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CALL TO ORDER                           6:07 
Chair Ryals called the meeting to order at 6:07 p.m. 
 
Pledge of Allegiance 
Chair Ryals led the pledge of allegiance.  

Roll Call 
Commissioners Present 
Bill Ryals, Cathy LeSuer, Larry Preston, David Abarr 

Commissioners Absent 
Jolene Thomson (excused), Kerry McQuillin (excused), Keith Kolkow absent 

Staff Present 
Travis North, Planner I; Laura LaRoque, Planner II, David Martineau, Planning Manager; Shelley Shultz, 
Administrative Assistant I 

MINUTES               6:09 
Commissioner Preston moved to approve the December 5, 2018, minutes as presented.  Commissioner LeSuer 
seconded the motion, and it passed 4 - 0.  
 
BUSINESS FROM THE PUBLIC 6:10 
Martineau gave a description of tonight’s meeting.  Hearing for Land Use File HI-16-18 from December 5, 
2018 was closed and carried forward to continue this month in order to allow time for the applicant to provide 
additional information on the proposed new structure. 
 
DISCUSSION/DECISION 6:12 
Land Use File HI-16-18 
Historic Review of New Construction to construct a detached accessory structure on a developed parcel at 626 3rd Street SE 

Questions from the Commission 6:12 
Preston would like to address the commission with additional information since he recused himself last month.  
Martineau expressed concern about the lack of quorum.   

Bill Ryals has been studying the issue of these types of accessory structures and said it seems clear to him that 
the way the rules are written right now, LAC does not have much input on accessory structures.  These types 
of structures are often not well maintained and can be difficult to deal with because they do not add a lot of 
value to the property.  If the LAC feels strongly that these structures are of value, we need to ask city council 
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or city staff to address the issue.  Perhaps this can be addressed in the Albany Development Code, as there is 
currently a task force in place exploring these types of issues.  He also mentioned that the city is currently 
looking at language addressing Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU’s).  There may be a way in this process to 
benefit our historic districts. 

If the City decides to pass an amendment to the Accessory Dwelling standards in the  Code, it will result in the 
destruction of many historic accessory structures. He suggested asking council to include wording that would 
exempt historic districts from some of the restrictions on square footage.  This may encourage homeowners in 
the historic districts to leave the accessory structures on their property as they would now hold value. 

Abarr quoted ADC 7.020, which states that all designated historic buildings or structures on the local historic 
inventory are considered landmarks; there is no reference to primary residence.  Ryals said he believes the 
intention of the Code was not intended to protect these types of accessory structures, and it would be a 
departure from previous history to deny demolition. 

Martineau said staff was asked to investigate prior cases of demolition that involved new construction and could 
find no pattern of land use reviews for demolition of accessory structures alone; usually they are presented with 
an associated project, such as a residential alteration, addition, or new construction.     

North explained staff’s position on what determines a “designated” landmark.  The fact that a building exists 
in a historic district does not make it a landmark, it actually has to be “designated” as such.  Language is 
ambiguous in the original nomination form.  The state maintains a searchable website of historic properties, 
and our language seems to mirror the state language on these structures.  He also pointed out that there is no 
picture of this accessory structure to document its historic significance.  Ideally, we would have some sort of 
inventory of all structures on historic properties, but we do not.  Any changes in policy would require a formal 
municipal procedure and public outreach to allow property owners to object.   

Ryals recapped this by saying that in order for any type of property to be on the historic list, there would need 
to be some sort of documentation.  He suggested that perhaps the city should make an effort to perform a 
survey to identify and formally document which structures should be included as historic.   

Martineau read code criteria for Preston re-entering the hearing.   He also addressed the issue of Ryals not being 
present at last month’s hearing.  Unless both Preston and Ryals confirm that they have reviewed the record and 
intend to participate in discussion and decision, there would not be a quorum tonight.  Both Ryals and Preston 
stated they have thoroughly reviewed the case.  Ryals talked about recusal from his perspective.  Preston said 
he only did iso to avoid the appearance of being biased since he knew the applicant.  Ryals did not think that 
was necessary, as long as one is able to be fair and impartial; simply knowing the applicant does not warrant 
recusal.  Preston stated that he was able to be fair and objective and got approval from entire committee to re-
enter the hearing. 

Preston stated that the accessory structure was most definitely not constructed at the same time as the house.  
It does have some similarities from the era, but it is not original.  This structure is just a shed – not a garage or 
barn.  The structure is not sound.  He sees no problem with approving this proposal.  If this was in any way a 
historically significant structure, he would feel differently.  We have approved dozens of these projects in the 
past.   

Business from the Public/Re-open Public Hearing 6:53 
Ryals re-opened the public hearing at 6:53 pm. 



LANDMARKS ADVISORY COMMISSION MINUTES  Page 3 of 4 
JANUARY 2, 2019 
 

Testimony 6:54 
Larry Crawford, 405 Jefferson SE, Albany, homeowner who came before the committee several months ago 
with a similar project (file no. HI-10-18).  He has seen this structure and it is in terrible condition – should be 
pushed over and re-built to benefit the community.  We do not need these woodsheds in disrepair.  He is in 
favor of the demolition and re-building of the garage.  It can look better and improve the property, just as his 
did.   

Amy Steele, 539 3rd Avenue SE, lives three houses down from property.  She is in favor of this proposal and 
this structure is in terrible shape.  She and her husband have worked very hard to improve their property.  
Houses that are not maintained and taken care of are a blight on the neighborhood.   

Camren Settlemeier, 220 7th Avenue SW, repeated his testimony from last month.  He feels resource surveys of 
the past are not as comprehensive as today.  He wants to see the criteria expanded to include all structures on 
the property.  He would like to see the criteria addressed specifically for accessory structures.  While he agrees 
that the garage was most likely not built at the same time as the house, it was built during the “period of 
significance” (prior to 1945).  He is concerned the precedent that has been formed on these types of decisions 
in the past is incorrect. 

Ryals concurred the information we have from surveys is incomplete and riddled with errors.  He feels we need 
to deal with these issues globally and not be asked to make a decision case by case on what is historic or not.  
The only way to solve this problem is a formal written inventory and assessment of all structures in the historic 
districts. 

Dan Steele, 539 3rd Avenue SE, asked if the structure was designated as historic.  Per North, it was described 
in the Historic Resource Survey from 1982.  Per LaRoque, it is also listed in the National Nomination for the 
Hackleman District under items associated with the property.  The structure is described in the description, but 
not officially designated at historic.  Steele questioned how accurate this is, given the fact that it has been stated 
that these surveys are full of errors.  Preston said he found a number of errors in the survey of his own property.  
Steele asked if the building was in fact designated as historic, would the demolition be approved?  Preston said 
that if it was in fact deemed historic, it would be much more difficult to approve the demolition.  

As a neighbor of this property, Steele wants to strongly encourage the commission to approve this project as 
the existing structure is in terrible condition.  

Ryals closed the public hearing at 7:17 pm    

Questions for Staff   7:17 
Abarr again asked for more detail on new structure, size and elevation, particularly in future projects.   

Motion 7:20 
Abarr moved to approve land use case HI-16-18 as conditioned in the November 28, 2018 Staff Report.  LeSuer 
seconded, a vote was taken, and the motion passed 4-0. 
 
Business from the public              7:25 
Cameron Settlemeir addressed the accessory dwelling unit issue that was mentioned earlier. This is new state 
legislation that the City of Albany has not decided on yet. He suggested that this was a good opportunity for 
the LAC to make city council aware of how this issue will affect historic districts in our city.   
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Ryals agreed, spoke about being pro-active, and the need to come up with better procedures for the future.   
Preston would like Martineau to some sort of working meeting with staff to come up with dialogue and 
decisions on some of these big issues.  Martineau suggested we poll the commission for a date that will work 
for everyone to meet. 

NEXT MEETING DATES:  February 6, 2019 
 
ADJOURNMENT                                  7:30 
There being no other business, the meeting was adjourned at 7:30 p.m. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted,    Reviewed by, 
 
 
 
Shelley Shultz     Laura LaRoque 
Administrative Assistant I   Planner II 
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