
 
 

HISTORIC RESOURCES ADVISORY BOARD 
SPECIAL MEETING 

MINUTES 
Thursday, July 31, 2014 

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

Rodway and Donald Ross.  Dylan Oster (Youth Member) were not present. 
 
Staff Present:  Paul Espe, Associate Planner/Staff Liaison; Jessica Numanoglu, Senior 

Planner; and Evan Boone, Deputy City Attorney. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
LU 14-0033, a request from Youth Villages, Inc. for removal of the Christie School property from 
the Historic Landmark Designation List (LDL). The site is located at 2507 Christie Drive 
(21E1400200). Continued from July 9, and July 23, 2014. 
 
Deliberations 
Chair Holwerda opened deliberations.  She related that HRAB members had received an 
attorney–client communication from Mr. Boone with questions that he believed they needed to 
answer in order to support a decision and findings in this case.  This served as a guide for 
developing findings for the decision. 
 
What site and property structure constitutes the Christie School as listed on the Historic 
Landmark List? 
Ms. Holwerda noted the staff report said the entire 12-acre site may be a landmark.  She asked 
if there was any evidence supporting that and did they even need to consider the rest of the 
property outside of the Administration Building.  Ms. McGuire said she felt the Christie School 
Administration Building was the sole structure to be considered – not the entire property and not 
the other structures on the property.  She said she thought they had discussed this quite 
thoroughly.  Ms. Rodway reasoned that because a property had to be 50 years old to be 
considered for designation as a landmark, there was no way there could have possibly been a 
building landmark that was 24 years old in 1990.  Ms. Holwerda agreed, noting structures that 
were built after 1966 were not even 50 years old today and could not have been Landmarks 
then. 
 
Ms. Holwerda related she had looked at the listing for Christie School.  It talked about some 
conifer trees and a wooden outbuilding as an associated structure, but it did not mention any 
other associated structures on the property.  That that indicated the intent and the Landmark 
List never had the additional structures on that property – it was just the 1908 building.  She 
suggested their first finding should be that the only Landmark on the property was the 1908 
Christie School.  In that case it would not matter if [the applicant] did or did not have standing for 
the other part of the property because it was never a Landmark.  Ms. Rodway asked Ms. 
Holwerda to clarify in regard to 12 acres, or 10 acres, or cottages.  Ms. Holwerda indicated this 
was like other buildings on the Landmark List.  There might be other things on the lot that might 
or might not be considered historic.  For example a house could be on the List, but not its 
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boathouse, or not it’s landscaping.  She noted the only things that were mentioned were some 
conifer trees and a wooden building, which was not described fully enough to identify what that 
outbuilding was.  She would assume they were dealing with the structure itself and not worry 
about the rest of the property because as far as she could tell there was nothing else in the 
Inventory that would lead them to believe that there was any intent to list anything other than 
that.  Ms. Rodway noted that other examples of that were her own and Ms. Holwerda’s houses.  
Ms. Holwerda noted that Jantzen House had a boathouse and a bridge that were also 
landmarks and that were also mentioned in the Inventory.  She observed their first consensus 
was that the balance of the property, excluding the Administration Building, was not in their 
purview because nothing else was mentioned and they did not believe that part ever was a 
landmark.  She noted that also answered the next question. 
 
What is Youth Villages requesting to get off of the list? 
Ms. Holwerda observed since the Board had decided the rest of the property was not on the List 
it was the Administration Building that Youth Villages was asking to be taken off the List. 
 
Is Youth Villages the current owner of the Administration Building? 
Ms. Holwerda indicated she saw agreement that the Board found they were. 
 
Does the statute, which was adopted in 1995, apply retroactively to waive the obligation 
of the property owner to object in 1990? 
The Board asked Mr. Boone to explain the question.  He recalled the applicant challenged the 
Demlow case ruling directly on point, saying that there was no obligation to object.  However, 
the Demlow ruling said there was, relative to the word ‘impose.’  The staff recommendation was 
to follow existing case law until it was overturned.  He advised the Board to decide the issue so 
they could craft a related finding.  Ms. Holwerda said she thought the Board would agree that 
they would follow the existing law and not try to interpret it to overturn Demlow because none of 
them thought they had the authority to overturn Demlow. 
 
Was there an objection to an historic designation of the Christie School submitted to the 
City prior to the adoption of Ordinance 2000 Historic Preservation Code? 
Ms. Holwerda observed agreement that they found that it was obvious there was not because 
the Lake Oswego process provided a 45-day post designation period during which they could 
object.  They had an opportunity to object after the ordinance was adopted, but not before. 
 
Was an objection to historic designation of the Christie School submitted to the City 
within the period to contest the historic destination established by Ordinance 2000 
(within 45 days)? 
Ms. Holwerda observed in regard to an objection - setting aside the issue of ownership - they 
had evidence in the form of a letter drafted by Christie School.  However, they did not have 
evidence it had actually been submitted.  In regard to whether the objection was made by the 
property owner, if they did submit an objection, she thought the Board could decide the property 
owner at the time had been factually established as the Sisters, not Christie School.  She 
indicated she saw the Board members agreed to that. 
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If Christie School was not the property owner, were they an authorized agent for the 
owner? 
Ms. Holwerda indicated she thought the applicant was arguing two different things: that as the 
lessee of the Sisters they could object and the Sisters never got notice. 
 
Ms. Rodway referred to the April 12, 1990 letter from [City staff person] Jane Heisler indicating 
that May 29 was the deadline; and, the letter [Mr. Mahler] wrote and supposedly mailed on May 
24.  She noted that his letter indicated that he did not feel the other pieces besides the 
Administration Building were part of it.  She said she felt that the renter should have taken the 
notice to the Sisters.  Ms. Holwerda wondered if the lessee received a letter like that and did not 
give it to the property owner, but responded to it, because he believed he was the agent of the 
property owner.  In that case the applicant could not raise the objection that the owner did not 
get notice of the historic landmark designation.  She indicated she felt they waived that objection 
because of their own negligence in not passing this information on to the owner and acting as 
the owner. 
 
Mr. Ross commented that he thought the Sisters should have been participating in the hearing if 
they really were the owners at that time.  Ms. Holwerda observed the Board had not received or 
heard anything from them.  Mr. Boone pointed out the letter that was sent to the Christie School 
was addressed to the ‘Property Owner.’  Ms. Holwerda indicated that meant the Christie School 
acted as if they were the property owner when in fact they were the lessee at that time.  She 
suggested the applicant might be raising the objection that the Sisters did not get that 
information and therefore the City was at fault, but it was the applicant’s own actions that 
prevented the Sisters from getting the notice.  Ms. Rodway noted that Mr. Mahler had signed as 
the property owner which was in fact not true.  Ms. McGuire indicated that because she did not 
know what else could be done at this point, as the Sisters had not sent letters or testified, she 
would have to come down on the side that Mr. Mahler was acting as, or thought he was, an 
authorized agent, in responding with his letter to the letter that Jane Heisler sent.  She asked 
how anyone could know whether he was or not. 
 
Ms. Holwerda indicated she would not fault the City because they sent their letter to the property 
addressed to ‘Property Owner’ and it was received there.  There was no evidence to support 
that after the Christie School’s letter was written it was actually sent to the City since it was not 
found in the archives.  She suggested that if the City got the letter they might have said, “Well, 
we aren’t even designating the rest of that so we don’t need to schedule a hearing.” 
 
Ms. Green focused on what Mr. Mahler said in the letter (no matter whether it was sent or not).  
She indicated that even if the Board were to accept that he was acting on behalf of the Sisters, 
what he was stating was that the corrected listing should include only the Administration 
Building.  He was not fighting it being on the List, just saying they did not need all those extra 
buildings on the List.   He wanted the List corrected to only include the only truly historic building 
on the property.  Ms. Holwerda agreed that there was no objection to the Administration 
Building.  Ms. Green indicated she saw no grounds for stating that the owner - or someone who 
was acting on behalf of the owner as their agent - objected at the time to having the building 
listed.  Ms. Rodway agreed, noting that the letter also said that the Christie School sat on 12 
acres and was four buildings; however, of those buildings only the Administration Building was 
constructed before 1966.  She said he was very clear in his letter about what was historic and 
what was not.  Therefore the other three buildings would certainly not be included as historic. 
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If the applicant has the burden of proof to show that the then property owner objected to 
the historic designation per Demlow, must the applicant be the same property owner that 
objected to the historic designation or can the applicant be a successor owner? 
Ms. Holwerda noted the original owner, the Sisters, had never objected.  Also, that even if 
Christie School was acting as an agent of the Sisters and raised an objection, it was not to 
listing the specific Administration Building.  She indicated that raised the question whether the 
applicant qualified to be before the HRAB. 
 
In regard to whether the applicant could be a successor owner, Ms. McGuire said her feeling 
was that ‘a property owner’ was the original property owner.  Otherwise any property owner was 
‘a property owner’ and could say they wanted to have this property removed from the List.  She 
commented that was never the intent and that it was just common sense. 
 
Ms. Holwerda recalled how the City Council had decided the successor owner issue in the 
Carman House case.  She suggested the Board consider how this case was different from the 
Carman case.  First, it appeared there had been no specific objection to listing the Christie 
School Administration Building on the Landmark list.  The applicant would have to show that, 
assuming that they were the property owner’s agent (which the Board still did not know).  The 
other difference was that in the Carman House case the City Council felt it was an important 
factor that ownership had stayed in the same family. 
 
Mr. Boone advised that if the Board had reached the conclusion that no objection had been 
made by the property owner at the time then a successor owner discussion could help the City 
Council make alternative findings if there was an appeal.  Ms. Holwerda confirmed they had 
reached that conclusion.  They did not find that there was an objection raised over the 1908 
building.  Ms. Rodway indicated the two letters they had and the statement from Daniel Mahler 
made it clear to her that he only wanted the 1908 building to be the Landmark, and he did not 
want the other buildings included.  At this point she said she felt she needed clarification 
regarding whether or not the Christie School was in fact the owner. 
 
Ms. Holwerda noted they knew the fact was they were not the legal property owner at the time.  
In that case the question was whether they could act as the owner’s agent and act on behalf of 
the owner.  She noted he had signed as the property owner even though he was not the owner.  
She did not know if a lessee could legally do that.  It seemed to her that one had to have been 
given authorization by the property owner to act as their agent.  Mr. Boone suggested the Board 
consider whether the record supported a finding in regard to whether the lessee had authority or 
not.  Ms. Holwerda said there was no evidence from the Sisters designating him as their agent.  
He was acting as an agent of the property owner when he was not the agent.  Ms. McGuire said 
they did not know.  Mr. Boone advised that the question in regard to the statute as interpreted in 
the Demlow decision was whether or not an objection was filed by the property owner.  Since 
the Christie School was not the property owner they would have to be an agent.  If the Board 
said there was no evidence in the record that they were acting on behalf of the property owner 
at the time of the objection, then the property owner did not object. 
 
Ms. Holwerda anticipated that they were probably going to have to find that no one saw any 
evidence that they were the property owner; and, even if they were the property owner, or the 
property owner’s agent, they did not raise an objection to the one building that the Board listed 
as a Landmark. 
 
Mr. Boone then asked the Board to consider whether the fact that in 1990 the Christie School 
was the owner of the majority of the campus, leased and operated the Administration Building 
parcel, and had received a notice, gave them a right to act as the property owner.  The notice 
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had been sent to the Christie School as property owner.  Ms. Holwerda indicated they had 
standing to object to the out buildings and ask to take them off; however, Board had found those 
buildings were not listed.  They did not have standing in regard to the Administration Building.  
Mr. Boone asked if they had standing to object on behalf of the property owner, not merely 
because they were lessee but also because they were the adjacent property owner of the 
campus.  Ms. Rodway offered the analogy that that would mean her neighbor would have the 
authority to take her home off the Landmark List.  Ms. Holwerda indicated that just because they 
were associated with Administration Building did not give them some sort of standing if they did 
not own it. 
 
Mr. Boone suggested if the site was perceived as an interrelated campus when the City sent 
notice to the Christie School, the City thought somebody was the property owner of the 
landmark out there.  Ms. Holwerda said it gave them the right in regard to the 10 acres, but that 
she thought that whether it gave them a right in regard to the Administration Building was still 
unclear to the Board because they did not know what the arrangement was between the Sisters 
and Mr. Mahler and whether or not he had the authority, since the sale had not gone through.  
She confirmed that the finding was that there was no evidence that they had the authority 
relative to that 1 acre with the Administration Building.  They did not see anything in the record 
that showed them that under the purchase contract that he was given the right to do what he 
did.  Also, they were saying that even if the City Council were to say that it looked like he had 
the right to act as the property owner the Board was saying if that were the case he did not 
object to the specific building, so the objection still was not raised. 
 
Mr. Boone noted the Board had discussed that the Carman House transfer was a family 
transfer.  In this case there was a merger of Christie School and Youth Villages.  He asked if the 
Board found a merger was the same or different than a family transfer.  Ms. Rodway noted the 
original property owner was the Sisters.  Ms. Holwerda suggested Mr. Boone was asking his 
question in case Christie School was found to be the property owner, or acting as the property 
owner during an appeal.  Then the question would be whether that right transferred to Youth 
Villages.  She noted it was a merger, not a sale.  She said her business sense told her that if it 
was a merger, the entities got the rights of the group that they merged with.  She indicated that 
she did not see a property transfer - just a merger and a name change. 
 
To be clear Mr. Boone noted there was a sale when the lessee, the Christie School, purchased 
the property from the Sisters after the notice went out.  The merger was between Christie 
School and the Youth Villages. He asked if Christie School had a right to object, then did Youth 
Villages get to step into the shoes of Christie School because Christie School merged into 
Youth Villages. Ms. McGuire indicated her opinion was they did not.  Ms. Green indicated she 
was considering the question by thinking of an analogy that she owned one house and rented 
the one next to it; then purchased the one she was renting; then got married; and then passed 
away.  Ms. Holwerda observed that was the Carman House situation because it stayed in the 
same family.  Ms. Rodway suggested they had to define the difference between family and 
corporate.  She related that she was involved in an acquisition and merger and thought the new 
entity was not the original.  She confirmed that she did not feel the right transferred from Christie 
School to Youth Villages.  Mr. Ross said he felt it was a separate thing and that they should 
remain constant on that.  When Ms. Green was asked if she believed that the rights to make 
requests regarding an historic designation was a legal right that Youth Village now enjoyed, Ms. 
Green indicated that she needed more time to think about it.  Ms. Holwerda observed that since 
three people (a majority) had indicated they did not think Youth Villages had that right because 
of a merger this was the first issue where the Board had a difference of opinion. 
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Mr. Ross moved that HRAB approve the staff report dated June 26, 2014 to remove the historic 
landmark designation from the historic Christie School property, but not remove the historic 
landmark designation from the Administration Building, the land, the access road, and the 
parking that was associated with it. 
 
Ms. Holwerda recalled the Board had decided the rest of the property was not part of the 
Landmark.  The motion failed for lack of a second. 
 
Mr. Ross moved to not remove the historic landmark designation for the Administration Building 
and the land, access road, and parking that was associated with it.  Ms. Rodway seconded the 
motion and discussion0 followed. 
 
Ms. Holwerda noted the access and the parking were never designated as landmarks.  Mr. 
Ross explained that he wanted to include the access road because one could not get to the 
building if they did not have the access road.  Ms. McGuire suggested they just say “the 1908 
Administration Building.” 
 
Ms. Green moved to amend Mr. Ross’s motion to include the 1908 Administration Building as 
well as the access road to it.  Jeannie McGuire seconded the motion and it passed 5:0. 
 
The vote on the main motion as amended was conducted and the motion passed 5:0.  Mr. 
Boone announced the final vote on the findings would be on August 13, 2014 7:00 p.m. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
The next meeting was scheduled on August 13, 2014.  Chair Holwerda adjourned the meeting 
at approximately 7:44 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Paul Espe 
Associate Planner 
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