting to control through government what 
others own and their neighbors trying to protect their traditional rights of 
re pon ible property tewardship ... Governmental intervention is unwelcome and 
unnece ary. 73 

Between Spring 2000 and Fall 2002, nineteen piece , including articles, Jetter to the 

editor and editorial , appeared in The Regi ter Guard. A debate that might have tayed a 

quiet disagreement between neighbors had taken a city-wide tage. 

Due to the number of reque ts for ex ten ion and sub tantive review of the 

nomination, the Keeper of the National Regi ter returned the nomination to the SHPO 

with instruction to addre the procedural and documentation questions raised by the 

oppo ition. The City of Eugene and the SHPO then worked to clarify the e i ues and 

73. Jim Ralph, letter to the editor, The Register-Guard, November 29, 2001. 
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detennine the ownership status for all of the letters of objection over the next two years. 

When the nomination was submitted to the Keeper of the National Register for a second 

time, it was returned in 2005 for further revision. At this point, at least five years had 

passed since the survey work and documentation had occurred, and the National Register 

wanted updated information for the nomination. The National Register returned the 

nomination with the collection of objections and letters they had received. The National 

Register office emphasized that some of the issues with the nomination needed to "be 

addressed through a stronger discussion regarding the level and methodology of the field 

investigations and the compilation of information included in the nornination."74 Faced 

with essentially starting the nomination process over from the beginning, proponents 

chose not to continue with the historic designation. 

North College Hill Neighborhood, Corvallis, Oregon 

The North College Hill Neighborhood is located north of the Oregon State 

University campus in Corvallis, Oregon (see fig. 7). Corvallis is located at the 

confluence of the Willamette and Mary's Rivers in the Willamette River Valley. Initially 

occupied by bands of the Kalapuya Native American tribe, Euro-American fur-traders 

and then settlers followed the Oregon-California Pack Trail into the region along with 

74. National Register of Historic Places, "National Register of Historic Places - Return 
Comments," Oregon Parks and Recreation Department, http://www.streamline.oregon.gov/OPRD/HCD/ 
NATREG/docs/nr_comments--SUHD.pdf (accessed May 30, 2009). 
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Figure 7. Map of Corvallis, Oregon. A current map of Corvallis, Oregon with the 
location of the North College Hill neighborhood outlined. 
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missionaries, such as the Peoria Party, in the late 1830s and early 1840s.75 Following a 

large emigration of settlers in 1843, a Provisional Government was established, forming 

the Yamhill District and Polk County in 1845, an area including the current site of 

Corvallis.76 Settlers, such as James L. Mulkey and Joseph C. Avery, began to stake 

claims to land on the site of present-day Corvallis in 1845. Settlement to the area 

continued to increase with the development of two new wagon trails in 1846, the Barlow 

Road over Mt. Hood and the southern Applegate Trail or South Road. Additional stakes 

were claimed in 1846 and a seventh county, named Benton County after Missouri Senator 

Thomas Hart Benton, was established from a portion of Polk County in 1847. Growth 

continued in the area, with churches and businesses slowly emerging on the landscape, 

particularly with the passage of the Donation Land Claim Act in 1850.77 

The town of Marysville was platted by J.C. Avery in February 1851, consisting of 

24 blocks and 6 fractional blocks extending from the Willamette River west to Fifth 

Street and from present-day Western Avenue north to Jackson Street. Marysville was 

designated as the county seat for Benton County in 1851. By 1854, Marysville was 

renamed Corvallis and two more additions were platted, the County Addition and 

Dixon's 2nd Addition, adding 29 and 13 blocks respectively to the town. Briefly the 

territorial capitol of Oregon in 1855, the City of Corvallis was incorporated in 1857. A 

75 . City of Corvallis, "Regional and Local Developments, 1851-1868," City of Corvallis, http:// 
www.ci .corvallis.or.us/index.php?option=content&task=view&id=242&ltemid=l 96 (accessed March 11, 
2009). 

76. City of Corvallis, "Regional and Local Developments, 1851-1868." 

77. Ibid. 
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few more additions were platted between 1857 and 1872 and the population rose to 1220 

by 1870. Expansion slowed following a decrease in gold mining activity by the 1860s 

and continued with the location of the Oregon and California Railrnad line through 

neighboring Albany in 1871. However in 1880, Corvallis had its own railway connection 

with the Western Oregon Railway Company followed by a boom in construction post-

1880. 

The growth and expansion of Corvallis College, such as the establishment of the 

first Department of Agriculture in the Pacific Northwest, required a reorganization of the 

college's campus. As Corvallis College, renamed State Agricultural College after the 

state gained control in 1885, continued to grow and expand its campus, the City of 

Corvallis responded with the development of new additions northwest of the campus, 

such as the 1895 College Hill Addition, the last plat to be filed in Corvallis during the 

1800s.78 A population boom in the early 1900s resulted in the establishment of the North 

College Hill Addition in 1908, similar to the establishment of the South University 

neighborhood in Eugene. The boundaries of this supplemental addition, platted by Judge 

W.S. McFadden, comprise the central portion of the North College Hill Neighborhood, as 

defined for the National Register historic district nomination. As the population of 

Corvallis and the Oregon Agricultural College (renamed in 1908) continued to grow, the 

North College Hill neighborhood felt the pressure, particularly with a lack of on-campus 

housing for male students. 

78. Sally Wright and David Pinyerd, "North College Hill Hisloric Districl Nomination," Section 
7, page 2. 



The North College Hill neighborhood continued to grow, with two additional 

plats filed and 27 resources constructed in the 191 Os. Deed restrictions limited 

construction to residential uses and set a $1200 minimum value for new houses. While 

single family residential construction steadily grew in the 1920s, the neighborhood also 

saw an increase in the number of fraternities and sororities to support the enlarging 

student body from th.e Oregon Agricultural College. These orgarnzations were also 
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beginning to construct their own residences. Corvallis saw dramatic growth in the 1920s, 

in both residential population and increased enrollment at the Oregon Agricultural 

College. New plats were added to the neighborhood, the 1920 and 1921 Supplemental to 

the College Hill Addition, dividing the block-sized lots into individual building sites. 

Although a few of the new houses constructed were valued at over $6,000, most were 

more modest residences, valued between $2,000-$4,000. In addition to the new 

residential construction, there were also a few commercial ventures, such as a small store, 

grocery and even a doctor's practice, constructed within the neighborhood. The boom of 

the 1920s resulted in the construction of 48%, or 96 resources, of the neighborhood's 

current resources, which is also similar to the South University neighborhood. 

Construction slowed during the Depression, with only 37 resources built during the 

decade of the 1930s. Development of the North College Hill neighborhood was nearly 

complete at this point in time.79 

79. Sally Wright and David Pinyerd , "North College Hill Historic District Nomination," Section 
7, page 2. 
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The North College Hill neighborhood is a small, yet well-defined residential area, 

comprised of a wide variety of housing types, from single-fam.ily residences to 

fraterni ties and rental housing (see fig. 8). Other resources in the neighborhood include 
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Figure 8. North College Hill Historic District Boundaries. This map indicates the 
district boundaries for the proposed North College Hill Historic District in 
Corvallis. 

small commercial establishments, constructed for the benefit of the university population. 

The neighborhood, for the purposes of the proposed National Register historic district, is 

bounded on the west by former Corvallis General Hospital and the College Hill West 



Historic Di trict, which include both sides of Arnold Way. The northern and eastern 

boundaries are marked by Hani on Boulevard and Kings Boulevard, respectively. The 

outhern boundary i defined by Monroe Avenue and the Oregon State University 

campu . 

North College Hill Historic District-Initiating the Nomination Process 

The idea for the establishment of an historic district in the North College Hill 

neighborhood in Corvalli began in 2000 after neighbor ucce sfully fought off a 

propo ed large development in the area that would have demolished several historic 
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hou e . 8° Carol Chin a property owner in the neighborhood and former Secretary­

Treasurer of the North College Hill Neighborhood Association, said that the main 

impetu for the district nomination was the fact that "[W]e clidn ' t want to lose that many 

historic tructure in one fell swoop ... that it might afford ome protection if there were 

an historic district." 1 Following discussion throughout the winter of 2000-2001, the 

neighborhood a ociation agreed on April 9, 2001 to apply for a neighborhood 

empowerment grant from the City of Corvallis. The North College Hill Neighborhood 

As ociation received a 2500 grant from Corvalli ' eighborhood Empowerment 

Program to hire a consultant to train and advise volunteers to begin the research 

proce .82 They hired pre ervation consultant Leslie Heald and Sally Wright83 to begin 

80. Carol Chin, interview by author, Eugene, OR, April 15, 2009. 

I . Ibid. 

2. This information was gathered from the City of Corvallis' record on the propo ed onh 
College Hill Historic Distri ct. 
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the initial research phase. From June to October 2001, volunteers conducted over 800 

homs of research in city directories, property record and other ources. The Corvalli 

City Council received a $15,000 grant from the Oregon SHPO, $12,132 of which wa 

allocated for research and a completed historic district nomination to the ational 

Register for the North College Hill neighborhood. The City sent out a Request for 

Proposals (RFP) on November 8, 2001, and Sally Wright and Dave Pinyerd, of Historic 

Pre ervation - orthwest, were hired to work within the neighborhood. 

A public neighborhood meeting to di cus the benefits of di trict designation and 

an wer questions was held on February 5 2002. An informal urvey and map of the 

proposed district wa included with a February 7, 2002, letter announcing the econd 

public meeting for March 6, 2002. The informal survey included four options for the 

level of upport or oppo ition to designation: I strongly upport, I have no objection , I 

oppose, and I am neutral or have no opinion regarding the nomination of the orth 

College Hill Historic District ( ee fig. 9). 

As the bulk of the research for the proposed district wa conducted over the 

summer of 2001, the historic di strict nomination wa able to be quickly completed 

following the receipt of grant fund . The completed nomination wa submitted to the 

Oregon SHPO in March 2002. In accordance with requirement pertaining to hi toric 

re ources in the City of Corvallis Code, the district nomination was reviewed at the 

83. Heald and Wright were the nomination preparer for the propo ed South niver ity Hi toric 
District. 



North College Hill Historic District Survey -
Should We Form a 

National Register Historic District? 

The North College Hill Neighborhood Association is conducting a survey to measw·e support or 
oppositi on. Resuhs from this survey will guide the City in deciding whether or not to continue 
with the nomination of the North College Hill area as a National Register Historic District. If the 
nomination is forwarded, Lhe State Historic Preservation Office will provide another opportuni ty 
for property owners to indicate their opposition. If you want to provide input at that time, you 
should carefully fo llow SHPO"s instructions. 

Property owner position regarding for the formation of a National Registration of Historic Districts 
(National Register). 

D l strongly support the nomination of the North College Hill National Register Historic 
District. 

□ I have no objections to the nomination of the North College Hill National Register Historic 
District. 

D I oppose the nomination of the North College Hill National Register Historic District. 

D I am neutral or have no opinion regarding the nomination of the North College Hill 
Nat.ional Register Historic District. 

This designation is for the propen y(ies) located at: _____________ _ _ 

PLEASE SIGN AND PRINT YOUR NAME BELOW: 

I am the owner or authorized representative for the owner of the above listed property. 

Signature Date 

Printed Name of Person Signing Address of Person Signing 

Pleas~ write any comments on the back of this form. 

Figure 9. North College Hill Historic District Survey. The North College Hill 
Neighborhood Association mailed this survey to prope11y owners to gauge support. 
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City' Hi toric Pre ervation Advi ·ory Board (HP AB) meeting on April 8, 2002. At this 

time the HPAB was made aware of issues pertaining to the nomination, the greatest of 

which wa a significant level of opposition. Trish Daniel and Carol Chin, officers 

within the North College Hill eighborhood Association , di cussed the re ults of their 

informal survey, which indicated 40 property owners in oppo ition, 23 in upport, 7 with 

no oppo ition, and 3 remaining neutral. However, at the date of thi HPAB meeting, 

there were still approximately 50-70 property owners who had not responded to the 

urvey. At this meeting, the City of Corvalli requested a po ition on the nomination 

from the HP AB and a recommendation on in it for the City Council. The Board 

unanimously expre ed their upp011 for the nomination and unanimou ly recommended 

the City Council support it as well. 84 

Following the support of the HP AB and the City Council, the ortb College Hill 

Hi toric Di trier nomination wa ready for pre entation at the October 2002 SACHP 

meeting. However, a indicated in an August 28, 2002, letter to the City of Corvalli 

Community Development Department, SHPO wanted to po tpone the heaiing for the 

nomination to "allow the City of Corvallis additional time to better gauge owner support 

by forth r educating property owners on the city, tate and national honor , benefit and 

rules relating to National Register listing."85 The results of the updated neighborhood 

survey mea uring uppmt for the de ignation had 55% of re pendent in opposition. 

Although SHPO had only 18 official notar·ized letters of objection at that point, there was 

84. Minutes, Corvalli Hi tori c Pre ervation Advisory Board, North College Hill Hi toric Di tsict 
Record, City of Corvalli s, Corvalli s, Oregon, April 8 2002. 

85. James Hamrick to Ken Gibb, August 28, 2002. 
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significant concern about the level of community support, e pecially due to the language 

of the survey, which tated, "Results from this urvey will guide the City in deciding 

whether or not to continue with the nomination of the orth College Hill area a a 

National Register Hi toric Di trict."86 At that point, the nomination was tabled for later 

review following a greater level of demon trated owner support for the historic di trict 

designation. 

Corvallis Preservation Ordinance 

Histo1ic pre ervation i addres ed by the City of Corvalli in Article 5 of the 

Corvalli Comprehensive Plan, which provide the framework for land-u e applications, 

including zoning district changes annexations and planned development . The plan 

identifie an established concern within the community for pre ervation, tating "There 

has been a demonstrated interest in maintaining hi toric integrity in historical 

neighborhood ."87 Sixteen policies regarding Corvallis ' historic resources are expres ed 

within this section of the plan, including, but not hmited to: maintaining a Historic 

Preservation Advisory Board; continuing to inventory historic and archaeological site ; 

and encouraging property owners to preserve their histo1ic tructure . The goal and 

policies of the Comprehensive Plan, including the e hi toric pre ervation policie , are 

implemented through the Land Development Code, which contains the zoning 

regulations for the Oty of Corvallis. Chapter 2.9 of the Land Development Code outline 

86. These result were tabulat d from survey. returned to the orth College Hill Neighborhood 
A so iation. 

87. City of Corvalli , Comprehensive Plan, Article 5.4.j (2008). 



the guidelines for the preservation of hi toric re ource , identified a the City Hi toric 

Pre ervation Provi ion . According to the e provi ion 'The Cit of Corvalli 
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recognize that hi toric re ource within it b undarie contlibute to the unique character 

of the community and merit pre ervation. '88 The e pro i i n include procedure ' for: the 

e tabli hment and removal of an hi t ri pre er ati n overla zoning de ignation and the 

recla ifying of hi toric re ource in a ational Regi ter of Hi toric Pla e hi toric 

di trict; determining the applicabl and appropriat hi toric pre ervation permit review 

procedure ; emergency action for hi t ric re ource ; and alt ration, new con truction, 

demolition or moving of a de ignated hi toric r ource. 9 

Following the amendment of the Land Development Code in 2006, the ection of 

the Corvallis Municipal Code containing the 'Hi toric Pre ervation Advi ory Board ' wa 

repealed and amended with the addition of a ection entitled 'Hi toric Re ource 

Cammi ion." Thi new comnu ion was e tabli bed a a nine-member qua i-judicial 

board to advise the ity Council Planning Commi ion and Community Development 

Director in matter concerning hi toric and culturaJ re ource in the community uch a : 

recommendation for amendment to th Land Development ode concerning hi toric 

pre er ation; recomm ndati n cone rning ational Regi ter nomination and additional 

urvey and inventorie ; and the coordination of public information and education 

program regarding hl toric re ource .90 Qualification for member of the Hi toric 

8. City of Corval li , Land Development Code, ection 2.9. 10 (2007). 

89. Ibid., ecti n 2.9. 

90. City of Corvalli s, Municipal Code, Secti n 1.16.325 (200 ). 
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Re ource Commi ion are al o defined within this addition to the code. All member of 

th.e Commis ion mu t ati fy at lea tone of the foJlowing "Primary Attribute :" 

A demonsrrated po itive intere t competence or k.now]edge in hi toric 
pre ervation- prior experience in a qua i-judicial deci ion making capacity; and/or 
a community wide per pective on baJancing multiple objective a ociated with 

. 1 . 91 c mmumty p anrung. 

At lea t five of the nine member mu t m et on or nmre of the Federal Hj toric 

Pre ervation Profes ional Qualification Standard for: rchaeolog , Ar hit ctural 

Hi tory, Con ervation, Cultural Anthropology Curation Engin ering Folklore, Hi toric 

Architecture, Hi toric Landscape Architecture Hi toric Pre ervation Planning, Hi toric 

Pre ervation or Hi tory. Additionally the coilllIU ion hould have at least one member 

from each hi toric di trict in the city. If needed, member may be drawn from the general 

public to fill op n po ition as long as they fulfill at least one of the Primary Attributes 

detailed above. 

North College Hill Hi tori District- Designation Challenge· 

Following their notification of the SHPO deci ion to po tpone th hearing on 

the orth Colle0 e Hill nomination, Tri h Daniel and aro] hin of Lh rth oil ge 

Hill eighborhood A sociation wrot a letter to the member of the SACHP expre 

their wi , h that the deci. ion be recon id r d. Dani l. and Clun made their r que t ba d 

n two i ues: that they had never heard that the uppo11 of the majority of property 

owner. wa required to move forward, and that the urvey HPO eem d to ba e their 

91. City of Corvall is, Municipal Code, Section 1.16.325 (200 ). 
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deci ion on wa nol one that had been conducted in a manner that a public agency hould 

make policy deci 'ions from.92 Their letter fwther tate their under tanding of thi 

particular nominati n a having achie ed loca1 upport-the approval of the Hi toric 

Pr rvation Advi ory Board and th City ouncil. Additionally th y inclicate It i 

clifficult to imagine how we could forth r educate prop rty owner , a Mr. Hamrick 

ugge t , beyond what ha already been done. '93 To count r the oppo ·ition orth 

College Hill eighborhood A ociation team of volunteer had ent additional mailing 

and information to unresponsive property owner and held me ting to an wer que tions. 

Despite pre ious intention , the orth College Hill Hi toric Di trict wa placed 

on the agenda for the October 2002 SACHP meeting. However at the October 25, 2002 

meeting, a majority of more than 50% of the property owner within the propo ed 

boundarie of the clistrict wa able to demonstrate their official oppo ition to the 

de ignation through notarized letter of objection. The SHPO ti ll forwarded tl1e 

nomination to th ational Regi ter for a determination of eligibility, to en urea rnea ure 

of protection from adverse effect by federal undertaking . Therefore th hi toric value 

of th neighb rhood's resource will be taken into con ideration if any future 

d velopment plan with federal funding or a fed ral permit r licen . Th det nnination 

of eligibility made by the ational Regi ter on ebruary 24, 2003 doe not place any 

re tricti.on on privat pr perty owner . 

92. Tri h Daniel and Carol hin to tale Advi ory ommiltee on Hi toric Pre rvaLion, 
eptember 5, 2002. 

93. Tri ·h Daniels and Carol Chin to ACHP, eplember 5, 2002. 



CHAPTER ID 

PROPERTY RIGHTS DO R O SE T 

Wh re all politic i local, all pre ervati n i per onal. .. Hi toric di trict hit h me, 
Jit rally. They touch u where we live and often how we earn our living. 
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- William S hmickl , The Politic of Hi. toric Districts 

Principal Critiques of D ignation 

ational Register historic de ignation, een a a primarily commemorativ honor 

by the Federal Government, i not intended to involve more regulation at the state or 

local level. Typically, tate and locally recognized and managed di tricts and landmarks 

have their own regulations and are li ted in regi ter eparate from the ational Register. 

Some tate ucb as Oregon and California, use the ational Register to identify their 

own hi toric re ources. California ha it own regi ter of hi toric place and propertie 

eligible for or li t din the ational Regi ter are included in the California Regi ter. 94 

However, California law doe not mandate the protection of the propertie . It do 

grant city and county legi lative bodie the ability to 're tri t th u e of the [hi toric] 

property' when the owner enter into a ontract with the I gi lative body.95 Thi 

pro i ion i in conjunction with the alifornia Revenue and Taxation ode96 and pe1tain 

to a property own r' • u e of tax incentiv , uch a the tate ill Act Propert Tax 

94. California Public Resources Code 5024.1 (d)(l) (200 ). 

95. Ca/ifomia Co11emment Code, 50280 (200 ). 

96. Revenue and Taxation Code, Divi ion 1, Part 2, Chapter 3, Article 1.9, Section 439 (2008). 
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Abatement Program, or other financial incentive . Wh n a prop rty owner enter into a 

contract with a city or county, they agree to adhere to the rule of the California SHPO, 

th ecretary of the Interior' Standard for Rehabilitation, and the tate Hi torical 

Buildjng de for the pre ervation, re toration or rehabilitation of their hi toric pr p rty. 

However within the tate of Oregon, de ignation on th ational Reoi ter 

tri 0 g r mandated local preservation regulation r gulation that varie in it e erit and 

application from community to community. The requiremen regarding ational 

Regi ter di trict , outlined in Oregon State Law, eem to e calate what would otherwi e 

be a generic property right ver u pre ervation debate. 97 A a re ult, propo ed 

de ignation within Oregon often rai e significant concern from re ident - both in 

upp011 and in oppo ition-a was the ca e with both the Soutb Uruver ity and 011h 

College Hill neighborhoods in Eugene and Corvalli re pectively. There are que tion 

ranging from the advantages and disadvantage of pre ervation to the level of scrutiny on 

individual building within the propo ed di trict . There are al o more complex 

question about the interaction of Fed ral tate and local law with regard to ational 

R gi ter Hi toric Di t.Jict . The following ection attempt to id ntify the primary ar a 

of obje tion by opponent , and ju tification by pr ponent to the de ignation of the. 

two neighborhood . 

97. The State of Oregon i. the only late wh re ational Regi ter status in and of it elf nigger 
local regulation of de ignated properties. 
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Property Owners' Opinions on Designation - South University Neighborhood 

As the nomination proce s continued for the designation of the South Univer ity 

Historic District, neighbors and property owners became increasingly divided over the 

ubject. Thi conflict manife ted it elf in a eries of new paper article , editorial letter 

to the editor, SUNA meetings and newsletters , privately ponsored pamphlets and even 

the hire of a notary service to go door-to-door to obtain official notarized letters of 

objection.98 Although each property owner had their own question and opinion 

regarding the potential designation, there were often recmTing comments and theme on 

both ides of the debate. 

The Proponent's Case 

The topic of hi toric district designation was first broached in the South 

University neighborhood in the 1970s but lacked the level of support needed to further a 

nomination. Two decades later, four resident property owners again raised the subject of 

the designation for their neighborhood in May 1998. Jn an effort to pre erve the 

character of their neighborhood, threatened by University encroachment and an increase 

in multiple-family rental units, these proponents placed the idea of a district on the 

agenda for the next eleven South University eighborhood Association (SUNA) 

meeting . They believed they had received support from their neighborhood regarding 

the initiation of the nomination process in accordance with the results of the returned 

98. See the City of Eugen ' publ.ic record of the South Univer ity Historic District nomination 
proce sand conflict. 
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urvey form . Although four individual -Sally and Everett Smith, Nancy McFadden 

and Al Urqhart-spearheaded the nomination, other proponents were intricately involved 

in the process. This idea of neighborhood involvement and teamwork is supported by 

Michael Reidy and Virginian Hendrickson in a February 23, 2002, letter to the editor 

printed in The Register Guard, stating: 

With an initial poll showing a 4-to-1 majority favoring the historic di trict, the e 
four, with volunteer support from a broad spectrum of neighborhood residents, 
embarked upon what became a three-year project to research the history of homes 
and to inform property owners about the ~ropo al. More than 100 neighbors 
contributed time or money to the project. 9 

According to the City of Eugene, 168 individual committed financially or through 

volunteer hours to the nomination proces of this neighborhood. 100 

An article published in the SUNA newsletter, written by proponents Janet 

Heinonen and Marilyn Milne in upport of the nomination, indicated eight benefits 

associated with the designation of the neighborhood: preservation of an important piece 

of Eugene's history- protection of the neighborhood 's character; historic design advice 

with cost-effective suggestions for alteration ; protection from high density hou ing; 

retention of property owners as longer-term residents ; incremental increase in property 

values; financial incentives to rehabilitate historic property; and avoiding the problems 10 1 

99 . Michael Reidy and Virginia Henrickson, letter to the editor. The Register-Guard, February 23, 
2002. 

l 00. Thi information was gathered from the City of Eugene's records on the proposed South 
University Historic District, which included a tally sheet of contributors and volunteers to the district 
nomjnation. 

101. The We t University Neighborhood is located to the west of the Univer ity of Oregon. It is 
the den e t neighborhood in Eugene with the youngest population and le than 2 percent of residences 
owner-occupied . The majority of the properties are student-o cupied rental . Additiona ll y, the 
neighborhood experienced a violent riot in October 2002. 
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a sociated with the West Univer ity eighborhood. 102 In addition to financial benefit , 

seen in both property values and government incentives103 the primary reason for 

designation focu ed on the value of preserving the pecial character and feel of their 

specific neighborhood, specifically design review, type of re idents and protection from 

zoning change . Resident upporting thee tabli hment of an hi toric district continually 

cited the character and quality of life in their neighborhood. A ovember 20, 2001, 

article printed in The Register-Guard indicate thi in its reference to proponent ancy 

McFadden' perception of her neighborhood, "The neighborhood retain the best of 

Eugene's pa t and serves a a beacon toward the future .. . It's what progressive mean 

when they talk about nodal development, a 'walking neighborhood ' with a chool and 

shopping close by." 104 The neighborhood features a mixture of architectural tyles and 

hou ing types; maintains uniform setbacks and street capes; and includes amenities uch 

a the hi toric Edi on Elementary School and a clo e proximity to the University of 

Oregon. It wa thi atmo phere that the proponent primarily sought to protect. 

Furthermore, the process wa intended as an opportunity for neighborhood pride 

that would "bring neighbor together." 105 This intention wa reflected in the number of 

neighborhood meetings held and fliers mailed encouraging the designation. The 

proponents desired neighborhood involvement. South Univer ity property owner David 

I 02. Janet Heinonen and Marilyn Milne, SUNA ew letter, October 2002. 

103. Potential incentive for ational Regi ter prop nie within the State of Oregon include the 
Oregon Special A es men t Program and the Federal Hi toric Tax Credits. 

I 04. Susan Palmer, "Neighborhood Stands Divided,"' The Register-Guard, November 20, 2001 . 

I 05. Susan Palmer, "Neighborhood Stand · Divided," The Register-Guard, November 20, 2001. 



and Mary Ellen Rodgers owner heavily in upport of the de ignation, emphasized the 

wealth of information provided to property owners during the process. 

We applaud the leadershjp supporting the South University Historic District for 
providing more specific information regarding a district's effect on property 
owners. We recently recejved a clear and conci e flyer answering many of the 
question po ed during the June meeting. oteworthy is the fact that they are 
gathe1ing ca e tudie from other historic di tricts in our area to a certain the 
effect that the de ignation has had on those neighborhoods. Bravo! 106 
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A many is ue often rest on their economic feasibility, advocates for the historic 

district considered the Oregon Special Asses ment program one of the financial benefits 

associated whh hi toric de ignation. This program wa one of the option alluded to with 

regard to financial incentive in the column of support in the October 2002 SU A 

newsletter. The Oregon Special A sessment of Historic Property Program is offered to 

individually listed National Regi ter properties or those deemed historic-contributing 

within a ational Regi ter historic district. Designed to encourage appropriate 

rehabilitation of hi toric properties, the Oregon Special A e ment grant a 15-year 

freeze on the as essed value of an hi toric property. The freeze on the a e ed value i 

meant to offset the expen e of rehabilitation, which, in ome cases may be more 

expensive in order to maintain the historic character of the property. 107 

In addition to the Oregon Special Assessment program, owner of income­

producing prope1tie , ucb as rental , individually li ted or cited as contributing to an 

historic district could qualify for a Federal Hi toric Tax Credit on their income taxe . 

106. David and Mary Ellen Rodgers, letter to the editor, The Register-Guard, July 26 2002. 

107. Oregon State Hi toric Preservation Office, "Hi toric Property Tax Incentives" Oregon Parks 
and Recreation Department, http://www.orcgon.gov/OPRD/HCD/SHPO/tax_assessment. html (accessed 
May 13, 2009). 
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This tax incentive i a 20% credit for substantial rehabilitation work completed in 

compliance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation to be appljed 

to tbe property owner's income taxe . As a tax credit rather than a deduction, the 20% of 

the Qualified Rehabilitation Expen e (QREs) i a dollar-for-dollar reduction in the 

amount of income tax owed by the owner. 108 Thi incentive wa particularly encouraging 

for the proponents of the district who were fearful of poorly maintained rental properties 

continuing throughout the neighborhood a it seemed to be specifically geared toward 

ucb properties. According to the proponents the high cost of historic maintenance 

would no longer be an excuse for neglecting propertie . 

The Oppo ition 's Case 

A previou ly mentioned, the nomination had been officially submitted by the 

SHPO to the Keeper of the ational Register in late 2001. On the arne day the fir t 

period of review was scheduled to end, a joint gue t article written by Angela Gore and 

Christopher Kehoe, entit1ed 'Historic Designation Being Forced " was printed in The 

Register-Guard. Gore and Kehoe summed up their oppo it.ion to the designation in three 

ma.in points: designation is biased against low-income property owner , home 

.improvements will take longer and be more co tly, and because they believe proponents 

to have provided misleading information. They saw designation as bia, ed against low-

108. ational Park Service, "Historic Pre ervation Tax Incentives," U.S . Depanment of the 
Interior, http://www.nps.gov/hp /tp /tax/index.htm. 



income property owner due to the higher co t of historically sensitive improvements. 

They further state, 
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The S A activi.'ls claim that most of the neighborhood is in favor of the historic 
district, citing the initial survey card a proof. Io fact, the va t majority of 
neighbors with whom we poke signed a petition against it. Most people, 
including our elve , are not activist , and do not have the time, energy or money 
to fight those who are . Tho e pu b.ing the historic district count on our silence, 
twisting the lack of re pon e to indicate tacit approval for their agenda.109 

This article rai es several key points, including i sues of affordability, truthfulness in 

information and what constitutes "support" of the designation by property owners. 

This rai es questions on how much information is enough and that what may be 

enough information for one property owner may not be for another. A letter 

di eminated throughout the neighborhood by an oppo ition group, including Kehoe and 

Gore, cited "mixed messages ' as one of their reasons for objection, tating, ''Neighbors 

have received conflicting answers to simple but critical que tions such as are the 

guidelines drafted by the city advisory-only [author' emphasis] or do they have the force 

of the law?" 110 Much of this confu ion may have be n due to a change in City Code that 

occurred in the middle of the SUHD nomination proce s. The previous code stated that 

the Historic Review Board "shall prescribe standards intended to preserve or enhance the 

unique characteristics of the propo ed historic landmark in its final order designating 

historic landmark status,'' while the new portion of the code states, "If applicable, the 

109. Angela Gore and Chri K hoe, "Historic De. ignation Being Forced," The Register-Guard, 
December 28, 2001. 

110. South University Historic District opponent to "South University Neighbor" January 14, 
2002 . The letter was igned by numerou indi idual from the opposition. 



proposed alteration i con istent with development standard or design guidelines 

adopted by the historic review board." 111 
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A first draft of design review guideline indicated they were mandatory, per City 

Code requirements, while a subsequent draft indicated they were intended as advi ory in 

nature, reflecting the change in the City Code. Additionally a letter written to Ken 

Guzow ki, a Senior Planner for the City of Eugene, by prope1ty owner Shirley Fo ter 

critiquing the first draft of the guidelines indicates confusion over the level of regulation, 

tating "The language in the draft i in need of editing for tyle and meaning. Imperati e 

sentence structure doe not belong in a text that purports to be guidelines or 

recommendation ... The draft al o vacillate between advi ory and regulatory language, 

and a deci ion mu t be made which it is to be.' 11 2 Although the document Foster i 

referring to was merely intended as an initial draft, her concerns regarding the language 

within the draft were common throughout the opposition. Guzowski re ponded to 

Foster' July 31 st letter, answering her questions and clarifying the design review. 

However, in thi proce , Guzowski made a point that became an even greater 

source of concern for owners opposed to the district. He stated, "Property owners will 

work directly with me for their hi toric alteration reque t ." 113 Guzow ki' role wa 

clarified in public forums and a November 2001 Register-Guard article, which stated, 

"People who live in hi toric di trict here [Eugene] are required to ubmit any structural 

111 . Eugene City Code, Chapter 9.8 175 (Eugene , 2008). 

112. Shirley Foster to Ken Guzow ki , July 31 , 200 1. 

11 3. Ken Guzow ·ki to Shirley Foster August 3 1, 200 I. 
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changes to their properties to Guzowski, the historic planner ... Guzowski can approve 

such plans, ask for alterations or outright reject them. But be said he's never rejected a 

homeowner's proposal in his 10 years as historic review planner."114 His willingness to 

coordinate with owners' plans for alterations was encouraging to proponents of the 

district, as indicated in a Register-Guard article, in which supporters indicate "the 

vagueness of the rules would allow the city staff to work flexibly with homeowners ... that 

no alteration decisions had ever been appealed, and that city planners were, in effect, 

offering design assistance rather than regulations." 115 Proponents desired guidance in 

planning changes to their homes in order to maintain the historic architectural character 

of not only their property but the neighborhood as a whole. Flexibility to the proponents 

was ambiguity to the opponents; "They believe that the city's code could allow capricious 

officials to block projects they don't like." 11 6 Although the current preservation planner, 

Guzowksi, had not rejected any plans, opponents argued there was nothing to prevent 

such a rejection and feared the next planner may not be as open to discourse. 

A major contention of the opposition was the "lack of due process" (identified 

previously) or the general "unfairness" of the nomination process. A November 12, 

2001, letter sent to Nancy Niedernhofer, the former National Register Coordinator at the 

Oregon SHPO, from property owners David and Andrea Arlington, stated: 

114. Editorial, "Neighborhood Stands Divided," The Register-Guard, November 20, 2001. 

115. Susan Palmer, "Historic Di stric t Proposal Pits Neighbor vs . Neighbor," The Register-Guard, 
January 2, 2006. 

116. Ibid . 
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[S]tate and local official have taken away property owners ' right to vote in the 
ornination for South University eighborhood Hi toric District. . . THERE 

WAS NO VOTE. How many times in how many way does this point have to be 
made to get attention? The process was undemocratic! Fraud! Property owner 
were disenfranchised! 117 

The fru tration experienced by the Arlington and other opponents to de ignation 

regarding the lack of an official vote for support is understandable, yet, as City and 

SHPO officials clarified, there i no federal or tate requirement for uch a vote to take 

place. The burden i , therefore, placed on the side of the opposition to demonstrate a 

majority. Additionally, as covered at a Special Meeting and Public Forum held on June 

6, 2002, James Hamrick clarified if the oppo ition did not reach the 51 % needed for 

withdrawal, the nomination could only be withdrawn by the City or the proponents.' 18 

Another is, ue of concern for the oppo ition, as with the proponents was one of 

money. A ovember 28, 2001, letter from prope1ty owner Heather Wil on to Carol 

Shull the Keeper of the ational Register of Historic Place , and U.S. Representative 

Peter Defazio, also objected to the potential expenses to meet design guidelines, 

particularly the burden it would place on rentals. Wilson state , "The costs for a landlord 

to meet 'historic requirements' are not worth it. People will be less inclined to buy when 

there are omanyexpensiverule ." 119 Apreviou lymentionedletter enttothe 

neighborhood by an opposition group cited both affordability and tax consequences a 

reasoning for their opposition. The letter refer to affordability by stating, "Design 

117. David and Andrea Arlington to Nancy Niedernhofer, November 12, 2001. 

11 8. Minute of a Special Meeting & Public Forum, South University Historic District, Eugene, 
Oregon, June 6, 2002. Attributed to Jame Hamrick. 

11 9. Heather Wilson to Carol hull and Peter DeFazio, ovember 28, 200 I 
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tandards almost always will re ult in requirements to use more expensive material , thus 

making alterations-and homes-less affordable."120 With regard to tax consequences, 

the letter asks, ' Can our city and school afford to lo e the tax revenue from property 

owner who get a 15-year special tax a essment?" 121 The "15-year pecial tax 

assessment" mentioned is the Oregon Special Assessment of Historic Property Program, 

the very program the proponents advocated as an affordable measure to encourage 

hi torically appropriate rehabilitation. Although individual property owners would 

benefit from the freeze on their a sessed value, the oppo ition argued that uch a freeze 

would actually be detrimental to the community. Individuals would benefit, while the 

City of Eugene would have even less money in the budget for important items, such as 

chool . Furthermore, the premi e of the Special Asse sment program is that it 

encourages appropriate rehabilitation on hi toric propertie . Hi toric rehabilitation may 

be a more expensive option, but the Special Assessment program is intended to alleviate 

that financial burden by freezing the as essed value of the property. A general increa e in 

the value of the property over time or through rehabilitation would not be reflected in 

the as e ed value during the 15-year period. While the City of Eugene would not 

technically lose any tax revenue from propertie receiving the pecial assessment, they 

would also not profit from an increase in property values over time until after the IS-year 

period had ended. 

120. South University Histori c District opponents to "South University Neighbor" January 14, 
2002. The letter wa signed by numerou ind iv iduals from the oppo ition. 

121. Ibid . 
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Analysis of the South University Conflict 

The proponents of National Register designation for the South University 

neighborhood had an issue to overcome before the process even began, without even 

including the general questions and concerns any property owners would have. They had 

to first combat potential residual negativity from the last attempt at designation in the 

1970s. Although two decades would seem enough time to heal past wounds, the South 

University neighborhood has many long-term property owners and residents with great 

memories. Once this hurdle was supposedly surmounted, though, the proponents faced 

even greater challenges. From a preservationist' s perspective, district designation is an 

excellent option for neighborhoods that maintain a high level of historic cohesiveness but 

otherwise lack an overwhelming number of individually eligible resources. However, as 

with any public policy decision there is a protocol that must be carefully followed to avoid 

rnisinfom1ation and confusion as best as possible. When mistakes are made, however 

unintentional or seemingly innocent, there will be problems in achieving unwavering local 

support. These mistakes may have absolutely nothing to do with the intrinsic value of an 

historic and cultural resource, but they can derail any policy. In this instance, an historic 

district nomination, no matter how valid or worthwhile the action is, may be derailed. 

Recommendations for future nominations will be discussed in the following chapter. This 

section is not intended to place blame on any one individual or organization, but rather to 

lay out what went wrong and where and how these error may have occurred. From the 

re earch conducted for this study, the failure of the histmic distri ct nomination of the South 
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University neighborhood to the National Register can be attributed to communication 

issues. Although this may eem obvious, this is ue i multi-faceted and occurred in 

numerou ways. Additionally, there was an. underlying assumption about what a 

community should, and can, be that was not shared by everyone within the neighborhood. 

Trying to get a neighborhood compri ed of more than 600 property owners to all agree on 

the future trajectory of their community was, in this ca e, an impo sible feat. 

The general demographic makeup of the neighborhood, in addition to its beer 1ze, 

wa al o a factor in the nomination difficultie . The propo ed di trict included 26 full 

blocks plus an additional 11 partial block . Bordering the University of Oregon, this 

neighborhood has an assortment of tudent hou ing option , including a few fraternitie and 

sororitie , hou e and room rentals, and some multi-family option .. Tberei ignificant 

owner occupancy within the neighborhood, but it is concentrated at the center of the 

proposed district on Potter, Univer ity and Harris Streets between 20th and 23rd A venue. 

A the nomination process was initiated, owner occupancy in the e blocks was at 92.1 to 

100 percent, while blocks clo er to the University and along the periphery of the district 

boundarie had occupancy rate of le than 50 percent and, on ome blocks, les than 15 

percent.122 The per capita income within the proposed district was $19,687 - $23,492. 123 

122. U.S. Census Bureau, Percent of Occupied Housing Units That Are Owner-Occupied: 2000, 
Census 2000, Summary File I, MatJ"ix H4, http://factfinder.cen us.gov/servlet/ACSSAFFFacts?_evenl= 
Search&geo_id=&_geoContext=&_streel=&_county=eugene&_cityTown=eugene&_state=04000US4 l &_ 
zip=&_lang=en&_sse=on&pctx t=fph&pgsl=0l 0 (May 25, 2009). 

123. The U.S. Cen u Bureau defines per capita income a the average obtained by di iding 
aggregate income by total population of an area. 
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The proposed historic district was included on the SUNA agenda for eleven 

meetings following its introduction to the association in 1998. These meetings were open 

to the public and notices were mailed to property owners and printed in Eugene's local 

newspaper, The Register-Guard. Although, there were 584 tax lots included in the 

proposed di strict boundaries alone, only a small percentage of property owners were 

actually at these meetings, between 20 and 30 individuals on average. The proponents 

could not force their neighbors to attend meetings. The proponents, with the knowledge 

they had, did have suppo1t. However, to say they had achieved a significant show of 

support for the nomination in order to proceed was potentially misleading to the rest of 

the neighborhood. Technically, the proponents were using the information and general 

statistics they bad available to them, and they were staying within the bounds of the 

National Register nomination guidelines. A majority of supporting property owners is 

not officially required to begin the nomination process. 

The idea of the nomination being initiated without owner consent raised the ire of 

property owners who became a part of the opposition. A flier entitled 'The Nomination 

without Representation" reflected such sentiments. It does eem highly counterintuitive, 

particularly with the emphasis on the value of voting within the United States, that the 

opposition must achieve a majority of objections rather than the proponents demonstrating 

their majority. Due to this stipulation allowing an opportunity for owners to object within 

the National Historic Preservation Act, the National Register of Historic Places stresses the 

importance of state and local governments carefully following due process to ensure 



everyone is provided the opportunity to give their input. 124 The highly vocal opposition 

continually a serted their belief that their right to due proces had been violated by the 

nomination proce s, a evident in their numerou letters to the-editor , guest new paper 

articles, and retention of legal coun el. 

Finally, there i the broad definition of "community" to consider. Proponents 

viewed their phy ical neighborhood a being representative of th.e pa t and pre ent 

community of which they have chosen to be a part. As with any public policy, care must 

be taken to avoid generalizations, and making presumptions about the con en us view of 

place. Both the proponent and opponents were seeking to protect the definition of 

"neighborhood" and "community" they held dear. 

Property Owners' Opinions on Designation-North College Hill Neighborhood 

The Proponent's Case 

The propo ed North College Hill Historic district is located north of the Oregon 

State Univer ity can1pus and i cornp1i ed of a variety of re 'idential hou ·ing type and 

archi.tectural tyles, from the single-family residence to University fraternitie and 

orolitie . The North CoUege Hill Neighborhood Association desired the de ignation, 

tating, 'We have found a growing neighborhood awarenes that pre erving hi toric 

tructures in the older section of town, a a vi ible link to our past, can lead to many 

positive benefits for us, both as property owners and a resident of the larger 

124 . Paul Lusignan, email me ·age to author, April 28, 2009. 
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community." 125 An informational sheet disseminated throughout the neighborhood, 

entitled "Forming a Historic District: Frequently A ked Questions for the College Hill 

Area Survey," included a list of con idered benefits as ociated with hi toric district 
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de ignation. Thi list included: fo tering community awarenes and a en e of pride in 

one's home and neighborhood; protection of historic character through provisions in the 

City Zoning Code; financial incentives such as grant and special assessment for a 

property' as ·es ed value; tabilization and increase in property values; compatibility of 

new construction with exi ting historic tructure ; additional con ideration before the 

removal of mature land cape and demolition of ignificant building ; design review to 

ensure compatibility. 126 Potential drawbacks incJuded additional review regarding 

modifications to the exterior of propertie within the di trier and po sible delays or 

increased expenses for modified alteration on hi toric buildings. 

A Jett r written to the Corvallis newspaper, The Gazette-Times prior to the 

October 2002 SACHP meeting, expressed a resident's perspective on the value in 

pre erving historic buildings, 

Certainly, not all old buildings are worthy of saving. Historic preservation is not 
always the easiest or cheape t way to meet the changing needs of a building. But 
as city officials and preservation experts tell us hi toric buildings are a city' most 
tangible reminder of our pa t and give u a " en e of place." They provide a point 
of reference to all pa er by. As years go by and time change, hi toric buildings 
provide u warmth, comfort and reas urance. 127 

125. North College Hill Neighborhood A sociation to North College Hill property owners, 
January 23, 2002 . 

126. City of Corvallis, BForming a Historic District: Frequently Asked Questions for the College 
Hill Area Survey," February 2002. 

127. Deb Kadas, '' ave and Recycle Our Old Buildings,' Gazette-Times, October 23, 2002. 



Another letter submitted to the Gazette Times, emphasized the level of community 

involvement displayed in the research and nomination process for the district. This 
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citizen stated the nomination for the North College Hill was "a product of residents acting 

together in the North College Hill Neighborhood Association. The proposal is an 

excellent example of your call for neighbors to agree about 'what is good for their street, 

block and neighborhood."' 128 A May 6, 2002, article printed in The Gazette-Times, 

following the City Council's decision to support the National Register nomination, cited 

neighborhood pride and that a designation would "spur redevelopment while preserving 

the unique flavor of the area," as justifications for support. 129 In fact, a resident of 

another district in the city, the Avery-Helms Historic District, stated building activity had 

increased in their neighborhood following its designation; "Historic districts aren't 

static .. . Historic districts grow." 130 This careful distinction reflects the desires of the 

district proponents to stabilize property values and preserve the character that defines the 

feel of the neighborhood while encouraging revitalization. 

The Opposition's Case 

The proponents of the North College Hill district nomination faced opposition to 

the designation quite early on in the process. In comparison to the South University 

128. Donnell Rogers, letter to the editor, Gazette-Times, May 26, 2002. 

129. Christian Hill , "Council Delays Decision About Historic District." Gazette-Times, May 6, 
2002. 

130. Ibid. 
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nomination in Eugene, which spanned several years and went back and forth between the 

city, state, and federal government, the North College Hill nomination was begun and 

finished within one year. The percentage of absentee property owners was also 

extraordinarily high in this neighborhood, with 78% of the objections coming from 

property owners not living in Corvallis.131 As a result, the opposition within the 

neighborhood was much less vocal than in Eugene. Additionally, due to the proximity to 

and relationship with the Oregon State University campus, there are a substantial number 

of properties used as rentals within the neighborhood. District designation is often 

viewed warily by rental property owners, as was the case in the instance of the proposed 

North College Hill district. 

One of the concerns raised by the opposition was one of increased building 

regulations with the addition of an historic district. One opponent cited distaste for 

government intervention, stating, "I don ' t like government telling people what they can 

and cannot do with their property." 132 In a sense, the property owner was correct. Any 

prope1ty owner desiring to make changes, be it alterations or additions, would have to go 

through an additional level of review by the City of Corvallis, before they would be 

allowed to proceed. This additional level of government oversight can increase a 

property owner's renovation expenses and delay projects. The chief concern is that such 

131 . These results were calculated by the North College Hill Neighborhood Association, 
proponents of the North College Hill Historic District, from a survey they mailed to property owners to 
gauge support. 

132. Christian Hill , "Council Delays Decision About Historic District." 
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regulations would not only stifle a property owner's ability to change their property as 

they deemed fit, but also potentially affect the turnaround time of redevelopment projects. 

Opponents also took issue with historic designation being forced on everyone 

within the neighborhood. The burden is placed on the opposition to prove a majority of 

objectors. This upset many property owners, who may not disagree with an individual 

choosing to list their own property on the National Register, but were opposed to it being 

"pushed" on an entire neighborhood. 133 An editorial printed in The Gazette-Times 

following the nomination's first presentation at a Corvallis City Council meeting, stated 

that, at that point, it was clear that a large number of property owners were not 

"convinced of the merits of the district." 134 The editorial further stated the opinion of the 

opposition, 

Before asking the City Council for its blessing, it seems neighbors ought to reach 
consensus on such things. By the time the council is asked to weigh in, the issue 
ought to be a slam-dunk that the City can endorse and send on. What's the point 
of forcing neighbors to do something that they may not view as being in their best 
interest? It's one thing for residents to accept certain rnles when they move in, 
especially in new developments. It's another thing to force people who may be 
longtime residents to accept new rules that they may not agree with. 

Designation affects every property owner in the neighborhood, and the opposition felt 

that such a decision should be agreed upon by everyone before moving forward. Without 

such accord, opponents believed the nomination needed to be halted. In the City of 

Corvallis, all property owners within a local or National Register Historic District must 

apply for an historic preservation permit for they can move the historic structure or begin 

133. Ibid. 

134. Editorial , "Historic? Agree First," The Gazette-Times, May 12, 2002. 
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any alteration, new construction, demolition or removal of historically significant trees on 

the property (see Appendix B). In the case of non-contributing structures within the 

district, alterations need to demonstrate compatibility with the architectural design or 

style of the district and its period of significance. 135 

Analysis of the North College Hill Conflict 

Elements of the North College Hill conflict were similar to the South University 

in terms of the primary objections. The opposition from both neighborhoods disagreed 

with the potential for increased regulation placed on the property and the established 

protocol for objection. However, there were key differences between the two district 

nominations. Although both border university campuses, the proposed North College 

Hill historic district was substantially smaller in size and the number of resources. Three­

quarters of the North College Hill district's resources were classified as historic 

contributing, while two-thirds of the resources in the South University district were 

historic contributing. Proportionally, the ratio of contributing resources differs by 

district, but not substantially. However, the North College Hill district had 201 buildings 

in contrast to the 591 buildings present in the South University proposed district. 

Another important factor in the North College Hill district was the fraternity and 

sor01ity houses. Twenty-two of the properties within the proposed district were fraternity 

135. City of Corvallis Planning Department, Historic Preservation Permit General Application 
Form, 2008. 



or sorority hou es.136 The nomination discussed the connection between the 

neighborhood' upport of the univer ity, a seen in a mixture of faculty and student 
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housing, small bu ine se , and fraterni tie and sororitie . Both the nomination preparers 

and the SHPO believed the inclu ion of the fraternitie and ororities in the boundaries of 

the proposed district was an impmtant element in explaining the development and 

ignificance of the neighborhood. 137 Although the fraternities and ororitie are , as an 

institution, an hi torical member of the neighborhood, they see continuous re ident 

turnover as students graduate and move on. This fact presented a challenge for 

proponents in garnering support for the hi toric district. While proponent initially 

thought they had the support of the e organization , the fraternities and ororitie 

ultimately oppo ed the historic designation. Fraternity and orority member have a deep 

connection to their chapter and their house, but may not feel the same affinity for the 

neighborhood in which they are only a part of for four year . 

As such a physically small di trict, the North College Hill neighborhood, by 

contrast, had a low percentage of property owners who actually lived within the district. 

Out of 115 property owners, only 26 actually resided within the orth College Hill 

neighborhood. 138 The proposed distri ct included 11 full neighborhood blocks and 2 

partial blocks. Owner occupancy was less than 7 percent for 6 of the 11 blocks, and 

between 7 .5 and 20.4 percent for 3 blocks, with only one block demonstrating owner 

136. Sally Wright and David Piny rd," orth College Hill Historic District omination,' Section 
7. 

137. Kathy Gager, email message to Dave Pinyerd, February 7, 2002. 

138. Dave Pinyerd, emai l message to Carol Chin, March 27, 2002. 
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occupancy between 21.1 and 36.4 percent. The partial blocks had similar owner­

occupancy percentage and neither had greater than 36.4 percent of owner occupancy. 139 

Thi contra t harply with the nearly 68 percent of property owners that re ided within 

the proposed South University Historic District. 140 Additionally, the per capita income 

for the propo ed North College Hill di trict at $3,464 to $8,567 was substantially less 

than the South Unjversity's per capita income which po ibly reflects the orth College 

Hill district's tudent population. 

While absentee and landlord prope1ty owner are quite common for a 

neighborhood . o clo e to a university campus, this made the task of convincing property 

owners within the orth College Hill neighborhood of the value of district designation 

even more difficult for th.e proponents. This does raise the question of whether there's a 

point at which it is too late to attempt National Regi ter district designation, even if the 

neighborhood ha a high level of integrity, but no owner loyalty. Should a neighborhood 

that developed a a single-family, owner-occupied community be listed a an historic 

district if that original community is no longer the predominant one within the 

neighborhood? If the field of historic preservation i emphasizing the ignificance of 

139. U.S. C n. u. Bureau, Percent of Occupied Housing Un il That Are Owner-Occupied: 2000, 
Censu. 2000, Summary File I, Matrix H4, http://facttinder.cen u .gov/ ervlet/SAFFFact ?_e enl=&geo_id 
= 16000US41 l5 00&_geoContext=0I 000 104000US41116000 S4 I 15800&_street=&_counly=corvalli 
&_cityTown=corvalli &_ tate=04000U 41 &_zip=&_lang=en&_ se=on&ActiveGeoDiv=&_u eEV=&pct 
xt=fph&pgsl=l60&_submenuld=fact heet_ l &d _name=ACS_2007 _3YR_SAFF&_ci_nbr=null&qr _name 
=null&reg=null %3Anull&_keyword=&_indu try= (accessed May 29, 2009). 

140. This information was gathered by comparing the owner addresses for properti included 
within the propo ed boundaries of the South Univer ity Hi toric Di trict. 



communities, not just buildings, how should the replacement of an historic community 

with a new one be reconciled? 
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The Role of Preservation Professionals and the State Historic Preservation Office 

As with any National Register nomination, the South Uni versity and North College 

Hill historic district nominations involved historic preservation professionals in both the 

private and public sector. National Register nominations are typically written by 

preservation consultants, and then all are submitted to a State Historic Pre ervation Office 

(SHPO) for review. The South University district nomination appears to have received 

even greater attention from preservation professionals due to its proximity to the University 

of Oregon, which has a graduate program in historic preservation. Both preservation 

students and faculty were involved in the nomination of this district. In fact, the 1999 

updated Cultural Resources Survey was conducted in the neighborhood primarily by 

preservation graduate students. The authors of the nomination, Leslie HeaJd and Sally 

Wright, were alumnae of the UO Historic Preservation Program. Additionally, a few 

SHPO employees were also adjunct faculty members in the program. While this was most 

likely considered an asset by proponents of the district, opponents were frustrated by what 

they perceived to be a conflict of interest. One opponent expressed their frustration in a 

letter to Robert Melnick, former Dean of the School of Architecture & Allied Arts, stating, 

"The University can and should participate in healing the local community. A good strut 

would be to do a major housecleaning in the Historic Preservation Program. I also ask the 

University to put a moratorium in place on any further inventory and nomination work in 



our neighborhood·" 141 Wright and another alumnus from the Historic Preservation 

Program, Dave Pinyerd, were the preservation consultants for the North College Hill 

di trict nomination. 

Opponents to the South Univer ity Historic Di ti-ict claimed the nomination was 

poorly researched and written, citing inconsistent construction dates, boundary 
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justification , and di crepancies in architectural tyle and levels of integrity a the main 

problem . Opponents combed through the nomination and ent a petition to the Keeper of 

the National Register, detailing what they believed were inconsistencies. 142 However, the 

SACHP determined the district nomination was an excellent example of a thorough and 

well-documented nomination. 143 Although the opponent were correct in many of their 

assessments, many of these element hould have ea ily been clarified through the revision 

proce s by the con ultants. Thi critique demonstrate the difficulty preservationists face 

with regard to con i tency in their determination . Each re ource is different and i 

evaluated on its own. While the ational Register doe provide guideline for evaluating 

properties under their criteria and completing a nomination in National Register Bulletins, 

there i still much that is left up to the interpretation of pre ervation profe ionals. This 

ambiguity is often unacceptable to opponents and should not be ignored by 

preservationist . It must be noted, though, that the nomination document i intended for 

review by profe ional at the state and federal level. Tbe e documents are not geared 

141. Jana Jackson to Robert Melnick, October JO, 2003. 

142. James and Ginevra Ralph to arol Shull, Keeper of the National Register, January 22, 2002. 

143. Minute, SACHP, May 2001. 



towards property owners, elevating the importance of public meeting and infmmational 

essions. In re pon e to concern from the opponent , the consultants for the South 

Univer ity Hi toric District should have provided the rubric they u ed to determine 

contributing tatu . 
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The role pJayed by the SHPO and the City of Eugene wa also confu ing to 

property owners in the South Unjver ity neighborhood. District opponents rai ed question 

regarding tax payer intere ts and the responsibilitie of public officials. Both the SHPO and 

the City of Eugene were working to veiify property ownershlp to detennine the level of 

objection to the district and one opponent wanted to be informed of "[H]ow the City will 

fund this set of activities and what the budget is to continue to press thi ill-conceived and 

fundamentally flawed nomination in addition to what ha already been pent." 144 This i 

yet another example of how opponen were frustrated by the nomination proces and the 

burden upon opponent to object. 

144. Ginevra Ralph to Kurt Yeiter, May 3, 2003. 
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CHAPTER IV 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

While emotionality is a valued aspect of 'practicing' preservation, it potentially disrupts 
the effective politicization of the movement and hinders the willingness of its 
practitioners to claim preservationist identities. 

- Melinda J. Milligan, "Ambivalent Passion and Passionate Ambivalence" 

This study has sought to understand the underlying factors that resulted in a 

majori ty objection to the designation of National Register Historic Districts in two case 

studies, the South University and North College Hill neighborhoods in Eugene and 

Corvallis, respectively. Communication barriers, conflicting messages from proponents 

and the preservation communjty, the Federal nomination process, and Oregon's laws, 

namely Goal 5, related to historic resources were key elements in the debate. However, 

property rights and a general aversion to increased government regulation played the 

most significant role in both conflicts. While such a conclusion simplifies the complexity 

of each situation, they were the most prevalent issues throughout the debate. The 

following are recommendations for preservationists to better understand the 

pervasiveness of property rights among Western states, in particular, and to acknowledge 

other factors that can result in a nomination failure. 
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General Recommendations 

Clarity in communication is a significant issue anytime there are various levels of 

regulation and multiple public agencies involved. This factor is particularly relevant with 

the National Regjster historic clistrict designations in Oregon. In this situation, there were 

many stakeholders: proponents, opponents, those undecided, preservation professionals, 

and city, state, and federal employees, and officials. It is a challenge balancing all the 

information that passes among all these players; however, it is a process that can be 

improved. The SHPO and city preservation programs need to increase their 

communication when a National Register nomination is put forward and clarify each 

other's positions. These two programs operate at different levels, but do have significant 

interaction. Mixed messages played a key role in the South University designation 

conflict. 

It should be noted that the SHPO does not administer local preservation 

regulations, but they should, however, be aware of the specific ramifications of National 

Register designation at the local level. The opposition was frustrated with seemingly 

contradictory information, and an inability to immediately have questions answered. 

Although there is no way to conclude whether a presence of consistent information would 

have changed the minds of any opponents, it may have helped sway the undecided 

toward designation. SHPO should have a comprehensive li t of local regulations placed 

upon National Register properties available for owners within historic districts and clarify 



recommended policie clearly as such. The re pon ibility of the SHPO to the ational 

Regi ter i outlined a such: 

The Oregon ational Regi ter program a sists property owners, their 
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repre entative , and interested citizen to li t Oregon's mo t historically 
significant buildings, structures, objects, sites, and districts in the National 
Register of Historic Places. Staff can a i t individuals with identifying re earch 
material completing federal documentation, and navigating the nomination 

14-process. :, 

The SHPO provides invaluable aid to nomination preparers and proponents, and 

diligently works to clarify the owner objection issues following the outcry from the 

oppo ition. However, the SHPO need to provide proponents with the tool they need to 

not onJy navigate the process but to effectively explain the proce sand it re ult to their 

community. A pos ible method to clarify thi proce would be for the SHPO to partner 

with local governments to establish method for surveying and identifying hi toric 

re ources that can be applied consi tently throughout the State. This would include 

identifying effective terminology for de cribing the integrity and condition of propertie . 

While the SHPO and local preservation programs hould play an important role in 

educating the public about the benefits and re trictions of hi toric di trict designation, the 

preservation consultants hired to complete the nomination must have a highly active role 

in this aspect of the process. Consultant have an advantage that other stakeholder in the 

proces do not; they have looked at and researched every prope1ty within the propo ed 

boundarie of the di trict. They do not have the ame emotional and financial inve tment 

in the neighborhood as property owner do, which should give them a ce1tain Jevel of 

145. Oregon State Historic Preservation Office "About Us," Oregon Parks and Recreation 
Department, http://www.oreg n.gov/OPRD/HCD/NA TREG/about_us. html (acce ed May 30, 2009). 
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neutrality with regard to the neighborhood politics that may have nothing to do with the 

actual designation. Yes, the consultants are hired by the proponents, but, ultimately, they 

speak for the resources. Preservationists cannot check out of the process once the 

nomination has been submitted and they have completed their revisions. They must be 

involved throughout the process, at neighborhood association meetings, public meetings, 

and informational sessions. The additional cost of this advocacy must be built into the 

grant application and the SHPO must include funding to ensure this work occurs. The 

sheer number of hours spent researching, surveying, and writing should be incentive 

enough to stay engaged to ensure the process is navigated smoothly. 

Effective public meetings are essential to the success of the nomination process. 

Whether a neighborhood association meeting or a question-and-answer session, public 

meetings can quickly turn negative and highly antagonistic. Representation from the 

various sections of the designation's support team, including city and state staff members 

and the nomination preparers, at public meetings is essential for the success of a 

nomination. This consistent presence demonstrates the proponents are invested in the 

process and they should make themselves consistently available for comments and to 

answer questions through follow-up emails and phone calls. Proponents of the North 

College Hill district were disappointed by a limited SHPO presence at their public 

meetings. 146 The nomination preparers need to budget time for public meeting 

attendance as they can answer questions owners have about boundaries, significance, 

historic character, and integrity. Additionally, proponents need to schedule meeting 

146. Dave Pinyerd, interview with the author, April 29, 2009. 
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times that allow for the greatest attendance. Every individual speaking on behalf of the 

district, even if they represent different interests and agencies, must have the same 

information about the designation, including the most current copy of the nomination, 

boundaries, any preservation regulations, and an impartial fact sheet to defuse discord 

among neighbors. Proponents should never provide guarantees on behalf of a 

government agency, such as the city, or answer questions on issues about which they are 

uncertain. This problem factored into the South University conflict when important 

questions were not answered in a consistent or clear manner. 

Furthermore, proponents and preservation professionals must understand the 

designation process as one entrenched in politics. Proponents of successfully listed 

districts recognize the political nature of the process and use it to their advantage. 

William Schmickle' s The Politics of Historic Districts: A Primer for Grassroots 

Preservation lays out the basic designation process for districts, primarily local, and 

outlines a systematic approach to planning with strategy methods to succeed. For those 

entertaining the idea of an historic district, Schmickle states, "Do nothing until you get 

comfortable with the idea that for the foreseeable future you 're going to be doing politics 

more than preservation." 147 The National Park Service, State Historic Preservation 

Offices, and local preservation programs detail the official nomination processes for 

designation, but overlook the fact that proponents must do more than what is formally 

required to submit a nomination for review. Proponents must win their community's 

support, and that takes politics. Effective advocacy for historic districts occurs when 

147. Schmickle, The Politics of Preservation, 5 
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advocacy and politics merge. "It i only by winning that we are able to translate what we 

want into public policy." 148 Preservationists emphasize the significance of the resources 

and the community benefits of de ignation, but can tep back from a political battle for 

li ting. However, if the opponent use politics to expre s their viewpoint, why shouldn' t 

the proponent ? Schmickle warns, 

We can become so intoxicated with our vi ion of a well-preserved community 
that we can t ee straight when politics intrude on our reverie. If that the ca e, 
then we 're going to make the cardinal mi take of thinking that pre ervation is one 
thing and politics something eJ. e-an incompatible and inferior interloper. 149 

Communication issues al o arise at the local level between property owners 

within propo ed hi t01ic district . Although property owners have ave ted interest in 

their own property, they do not nece arily share the ame vision for their neighborhood 

or participate in neighborhood as ociations and community gatherings with the same 

level of commitment. Both case studie researched in the course of thi the i initiated 

the National Regi ter nomination proce s through neighborhood as ociation . The 

representative nature of a neighborhood association is only as good as the number of 

people who attend. A1 o, there i no guarantee that it i the property owner, rather than 

tenant, in a rental prope1ty situation who is attending the a sociation meeting. When 

discussing (and then voting to pur ·ue) an historic district de ignation, neighborhood 

as ociations need to pursue measure to promote maximum owner attendance. The 

a sociations hould verify the addre e of property owners, not rely solely on the 

148. Schmickle, 11. 

149. SchmickJ e, 22. 
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addresses of the properties in the neighborhood to ensure that owners are notified. In 

many jurisdictions this information is available online through the local GIS or Assessor 

databases. If there are multiple property owners per property, the association should 

notify each owner individually. The proponents of the district designation need to 

demonstrate that they sought feedback from all the property owners in the proposed 

district to combat potential claims otherwise. 

Communication is also a strong component of the political process. Proponents 

have to be able to clearly articulate the teps involved in the nomination process, how 

designation wm play out in their specific community, and what will ultimately be 

required of property owners. Before the proponents identify and notify every property 

owner within the boundary of the proposed district, they must establish their strategy, 

recognizing key takeholders in the process, anticipating que tions from owners, and 

knowing the answers that will be given at the federal, state and local level. 

Proponents must be prepared for conflict and opposition, even if they believe 

they have overwhelming support and a well-crafted nomination. "Home plate is the most 

valuable piece of property in baseball. The whole game is organized and played around 

that central fact. And so it is with preservation. You have to focus on people's primary 

interest in real estate to keep your head in the game." 150 Yes, it is a property rights issue, 

but opponents may not vocalize their concerns in such a black-and-white distinction. The 

opposition, just like the proponents, ha fi nancial and emotional ties to their property, 

albeit a different philosophy on government regulation. Proponents should empathize 

150. Schmickle, 50. 



90 

with this philosophy, but not concede that it is more valid or worthwhile than their own. 

Proponents must continually emphasize that the primary aim of historic preservation and 

designation is not to limit property owners, but to protect their established community 

and honor its history. 

Finally, this conflict can have adverse effects on the community within which it 

talces place. While this conflict is inevitable, just as diverse opinions among neighbor , 

the proponents should talce care to alleviate it throughout the process. This mitigation 

must be more than ju t the notion that if everyone can just be civil, the two sides can 

reach a compromise that sits well with everyone. What it comes right down to is the 

sheer fact that individuals, even when presented with the same set of information, will not 

always agree. Proponents must recognize this fact, empathize with, and respect, differing 

views, while still malcing a strong case for district designation if unconvinced by the 

opposition 's arguments. This process is political and, therefore, personal; however, both 

sides should refrain from personal attacks. Although this seems like an obvious 

suggestion, many individuals, as in the case of the South University neighborhood, lose 

their perspective and resort to inflammatory language and value judgments when they 

become passionate about a subject. The North College Hill Historic District nomination 

was initiated and halted within less than a year, while the South University nomination 

was drawn out over everal years. The level of neighborhood conflict in the North 

College Hill is significantly less than in the South University neighborhood, most likely 

due to the brevity of the nomination process and the high percentage of absentee 

ownership in the neighborhood. 
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In respon e to the conflict in the South University neighborhood, the City of 

Eugene hired the Oregon Consen us Program in 2004 to evaluate the potential for a 

collaborative resolution to the conflict in the South Univer ity neighborhood. The final 

report wa submitted to the City on January 18, 2005. The Oregon Con en us Program, 

in collaboration with Communjty Meiliation Services of Eugene, interviewed proponents, 

opponent , City employees and officials, and State employee . They "concluded that 

there is no agreed on approach and no realistic prospect for collaboration to resolve the 

current i ues urrounding the nomination. There may be opportunity in the future to 

explore ome steps that would a ist in rebuilding neighborhood relation hips." 151 

Although both sides were "concerned with the divi iveness thi controver y ha 

caused in their neighborhood" and wanted to move toward neighborhood unity, neither, 

at the time of the a e ment, wa willing to agree to the reque ts of the other in order to 

begin meiliation. 152 The Program outlined everal option for collaborative proce e and 

resolution, but ultimately concluded there wa not a wi1lingness present in the 

neighborhood to initiate them. De pite the continued state of conflict within the South 

University neighborhood, a few of the suggested strategie are ideas that other disputing 

communitie could employ. 

Perhaps if uch collaboration, as sugge ted by the Oregon Consensus Program 

and Community Mediation Services occur early, the severity of de ignation ili pute 

I 5 I. Oregon Consensus Program and Community M ediation Services, Proposed South University 
Historical Di trier Conflic1 Assessmenl Report by R. Jaine Hallmark and Betsy Ford, (Eugene, OR, 
January J 8 2005) l. 

152. I bid., 3. 
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like the South University one can be lessened, or at the very lea t, not result in a 

neighborhood rift. One possible trategy for neighborhoods in conflict over designation 

is to engage in a tructured dialogue, even mediation, to addre the i sues at play early 

on. 153 Another i to provide a neutral information/education process pon ored by the 

city in the fo1m of facilitated, tructured, and educational forum or publi hed 

materials. 154 

The demographic profiles of the South University and North College Hill 

propo ed di trict were different; however, they both faced imilar i ues with owner 

objection. ln both districts, di enting property owners objected to being forced to deal 

with local design review regulation and additional permit processing and fee . This type 

of local regulation of National Regi ter propertie doe not occur in other tate and is the 

direct con equence of Oregon' Goal 5. An amendment to Goal 5 of the Statewide 

Planning Goals that excludes ational Regi ter li ted propertie from the State's 

definition of hi toric re ource requiring local protection may reduce future instances of 

owner objection. This will return National Register statu to the primarily 

commemorative status that it i within other states. Thi will also allow Goal 5 to 

continue to require the protection of historic resources identified by the State or local 

governments, without the added conflict that the ational Register entails. Additionally, 

city and State officials need to work to create a jargon-free de cription of the Goal , 

clarifying it requirements . 

153. Ibid., 6. 

154. Oregon Consen us Program and Community Mediation Services, Proposed South University 
Historical District Conflict Assessment Report, 8. 
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Proponents for both proposed districts sought to protect their neighborhoods from 

encroachment, including higher density zoning, increased traffic, and parking problems. 

Local planning offices should acti vely down-zone around predominately residential 

neighborhoods, creating buffer zones or gradual changes in zoning between lower density 

zoning for single-family residences and higher density for multi-unit apartment 

complexes. This will lessen the impact of new and potentially incompatible construction 

on historic residential neighborhoods, and lessen the reactionary nature of district 

nominations. 

Topics for Future Research 

1. Although this thesi only focused on two case studies of failed historic district 

nominations, there were two other proposed districts that had similar owner objection 

problems within the same period of time: Coos Bay and Bend. Further research into 

these two proposed districts would provide interesting counterpoints to the South 

University and North College Hill neighborhoods that had similar development 

experiences and bordered university campuses. This research would provide even more 

insight into the intricacies of the National Register nomination process in the State of 

Oregon, and more thoroughly measure the affects of Goal 5 in different communities. 

2. Investigating failed historic district nominations demonstrates opportunities for 

improvement within the nomination process used within Oregon. However, research to 

analyze successful nominations within the State at the same time would articulate the 
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aspects of the process that need to be retained. This research would provide instances of 

less contentious district nominations to compare for similarities with the failed district 

nominations examined in this study or through future re earch that represent a different 

socio-political-economic base of citizenry. 

3. The examination of the South University and North College Hill proposed districts 

revealed that differing ratios of tenant to owner-occupied residences did not result in a 

dramatically different outcome. This indicates that other factors, particularly the 

requirements of Goal 5 in the Oregon Statewide Planning Goals, may have played an 

important role in the decision of property owners; for example, other jurisdictions may 

have voluntary, rather than mandatory, design review guidelines for properties of 

National Register or local signi ficance. Future researchers should compare tenant and 

owner-occupancy rates among successful districts to more clearly express what role they 

play in National Register district nominations in Oregon. 

4. Both the South University and North College Hill neighborhoods had similar 

justifications for initiating the National Register historic district nomination process; 

although a specific development threat spurred the North College Hill Neighborhood 

Association into action. It is essential that preservationists clearly explain the benefits 

and restrictions of National Register designation. A researcher could analyze the 

trategies used within both succe sful and failed historic district designations to 

determine if there is a method that is consistently successful in order to improve public 

outreach and preservation education. 
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Concluding Remarks 

The conflict between pre ervation and property rights will continue to be an i ue 

for historic de ignation. Although "private property rights are, indeed, a far more 

commanding instinct in American politic than pre ervation," 155 the inventory of hi toric 

re ource expands as time marches on. The analysi in thi the is focused on the 

specific of ationa] Register designation in the State of Oregon, but broadly applie to 

other de ignation and property rights conflicts. Thi research and analysi lay the 

foundation for preservation professional and tudents to recognize the implications and 

intricacies of Oregon State Law and ational Register historic district de ignation. 

Preservationists must learn to not only under tand the American propen ity for 

protecting property right , but also to clearly identify bow historic de ignation affects the 

way in which an owner may use or alter his/her property. Additionally, profe sionals 

mu t learn to articulate the societal economic and historic value of preservation in an 

easily under tood manner to a broad spectrum of property owners and re idents. During 

this process, though, pre ervationist mu t not lose ight of the critical goals: the 

protection of cultural heritage in the built environment, and educational outreach. 

Ultimately, how we perceive our landscapes determine their social meaning and cultural 

value. A key tenet of pre ervation i educating the public about its important hi toric and 

cultural resources. However, this goal imply provides an opportunity to learn; what the 

public choose to do with the information they receive i olely up to them. Pre ervation 

155. William Schmickle, The Politics of Preservation, 46. 
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will not remain relevant if it alienates communities that have already invested, 

emotionally and financially, in their neighborhood. Preservationists appreciate and 

respect the diversity in the built environment, but must learn to value the diversity of 

opinions about that environment. If the preservation field continues to embrace the 

livability of communities in conjunction with the protection of buildings, its professionals 

and proponents must engage in open dialogue with those communities, even the 

opposition. With thjs mjndset, this generation of preservationists will be known for their 

creativity, passion, effective advocacy, and collaborative will to secure this nation's 

architectural heritage for future generations. 



APPENDIX A 

EUGENE CITY HISTORIC PROPERTY ALTERATION APPLICATION 

CITY HlSTOR[C PROPii:RTY ALTERATION 
APPLICATION 

Planninjl & [)c,•clopmcnt 
Planning Division 

Cily of Eugene 
99 West HY11 Aveoue 
El>!)(!!"'- Oreirm 97401 
{54 i / 682-5311 
{!H l) 6ll2·55T.l FAX 
www.e.upene--or.gov 

Plea~ complete the following application checklist. Nl'te that addiLiorml information may be rt.'quired upon 
further review iu order Ill adequ111ely address rhe applicable criteria f(,lr approval. If you ha,·e any questions 
about filling out this application, please con bet Planning staff 3t the Permit and Infonn;,1ion Center, phone (54 1) 
682-5377, 99 West I rf' Avenue. Eu!,>cnc. 

List all A~1>'SOr's Map und Tax Lot a umbers of the property included in the request, 

•• Assessor 's 1\fap : Tux Lot . Zooiu!l 

Stret>t Addres:.~ (if avnilable): 

PropOS<!d Use(s) of the Prorierty: 

Acr es: 

Na me of P roperty: 

Historic: Common: 

Condition or Property: 
O Exccllcnl 0 Gnod □Fair Q Deterioratcd 

L evel of lntcgrit~·: 
0Virtually lntacl 0Mim,r Modifications □Major Modilic.utiom; 

Moyed: __________ □No 

Historic Status: 
0 Nalion:il Register 0 City Lindrnark D Fonnnl Histo1ic l.andmark Application Pending 

Has prop<; rt.y rc•cclved historic tax benefits or restoration loans In the past: (check any that apply): 
□Federal Investment Tax Credits 0State Special Asses.,;.ment Qcity Historic Loan 

City Historic Property Alteration List Revised; A ugust. '2005 Page I of 3 

97 



Are ~u aware of all}' applications for alteration that have been previously submitted for this property? 
lJYes lf yes, apphcat1011 number? ________ ONo 

Anticipated starting date of construction: 

Anticipated completion date: 

Adj11stment(s) Requested? □Yes □ No 

If yes. list code section numbers: 

Writl.en Statement - Provide 5 copies. 

D Submit a dett.ilcd written statement describing how this request is consistent with all applicable criteria 
(Sections 9.8 175 of the Eugene Code). Applications involving adjustrrents shall specifically address 
additional related critetia. Please note that it is the applicant's responslblllty to provide adequate 
information demonstrating how the project satisfies the applicable approval criteria. Failure to 
pnwide such information may result in a denial of your application. 

D Physical Description - Written statement describing the physical appearance of the affected portions of the 
property. Please include the year of construction, a description of the l)riginal ap(:x!arance. and any paBt 
alterations or additions, if known . (Much of this information can be obtained from the prope1ty' s land mark 
application.) Include the current condi tion of any affected significant det.ails. 

D Description of Proposed Alteration - Written ·tatement describing the proposed alter:ition , new 
construction, or major new Jandsc:,ping ;ind i ts impact on the historical integrit y of the landmark.. 

Site Plan and Architectural Information 
Provide 5 copies. In addition. submir one copy of 1he site plan reduced 10 mr 8-112 x fl" sheet.) All sire pla11S 
must be folded to a size equal to or less than 1 J" x 17" and include the Jollowi11g: 

0 Show date, north point and standard engineer's scale on the itc plan. 

D Show Asscss01's Map and Tax Lot numbers on the site plan. 

D Show vicinity map on tJ1e subject site plan. (Vicinity map does not need to be drawn to scale.) 

D Architectural exterior and interior elevations and site design details of altered building(s}, with supportin g 
data to demonstrate compl iance with approval criteria, as well as applicable development standards. 

D Clearl y distinguish the existing conditions from proposed work. Detailed photographs may be substilll ted as 
docum~ms of existing conditions if approved. Contact Pl arming staff for exact requirements. 

D Show the width :ind location of all existing and proposed public and private easements. 

D Floor plans including foundation plan and roof plan as necessary 

D Typical and specia·1 w:111 sections 

D Construction det:iil s 

Supporting Anal\lsis and Documents 

City Historic Property Altcr:ition Last Revised: August, 2005 Page 2 of 3 
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D Legal description if all property incl txkd in the allCration. This descrip1ion must be typed on an - 1/2 x 11 " 
while sheet of paper rnn lellerhead) sn that ii is suitable for recording. 

D Pholog:r.iphs - Pho1og.raphs docurne111ing the present condition of the struciure, or si1c for majur new 
land caping. and significant delail . Photographs should not be Polaroid. Al'I photograph hould be clearl y 
labeled with Ill:! n:unc of the property. ocldres . da1c. and view or del"ai l. Minimu111 requirements include on · 
photograph of each of the following: 

D One view of each affected focade. 

□ 

□ 

One or 1wo views demonstrating Lhc relationship of the pmpcrty to its site. 

Views of significant detail. or affccl'd interior spaces· n •ccssary. 

1 OTE: This is not a comp/ele list ofrequiri:ments. r1dditional information may be required aflt:r f urther 
re1•iew 111 order 10 adequat,,fy address the required cr iteria of approval. 

By signing, the undersigned certifies that he/she has !'cad and understood the submittal requirements 
outlined, and that he/she w1derstands that omission of any listed item may cause delay in processing the 
application. l (We) the undersigned, acknowledge that the Information sup1>Ued in thi application is 
com1>lete and accurate to the best of my (our) knowledge. 

OWNER (A lso the Applican1? 0 Yes / 0 o): 

Nanc (print): Phone: 

Addre : 

City/Slate/Zip: 

Sign:11urc: 

PPLICANT□ I APPUCA.NT'S REPRESENTATIVE O (Check nc): 

Nam! (prin t): 

Company/Organiz;it ion: 

Address: 

Ci1y/S1a1e/Zip: E-mail (if applicable): 

Ph ne: Fax : 

Signalure: 

City His1oric Propa1y Al1eration Li ·t Rev ised: AugusL 2005 Page 3 of 3 
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APPENDIX B 

CITY OF CORVALLIS HISTORIC PRESERVATION PERMIT GENERAL 
APPLICATION FORM 

CORVALLIS 
--l!VUIIAS!l,l!Y 

City of Corvallis 
Historic Preservation Permit 

General Application Form 

Community Development Department • Pk1nning Division 
501 SW Madison, P. 0 . Box 1083 

Corvallis, OR 97339-1083 
Pttonc: (.541)766-6908. Fax: (541)754-1792 

email: planning@ci.corvallis.or.us 

I Ca..,;e Number 
For l>t>fT u,;e <•nly 

Date Filed 

Plcasr tell tis about yt1ur pmpcny ,md your request Attach additional information. if ne.:essary. 

1) Historic Property Address/Location: (Or general vicinity, side of street, d istance to 
intersection.) 

Assessor's Map Number(s)* 

I I 

Related Tax Lot(s.) 

"'TI1e Assessor's Map Number (fownship. Section/Range) and the Tax Loi Number (parcel) can 
be found on your tax statement or n1 the Benton County Assessor's Office) 

2) Histpric Na.me ofthe Property: (Availab(e.from Hi.swric District 11omi11ation and/or i11ve11toryform. 
!fyc11 nud assisrance, COnl(ICf swff.) 

3) 

□ 

□ 

□ 

5) 

H istoric Property 'lnfo rmntio n: 
(Check all thar apply.) 

lndividu:,lly Significant Histo1it~ Resource on: 
Local Register 
National Register 

Property i1- Loc.1ted within a Hi,toric Dislric.t: 
Historic Cootributing 

Historic Non-Contrihuting 

Nnn-Hisw1ic Non-Contributing 

4) 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

Please pro,-ide a brief summary of the proposal: 

Request: (Check all rluu ap(Jly.) 

A Iteration or New Cuns1ruc1ion 

Demolition 

Remove a Historically Significant Tree 

Move :t Historic Re,~ourcc 

I 
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6) Applicant J.nformatlon: (Provide complete infomwtionfor all that apply.) 

Property Owner(s) Name: E-mail: 

Address: Phone: 

Signature (Required)_______________ Date: 

Applicant's Name: E-mail: 

Address: Phone: 

Signature: Date: 

Project Staff: (Developer, Engineer, Planner, Architect, Other) 

Address: 

Email: Phone: 

7) Application Requirements: 

• Please refer to the application rcquiren"X!nts in LDC Section 2.9.9J provided on the following 
page. These are general requirements for all applications. Additional information may be 
required. 

8) Additional Attachments/Color and/or Oversize Attachments: 
If any auachmcnLS are largerthan 8 ½" x 14", or if you would like color copies to be disuibuted lo the 
Board. please submit 15 copies of your attachments. 

9) Authorization for Staff and HRC Members to Enter 1-·md: 
City staff and members of the Historic Resources Commission (HRC) arc encouraged to visit the sites 
of proposed developments as part of their review of Historic Preservation Permit applications. Please 
indicate below whether you authorize Ci ty staff and HRC n~ mbers to enter onto property associated 
with this application as part of their site visits. 

D I authorize City staff and HRC members to enter onto property associated with this application. 
D l do not authorize City staff and HRC members to enter onto the properly associated with this 

application. 

10) Public Notice Signs: 
If the application must be re.viewed by the HRC, the appl icam is responsible for ensuring that up to 
three public notice signs are posted on the site at least 20 days prior to the HRC Public Hearing. Staff 
wi ll prepare the signs and will let you know when the signs are ready to be picked up from Cicy Hall. 

Please indicate who will be responsible for posting any required signs: 

Name: 

Phone: 
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APPENDIX C 

SOUTH UNIVERSITY HISTORIC DISTRICT NATIONAL REGISTER 
NOMINATION 

NPS fom, 10.000 
(10-901 

United States Department of the lnt t1rior 
National Park Service 

National Register of Historic Places 
Registration Form 

0MB No. 1024-00le 

Th1i t.orftl IS fo, ~" in ~n.ll\•1ing 01 ,equestitl9 <f♦le,,;min•1"/on1 tot lndividv.ill prop,rtiH a.nd dinttctS>. Sa-, instroctions ITT How ta C,ampk,tb fJJe N•~ 
!l"1i'Jw '11 Jfl•roric Pia..., f/oglw•tlon Fotm iNa1ion•I Reginor e.,11e1;,, 16AJ. Com1>let, eoeh item by -l<lng -.• in 11,o _,crpri6t, ho>< or by -<rino ,i,. 
)n-iCHm~ ~tted. U ony htm ~i not· apply tQ the P,OJ)etlY belnQ dcct.tn'UW\tlKt, •('I.tot "NIA" for ·no, applie.abi.-. • P« funetios'I$, &rehitectu14l 
r.;ft;Otfi~«.ti<:>n, rn,.\fflllJ; • rid • •n-o( 1igniticM"tCe, ,,no, onty utegoNH ~ SY~l .ttgor,t• from IA• inttrue.tiOtlf, flKt tcklf-uonal 1.n-vlet ~ nJN-•tt..,, 
hOfN on oontlnwation thoou: tNf>S F0t-m 10·8008), Ust • \ypewrtt.111 W'O(d proeutor,. or c~,. 'to co-ml)lea • • ~em.•. 

1 . Nfttne of Property 

his10flc name . ...Sooth..l..!.uh'.crs.u~Hi..,st..,o,..,d""c ... D,..i,.st~c.-·.c,._J ______________ _ 

othor n:ameslsite numbar ,...NL..._ _______ - _______________________ _ 

2, LocaUOJ'I 

ittee1 & n.imber _Ri;ughl)! bound by Eas~lh...Ag;ll:c...E.ast.2'.lrd, ~nd AfdJ:.__ ___ _ 

city or town ... Eugen,,_ _____________________ ___ _ 

□ not tor publication 

0 vicinity 

state ..Qi:cgo,,,n..._ ____ _ code _.Q.&,_,_ cou11tv ..Lao:,._ ____ code _QJL zjp code ....27Am-. 

Al WI <le•~l~ ~t....-lly \lnOt< •~• Nttlonol Hi stone P••-••licxl A<t Ol 1S86, U omenc.d, I Mr~ Ctnltv lhol lhil it ,,....,,ouo,, 
.o ,ecauet 1 for ~ ttrmin1:tlon ot efigibruty ffl/MltS: tho doe:umltOt•tian tt:tnd.,.:,, h~r ,-giswdng prop;4tnJu. iri J~ N&tionaJ f\og;tu,, ;if 

ttl1todc Pl'&e•1 and Meen t'hf> procedural ar.,d profesWn•I 1"eqvirements: nt forth in 3tl CfR 9art 60. 1n my opinion, 1he pt(tf)ffly 
• MHt• o dll4:i not' mMt: th6 National R•flistet Ctittthi. t recommM"ld t.htt tHs pfope,w b«, e~ad t-1g(lificani 
0 ""'"' 1 o 11at•w;d• a • I a s .. z:lloo "'6t1 !Qr ;•ltioo - ':;J / 

fn l'fl)t oi,iruM. the pro-p.•11.y o meets D dou not meet th• t-1•1~ n.gist,, etheda. ( -a See cootinuedon 5,f\-etit i-or additk:lnll 
co-mmenlS'~• 

SigMtu,a of certifying offk:ialffille 

4 . Nntlonol Pork Service Certificotion 

I; llarlby unav :h.tt 11\i• ""''"'"V Ir. 
CJ ..,..,..i Ill t"4 tl&tloNI Rog;ow 

Cl - oon:ir-,;on ,-.., . 
0 dot.,.,,nfd oliglbl• It>< th• 

l'lll1lonol~otf•. 
Cl - · cont...,•Uon , 11ee1. 

O d•t- •d nor • llgibfe t« lh• 
Naii.on.C fl•gl1-ter. 

D ,-iemc'llto from 1ho Ne.iionat 
Regin41<. 

0 oth•• {,xploinl: ___ _ 

----------- -------- ·····-- --·--------·------
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South University Historic Oisll'ict 
Nameof?top«ty 

5. Classlflcatlon 

Ownersh.ip of Properfy 
(c:hedl as many as applY) 

.L..J)mr,lte 

...JL..!"'b6c - local 
_ f)ObllC • $tale 

p,,,t)lic • Felleral 

Category of Property 
(check only one bOl() 

__ buildil1Q($) 
_x_dislriot 

stte 
_ structure 

_ot,ject 

Name of related multiple property listing 
(enl8ri'i/A• it properly is not part of a mullipl& proi,My ll$ting) 

Residential Architecture In Eugene. OR 1850-1950 

6. Function or Use 

Historic Functions 
{enle! cateoo,1es from instructions) 

OOM!;STIC/Slngle Dwelling 
DOMESTIC/Multiple Dwelling 
EDUCATION/School 

7. Descri ti n 

Architectural Classification 
(Enter ~es from lnstruciions) 

Late Victorian/Gothic, l!alianate 
20"'C. Revivals/Colonial, Tudor, Missk>n 
20th c. Movements/Bungalow. Foursquare. 

Cr!jftsman • 

Narratlve Description 

Lane. Oregon 
County and Siate 

Number of Resources within Property 
(Do not incJUde previously !isled resources tn lhe Cl)Ul'll) 

Cor\ttibuUng NonCOfltriblltino 
410 181 b\Jlklfngs 

--j~---------:~ures __________ objecb 

412 16] Total 

Number of contributing resources previously 
listed in the National Register 

0 

Current Functions 
(Enter categories from lnllltlJclioo$) 

DOMESTIC/Single Dwelling 
DOMESTIC/Multiple Dwelling 
EDUCATION/School 
LANDSCAPE/Park 

Materials 
(ente-r ~tegoritls from instruciioosJ 

foundation: Concrete 
walls : wood:clapboarq sl)ingle lap 

mason(:¥: brick, stucco 
roof: composition, wood shingle 
Other: ___ ________ _ 

(Describe the historic and current condition of tt,e property on one or more continuation sheets J 

See continuation sheets. 
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South University Historic District 
Name of Properly 

e. Statement of Significance 

Applicable National Register Criteria 
{Marl: 'Y' in one or more boxas tor Ill& etileria qualifying Iha prcperty 
lor-N~iQMI R(lgi$1orliilting), 

-A-A Property is associated with events that have 
made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history. 

__ 8 Property ls associated with the lives of persons 
significant in our past . 

.JL_C Property embodies the distinctive characterlstlos 
of a type, period, or method of construction or 
represents the work of a master, or possesses 
l'ligh artistic values, or represents a slgoificant arid 
distinguishable en.my whose components lack 
lndillidual disllnctioo. 

__ D Property has yielded, or is lfkely to yield, 
Information important In prehistory or history. 

Criteria Considerations 
(Mar1< ..,_. in al Ille boxes that apply> 

Property ls: 

__ A owned by a re!igiQUs institution or used for 
religious purposes 

_ x_ B removed from its original location 

__ C a birthplace or grave 

__ D a cemetery 

- ·-- E a reconstructed building, object. or structure 

__ F a commemor:ative property 

_ _ G less than 50 years of age or achieved significance 
Within the past 50 years 

Narrative Statement of Significance 
(Explain the Sigl)ificana, of the PfQl)l!rty on one or more eonUrn.,atton sheets) 

9. Maior Blbliographloal References 

0MB No. li)'.124-0018 

Lane. Oregon 
County and Slate 

Areas of Significance 
{Enter categones troro lnstruetlol\s) 

Architecture 
P!anning & Community Development 
Ttansportation 

Perlod of Stgnificance 
1907-1950 

Significant Dates 
1907 

Significant Person 
(Completo if Criterion 8 is marked abov!,) 

NIA 

Cultural Affiliation 

NIA 

ArchilecVBuilder 
IA 

Bibliography (Cit~ bOoks. artictu, and 011\01' soutOe!I used In pre119ring th<> form on on& o, mON! continuation •l\.,els) See conlinua6oo sheets 

Previous documentation -0n file (N.PS): 
_ preUminary determination of indiViduat liSUng (36CFR67) 

has been requested 
_ previously I.isled fn 1he National Register 
_ previously determined eligible by tile National Register 
_ designated a National Historic landmark 
_ recorded by Historic American Buildings Survey 
_ recorded by Historic American Engineering Record 

Primal)' location of addltional data: 
..L Stale Historic P,eservation Office 
_ Other State agency 
_ Federal agency 
~ Local government 
_ University 

Other 
Name of repository: _________ _ 
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South university Historic Distr;ct 

10. Geogrtphleal Oat• 

Acre~ ot Property approx. 111.s acres 
UTM Relerences 
TPlaee ~ IJTM r.fet.,._ on a eontinuaion shNI) 

Ot,llllo.1~~ 

Lane.Oregon 
County and Slate 

, 1<> ..;•::.,i"c;:;0 .. 3.,.o ____ _.1 ... !!Z"'o"'m"'------
zona E2Slilig N0i1llinQ 

3..l.Q.._..;•~wm~-'----w-~mo-____ _ 
~ ....!.Q_ "'' .. W39"'·"""---- _..,◄e,.,,..,§,.3§.,s'------

Zone Eulin9 Nc<1NnQ 
• _J.!L_ _,,..a ... 3§3?"""--- - "'10 ... N .... 1,..zs,._ ____ _ 

ver1>a1 Boundary Oosortption 
(o-:.tbe 1he ~ of lhe property on • CQC'llrlualion $11691) 

Boundary Justification 
(ElCl)lain ~Y the boundatios wore seleclell on a continuation sheet) 

13, Form l>rapueo By 

name/title Lesne Heald & Sally Wright H1s10,1c Preservation Qonsunants 

organization Heald & Wright date December 1. 2000 

street & number ________________ telephone _,,_..u.......,_,......, ...... .._ _____ _ 

city or town __..E,.ugweo=e"---------------- state OR zip code 97405 

Additlonal Documentation 
SUbm!t lhe folclMlg flema v,llh lh8 oc,n,l)lele6 lotm: 

Continuation $heels 

Maps: A USGS map (7.5or 15minute series) indicating the property's location. 
A sketch map for historic districts end properties having large acreage or numerous resources. 

Photographs: Representative black and white photographs or the property. 

Additional items (checlc v.ith ttie SHPO or FPO ror any addltional items) 

F>ropertv Owner 

name '{arioys lsee 11sn 

street & number ________________ _ telephone ________ _ 

<:tty or towr, ___________________ state ___ zlp code ____ _ 

Papet'olll)O< ReducClon AC! Stltemooc Tl)ls lnlormallon Is~ oohcted f()( 8PPfoatlons to lbe Naliotl:il Rag Islar of HislOric Pl-s 10 nominato 
~~ mr lls~ o, dttenrin~ ellg;b!Jtty for btmg. lo ros, ~s. anci to amend exisUng US&,gs. Rupcnse to 11\"os <eQ\10$1 ls r~ lo~ a 
bGf,cfit in - .. ,,, tho N111icnaf Hlslork:PreservUOn ~ ao ...... ntled (16 V,S.C.460 et U(I.). 

E~ lk.nl<ln Sla1-etlt Publie repo,tng bul-den tor this tom, Is Hlimat<>d IO 1116f&ge \ 8.1 ~. pet response itidwil'lg '""8 lor "'~ 
lnmic6oos, oa~ Ind meill~ data. mi ccmpll4ng and r8\'lewilg the fcrm. Olr-.c1 ccrMlMlS (ec,lrding this bur<!et1 ostrnale or •"'I aspea ci 
!tu bm to !hot Chief, Adn\Qsnwe S---OMaior,, Nalional Palk SeMoe, PO Box 37i27, Washlr,gton. OC 2001~127; and !he Office of 
~ anll 81.dQet. ,,_rwcrt Red\Jaions Ptoled (102:'-0018~ Wasninglo(I. DC 20503. 
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APPENDIXD 

NORTH COLLEGE HILL HISTORIC DISTRCT NOMINATION 

~Co.llegc..HilLiiiSlJ:lric...District__. 
Nama of ProQenv 

5. Classification 

Ownership of Property 
(Check •• many box~ I$ ~l>PM 

■ private 
■ public-local 
D public-State 
0 public-Federal 

Category of Property 
(Chock only oo~ Ix>•! 

D building(sl 
■ district 
D site 
D structure 
D object 

Name of related multiple property listing 
(Enter •NIA• if property is not pert of a multiple property li&ting .l 

6. Function or Use 

Historic Functions 
(Enter tat•QOrio !lorn instructions! 

Cat: DOMESTIC 
DOMESTIC 
DOMESTIC 
COMMERCE 
RELIQlOUS 

Architectural Classification 
(~nl<)r categories 1,om instrvctionol 

Sub: Single dwelling 
Multiple dwelling 
Fraternal 
Specialty stores 
Social faciHty 

-20th CENTI IRY R EY.lYAL.S.L..Cmrti.aJJ.ud.Ql'..,M.i$siQll_ 
~y MOYEMSl\lIS l Bungalow F,oui:s.quau:_ 

Craftsm 

Narrative Description 

__ Bent:on.Councy.,_Qrego.1.~-­
cou~w ond State 

N1.1mber of Reso1.1rces within Property 
(Do not incl:ude previouidy Usutd re:rources- in the eountJ 

Contributing Non-contributing 

....ill_ 

_ill_ 

_jQ_ buildings 

sites 

structures 

objects 

Total 

Number of contributing resources previously listed in the 
National Register 

Cuttent Functions 
(Enter calegories from instructionsj 

Cat: DOMESTIC 
DOMESTIC 
DOMESTIC 
COMMERCE 
REUGIOUS 

Materials 
(.Enter eategorie:s 1rQm 1nstructions) 

Sub: Single dwelling 
Multiple dwelling 
Fraternal 
Special store 
Social facility 

foundation _ concrete_ clay tile, concrete block 
walls ~.d;..ho.ciZQl.\taLb.Q,ar.d...s.hi1~~axd_ 

-lllaSJlncy.:J>.r.ick..stJ.ICI...,_ _______ _ 
root composition.shingle, wood shake built-up __ _ 
other 

tOescribe the hi.saorit and eu,rent conditior1 or the property ot'I one or m0<e eonttnuotiOn sheets.~ 



-1iorth Col lege.Hill.His.truic..Dis.t~ri-ct~-
N•m~ cf Property 

8. Statement o·f Significance 

Applicable National R99ister Criterie 
!Mark ••· In one or more bo1<es for tM criteria QuaUfvino the proP'!rtY !or 
Nttlonal fleQiitet ti1dn9} 

■ A Property is assoc1atad with events that have made 
a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
our history. 

□ B Property is associated with the lives of persons 
significant in our past. 

■ C Property embodies the distinctive characteristics of 
a type, period, or method of construction or 
represents the work of a master, or possesses high 
artist ic values, or represents a significant and 
distinguishable entity w hose componer,ts lack 
individual distinction. 

O O Property has yielded, o.r is tik.ely to yield 
information important in prehistory or history. 

Criteria Considerations 
<Ma1k •x• in all th& bo~es tti•t apply.I 

0 A owned by a religious institution or used for 
religious purposes. 

0 B remov':'d from its original location. 

0 C a birthplace or a grave. 

0 D a cemetery. 

D E a reconstructed building, object, or structure . 

D F a commemorative property. 

□ G less than 50 years of age or .ichiaved significance 
within the past SQ years . 

Narrative S1atement of Significance 
(ExpJa.in "the $igolficanct1 of the ptoperty on one 01 more continuation ·shec,ts,) 

9 . Maior Bibliographical References 

Bibliography 

107 

Benton Coum}"....()..r.egoJ1c...... __ _ 
County and State 

Areas of Significance 
tEnter cau;gotits from instructions.:) 

---Ar,ehile.ct.u~--------------
Planning.aod_Grurununit.y DeveJoprn.e..o _____ _ 

Pedod of Significance 

--19-.08-1941 

Significant Dates 

---1.2Q.8..:.No..t1h.Coll~ge..Hil A-dw-·-ti-no~-----

Signlflc11nt Person 
(Complete i.f Criteria" B ts marked above) 

_N,~----------------

Cultural Affiliation 

Architect/Builder 

{Cite the books; :oJticle;{ tmd other °S'Ourc~s u$ed in preparing lhis form on one or more-- continuation sheets.I 

Prev(ou~ dooumentation on file (NPS} : 
O preliminary determination of individul!I listing 

(36 CFR 67) has been requested 
0 previously listed in the National Register 
O previously determined eligible by the National Register 
D designat<!d a National Historic Landmark 
O recorded by Historic American Buildings Survey # ________ _ 

O recorded by Historic American Engineering Record 
# _____ __ _ 

Primary local.ion of additional date: 
0 State Historic Preservation Office 
O Other State agency 
0 Federal agency 
■ Local government 
■ University 
0 Other 

Name of repository: 

____City of Coeval I is • ..Qregoo...S.tate...U.nl~rsi.t'.,__. __ _ 



North College Hill Histoch< Oistriet 
NamaofPr"l)orty 

Acreage of Property Ji+ acres 

UTM References 
Cf"l'.fe. ~tio!JII Ul M. refer.nut 01'1 & condl\UOtlon ~e.tl 

1 

2 

Zone 
1.0 
10 ----

Easting 
478250 
-478250 

Vetbal Boundary Description 

Northing 
4935230 
4934770 

10.S<>l'iCo ,,,. t><>uM•f,.. 01 1'1e 1><0P<>rt\f cn • CO<>tlnuarlon sh .. tJ 

Boundary Justification 
{E~io why tho bound.arieJ w• r• ~o.ctod on a QOf\t1m,,ti0'1 ahHt.> 

11 . Form Pr§arad By 

Benton Count¥, O~on 
County end Stat• 

Zone 
3 10 
4 10 

Easting 
477770 
477775 

D See continuntion sheet 

Northing 
4934790 
4935230 

namehitle $ally Wright & Dr;wid ,eicyerd,.H.iatoric Preservati,¥o~o~Co~..,o-su..,l.,.w..,n=ts~-----------

organlz1J\lon Historic Pres.lln'.ailo~ .. hw ....... es .. 1 ______ _ date March 29,2002 

street & number ____________________ _ telephone ____________ _ 

city or town ....Eu,5><"""----- ---- ------ state _OR~--- :tip code ..2.~74~Q_5 ___ _ 

Additional Oocumentatlon 

Continuation SIIJlau 

Maps 

A USOS map (7 .6 or 15 minute $eries► indicating the property's locution. 

A sketch map for historic dlatricts and properties having large acrea,ge or numerous resources. 

Photographs 

RepreS&ntatlve black and white photographs ot the property. 

Additional Items 
(Ch .. k • .,Ith lhe SKPO <>< PPO fc, any adcfrtional items) 

property Owner 
(CQmplete tNI item at 1he request of 1he SHPO or PPO.) 

narne/litle ---------------------------------------
street & number ____________________ _ telephone _______ _ _ _ 

city or town ________________ _ state ______ _ tip code _______ _ 
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