
 
 
 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING 
 

CITY OF ALBANY 
LANDMARKS ADVISORY COMMISSION 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
Albany City Hall, 333 Broadalbin Street SW 

Wednesday, November 1, 2017 
6:00 p.m. 

 
AGENDA 

 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 

3. ROLL CALL 
 

4. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

5. CLG GRANT PLANNING 
 

6. OTHER BUSINESS 
a. October 17, 2017 CLG Workshop 

 
7. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

a. October 4, 2017 
 

8. NEXT MEETING DATE  
a. December 5, 2017 

 
9. ADJOURNMENT 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

The location of the hearing is accessible to the disabled. If you need special accommodations to attend or 
participate, please notify the Human Resources Department in advance by calling 541-917-7500. 

www.cityofalbany.net 

Rules of Conduct for Public Hearing 
 

1. No person shall be disorderly, abusive, or disruptive 
of the orderly conduct of the hearing. 

2. Persons shall not testify without first receiving 
recognition from the presiding officer and stating 
their full name and residence address. 

3. No person shall present irrelevant, immaterial, or 
repetitious testimony or evidence. 

4. There shall be no audience demonstrations such as 
applause, cheering, display of signs, or other 
conduct disruptive of the hearing. 

http://www.cityofalbany.net/




Themes Commissioner Minute style version Rough direct-ish quote
Ryals Ryals agreed the conversation was important, but proposed using it to look 

forward.
[Conversation} is an important point. It's important for moving forward more so than 
looking back. [Clarify the process]

Ryals Ryals affirmed importance of conversation and its aid for future conversations. Glad went through and had this process to think about it. Issues like this will come up 
again, but vinyl windows issue won't be an issue again.

Abarr Abarr stated the value of having the conversation now for commission cohesion. Good to figure it out now.  Not in a hearing. SO we are a cohesive body that can make 
decisions.  Good to talk it out.

Ryals Very important.  Likes the committee and we provide an important service.  If lost a 
single member, would feel bad.  Great cross section, expertise, view, if applicant can't 
convince a plurality of people, there's a reason If it's that close.

Kolkow Kolkow remarked on the value of the conversation. What Kerry has brough got us to have a really good conversation.  

Abarr Abarr stated that he'd was confused by the staff recommendation because vinyle 
windows had not been recommended previously

Had never seen vinyl windows done before [recommended by staff].  Didn't really 
understand.

Thompson Thompson remarked that the information the applicant presented was 
misleading.

The information we were presented with was misleading

Ryals Ryals stated that he was told he had to vote. I was told I had to vote
Ryals I was put in a funny position with the split [vote]
Thompson Recalled that the timeline meant that the topic couldn't carry to the next meeting.

Ryals Thompson and Ryals noted procedural difficulties regarding timeline and when a 
vote could be stopped.

Didn't know that it was possible to stop and rediscuss with a 3 to 3 tie.

McQuillin McQuillin commented in support of the discussion but clarified her original 
narrower purpose.

This is a fine discussion but I want to clarify that it is way bigger than what I was 
suggesting.  What I'm suggesting is just about the decision and additional information we 
received and what we've learned.

McQuillin McQuillin distributed a document with her proposal on it, with updates given the 
conversation.  She stated that if the group chose not to pursue the proposal, but 
pursue Ryals larger proposal, that would be fine.

(Distributed changes) it's fine if we don't want to do this.  What bill suggested is find if it's 
okay with the staff.  

McQuillin Would a case prompt that (a court of appeals to clarify their position)?
Kidd Yes, a case would prompt that.  A court would not go back and clarify later on a previous 

case.  It's in your discretion to do this [vote on some sort of resolution].  Doesn't have any 
effect to go back and say we think we were wrong.  At this point you've pretty much 
gone on record saying that anyway.  

McQuillin McQuillin stated that if the commission pursued her proposal, the word 
renouncement should change. 

If we do move forward with this proposal, we should at least change the word 
renouncement.

Kidd Breaking Robert's rules doesn't negate a decision
McQuillin McQuillin stated she was satisfied with the conversation so far and unless 

someone else wanted to pursue her proposal she was fine moving on.
Regarding what I handed you-didn't imagine conversation would go this far.  In many 
ways we've recreated the February conversation and built on it substantially.  If 
someone's dedicated to what I've proposed, great, but I am satisfied by this conversation.  
I didn't really think we'd go this far.

Kolkow (Clarty to curret minutes-didn't want to vs. don't feel is necessary in response to 
McQuillin)

Don't feel symbolic renouncement is necessary.

Themes that I belive were not captured in the minutes from the June 7, 2017 meeting

Please note that because this document is arranged in themes, rather than chronologically, it is difficult to summarize in a minute style version because the brevity that chronological conversation summary would 
allow is missing.   In general, I saw that the items in column D were missing and created a lack of understanding of the themes in column A.  There are topics that were brought up that didn't make the minutes, but 
also specific topics that were in the minutes from one speaker, but the clarification of that point when another speaker added to it was not included, so the development of the conversation was not apparent.  

Validation of importance 
of conversation

Regarding October 2016 
meeting: Lack of 
information in the 
process/ Process issues

Process/Intent/Metacon
versation about the 
nature of the discussion



Preston Our job is to preserve and protect historic homes.  We need to focus on the bigger 
picture, not the minutae. 

Thompson Bottom line is that our job is to make sure he's following the rules in a historic district.  
When you make it that simple, the conclusion is simple and we came to the wrong 
conclusion.

Preston and Ryals Ryals noted that the commission would face more difficult decisions in the 
future. Preston stated that the cost prohibitive line was originally included to 
allow for extrodinary circumstances or nearly unfindable resources.  Ryals 
agreed, using copper gutters as an example and stating that vinyl windows are 
different because there are 100s of options.

P: we shouldn't be afraid to disagree with them [applicants] R: Exactly.  We will face more 
difficult decisions. P: Cost prohibitive was in there originally to allow for the fact that you 
can't get hand cut slate for the roof or can't use copper lining.  That's different than a 
wood window vs.  a vinyl window.  If you take cost prohibitive as a caveat, not a decision 
point, then it's easier to apply.  R: copper gutters-if you redo the whole house--are very 
difficult and very expensive for what benefit if you can't tell the difference.  Vinyl 
windows vs wood are different. There are literally 100s of options.  P: We applied 
minutae and missed the bigger picture.  R: I agree

Ryals Ryals clarified that cost prohibitive should mean something is really really 
difficulgt to do.

Cost prohibitive doesn't mean costs too much.  Means really really difficult to do. 

Ryals If a 3-3 split is the case, we need to chat further.  I become the decider and that's not 
what I want to be.  

Ryals The take away is to let the vote die.  We made it more difficult than it had to be.  As soon 
as it was clear that we weren't on the same page, we should have kept talking about it. If 
the applicant hasn't made the argument sufficiently to convince a plurality of us then we 
probably shouldn't go with it at that point.

Ryals Ryals stated he didn’t want to be a decider and when the commission was not on 
the same page, the discussion should have continued to allow for more 
information.

If it's that close, we need more information, more time, or to say no and let the process 
go on (appeal).  Need backbone when it comes to standing up to applicants.

Kolkow Kolkow proposed that the city require 3 quotes or create a clear standard for a 
burden of proof.

Action going forward-to ask for 3 quotes and a quote for every window, not just a print 
out from the website.  Create firm requirements on what to bring for burden of proof.

Ryals Ryals pointed out applicants may not abide by the rules. Staff can tell applicants what to bring, but they may not. 
Kidd Kidd noted that the commission can ask that additional quotes be provided. You can ask for it if they don't.

Adams Do tell applicants that the burden is on them to show that the criteria are met

Thompson Thompson asked what the criteria were for application. What are the criteria for application?
Richardson Richardson stated that requirements are not detailed, but staff guides applicants 

based on the commissions general expectations.
Application requirements are not that detailed, but can tell applications the commission's 
general expectations from commission conversations.

Preston Preston pointed out that 3 quotes could be prohibitive and the commission 
wants people to come to them.

3 quotes could be prohibitive,  We want to keep it open.  We can say no, but we want 
people to come to us.  We want to help them. 

Future expectations 
discussion

What is cost-prohibitive?



APPROVED:  Draft 

CITY OF ALBANY 
LANDMARKS ADVISORY COMMISSION 
Municipal Courtroom, 333 Broadalbin Street 

Wednesday, October 4, 2017 
6:00 p.m. 

MINUTES 

Commissioners Present: David Abarr, Keith Kolkow, Cathy LeSuer, Kerry McQuillin, Larry 
Preston, Bill Ryals 

Commissioners Absent:  Jolene Thomson (excused) 

Staff Present: Shawna Adams, Planner II, Robert Richardson, Planning Manager, Edie 
O’Neil, Administrative Assistant I, Jessica Hensen, Deputy City 
Attorney 

CALL TO ORDER 

Chair Ryals called the meeting to order at 6:04 p.m. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

No public comment 

QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING - HI-10-17; HISTORIC REVIEW OF EXTERIOR 
ALTERATIONS AT 115 ELLSWORTH STREET SW TO INSTALL AN EXHAUST HOOD ON 
WALL FACING THE ALLEY 

Ryals opened the public hearing at 6:06 p.m. 

Declarations by the Commission: 

Conflicts of Interest:  None 
Ex Parte Contact:  Commissioner McQuillin stated she walked by and stopped due to the public 

hearing sign position in the window and spoke with the owner.  She said she did 
not discuss the case in detail, other than just basic facts.   
Chair Ryals stated he made a site visit and spoke with the applicant about where 
she wanted to place the exhaust hood.  
Commissioner Kolkow stated he spoke with the owner about her working with 
City. 

Site Visit:  Commissioner Preston stated he visited the site. 
Abstain:   None 
Challenges:   None 

Staff Report: 

Planner Shawna Adams provided a verbal summary of the case.  Staff-proposed conditions of approval 
were included for the Commission’s consideration (see Agenda Packet). 

Adams confirmed there were no public comments following the Notice of Public Hearing. 

Questions from the Commission:   

McQuillin referred to page 4 of the Staff Report (see agenda packet).  She inquired about whether 
guidelines for preserving distinctive characterizations were based on Staff discretion or state guidelines.  



Albany Landmarks Commission 
October 4, 2017 
Page 2 of 5 

Adams stated that a building’s distinctive features are what make it unique, and these are usually street 
facing.  She pointed out that they are typically called out on historic surveys.  She explained building 
façade is usually the focus of distinctive characteristics.  

Ryals asked if the alterations would be reversible.  He suggested adding a Conditional of Approval to 
keep the window proposed for removal.  Adams explained that this would be difficult to enforce, but the 
applicant intends to do this anyway.  She pointed out that the intended placement was in an opening that 
enables it to be restored in the future. 

Commissioner Preston suggested making it set back instead of flush and using the same arch to make it 
easier to reverse in the future and preserve the brick. 

Applicant Testimony:  

Elizabethe Bobe, 115 Ellsworth Street SW.  Ms. Bobe stated that she intends to install a Type I exhaust 
hood to comply with the code in response to an inspection from the Fire Marshall which would allow 
them to continue operations and possibly open for dinner services.   

Ryals stated concerns about wanting the building to be viable in the future, specifically about how the 
new panel goes in.  He recommended insetting it or creating a new wood buffer to preserve the brick.  

Ms. Bobe asked how much of an inset she would need.  Preston recommended a set back 1.5 inches to 
preserve the arch.  

Testimony in Favor:   

None 

Testimony in Opposition:  

None 

Neutral Testimony:     

None 

Rebuttal Testimony:   

None 

Staff Response:          

None  

Procedural Questions:        

None 

Ryals closed the hearing at 6:24 p.m. 

Discussion and Decision:  

No Discussion. 

MOTION: Commissioner Kolkow moved to approve the land use application as conditioned and 
recommended in the staff report.  Commissioner Abarr seconded.  A vote was taken.  The motion 
passed 6-0. 
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Ms. Bobe stated she turned in a mechanical building permit yesterday. 

QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING - HI-08-17; HISTORIC REVIEW OF EXTERIOR 
ALTERATIONS TO CONSTRUCT ADDITION ON THE BACK OF THE HOUSE AT 
1140 CALAPOOIA STREET SW 

Ryals opened the public hearing at 6:27 p.m. 

Declarations by the Commission: 

Conflicts of Interest:  None 

Ex Parte Contact:  None 

Site Visit:  Larry, Kerry 

Abstain:   None 

Challenges:   None 

Staff Report: 

Planner Shawna Adams provided a verbal summary of the case.  Staff-proposed conditions of approval 
were included for the Commission’s consideration (see Agenda Packet). 

Adams confirmed there were no public comments following the Notice of Public Hearing. 

Questions from the Commission:   

Ryals pointed out the existing structure has two windows in the subject location and asked if there was 
any thought to whether those would be removed and replaced.  Adams replied that the applicant was not 
aware they were able to reuse the larger window at first but now this is their intent.  The smaller window 
on the main floor would be left in place inside the window.  The basement window would be removed.   

Applicant Testimony:  

Deborah Burner, 1140 Calapooia Street SW.  Ms. Burner stated they have a clawfoot tub too close to the 
wall. They wanted to replace the tub but couldn’t because the bathroom was not up to code.  She 
explained that their plans were to bring it up to code and expand the space.  She stated the pocket window 
would be moved back to stay on the exterior of the house.  The large window in the back bedroom will be 
moved out with the back of the house.  

Commissioner McQuillin asked if the pocket window will still go up and down.  She also pointed out that 
the roofline runs perpendicular to the main roofline and asked if the new roofline would be same.  The 
applicant confirmed that the pitch would be the same. Ms. Burner explained how the siding would be 
installed (see agenda packet).  

Testimony in Favor: 

None 

Testimony in Opposition:  

None 

Neutral Testimony:     

None 
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Rebuttal Testimony:   

None 

Staff Response:          

None 

Procedural Questions:        

None 

Ryals closed the hearing at 6:42 p.m. 

Discussion and Decision:  

No discussion 

MOTION: Commissioner McQuillin moved to approve the land use application as conditioned and 
recommended in the staff report.  Commissioner Preston seconded.  A vote was taken, and the motion 
passed 6-0 

OTHER BUSINESS 

Adams informed the Commission about an upcoming CLG Workshop scheduled on October 17 (see 
handout).  She told them they must be registered by October 13 and asked that they let her know by 
October 11.  She stated the newest City planner, Laura LaRoque would be going.  

Richardson talked about the code audit project and pointed out that ADUs were identified as top priority. 
Adams explained current requirements.  Discussion followed.  

Adams stated she got a call from Candace Ribera from Scott Lepman’s office to extend an invitation of a 
hosted walkthrough of several buildings.  Staff Declined to avoid ex parte.  She advised the Commission 
that if they wanted to participate, they should do so in no more than groups of three to avoid an 
inadvertent public meeting.  

McQuillin stated she had two letters composed for homes on the market and to people buying homes. She 
asked how she should bring these forward.  Adams advised to pass them to her.  

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

McQuillin stated she had listened to the audio from the June meeting.  She said she thought there were 
themes that were not reflected.  Ryals suggested that rather than revising these minutes, she should state 
what she wants in this record for the current meeting.  Jessica Hensen, Deputy City Attorney validated 
this option, stating the minutes cannot be changed to what someone thinks they should say.  It was 
suggested that McQuillin write an addendum to add to agenda.  Preston suggested not approving this set 
of minutes at all.  Ryals stated he would like to adopt an addendum for the next meeting.  McQuillin 
stated she was not interested in writing something about what she thinks.  She stated there were certain 
things repeated multiple times that were not included.  Hensen explained that the minutes not verbatim. 
McQuillin stated again that entire themes were missed and agreement was not clarified in the meeting.  
Richardson replied that Staff is not clear on what she thinks is missing and said it would be helpful if she 
could write something to turn in.  Ryals pointed out that they did not have to vote if they did not want to.  
Ryals, referring to the Ostby case presented to the Commission in October 2016, stated that he needed 
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more time to make a decision. Preston pointed out that the term “cost prohibitive” shouldn’t have been the 
focus and they should have taken more time to come to a decision.  McQuillin offered to write something 
reflecting what she thought should have been included in the minutes.  Richardson advised her to bring it 
to be included in the record and explained that it is not required to approve or accept it.  McQuillin stated 
she did not feel comfortable accepting the June minutes.  Ryals replied that they should accept them and 
have McQuillin submit a written statement at the next meeting.   

Commissioner Kolkow moved to approve the June 6, 2017, minutes.  Preston seconded.  A vote was 
taken, and the motion passed 4-2 with Commissioners McQuillin and LeSuer opposed. 

Commissioner Kolkow moved to approve the August 2, 2017, minutes.  Preston seconded.  A vote was 
taken and the motion passed 6-0. 

Commissioner Kolkow moved to approve the September 6, 2017, minutes.  Preston seconded.  A vote 
was taken and the motion passed 6-0. 

NEXT MEETING DATE 

November 1, 2017 

ADJOURNMENT 

There being no other business, the meeting was adjourned at 7:22 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, Reviewed by, 

 
   
 
Edie O’Neil Shawna Adams 
Administrative Assistant I Planner II 
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