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City of McMinnville 
Planning Department 

231 NE Fifth Street 
McMinnville, OR  97128 

(503) 434-7311
www.mcminnvilleoregon.gov 

MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE: December 1, 2022  
TO: Historic Landmarks Committee Members 
FROM: Heather Richards, Community Development Director 
SUBJECT: Public Testimony for HL 6-22, HL 7-22, HL 8-22, and DDR 2-22, Gwendolyn Hotel 

(Received after 9.29.22) 

Historic Landmarks Committee Members, 

Following is the public testimony that has been received for the three Certificates of 
Approval for Demolition for the historic resources at 609, 611, and 619 NE Third Street, and 
the Certificate of Approval for New Construction for the Gwendolyn Hotel project since 
September 29, 2022.   

Public Testimony: 

• Mandee Tatum, 10.04.22
• Crystal55dreams, 10.25.22
• Peter and Linda Enticknap, 11.22.22
• Karen Saxberg. 11.28.22
• Jeb Bladine, 11.29.22 (response to letter from the City of McMinnville dated November 28, 2022

– also included)
• Nathan Cooprider, 11.29.22
• Ernie Munch, 11.30.22
• Marilyn Kosel, 11.30.22

http://www.mcminnvilleoregon.gov/


From: Mandee Tatum
To: Heather Richards
Subject: Written Testimony re: Gwendolyn Hotel
Date: Wednesday, October 5, 2022 11:32:20 AM

This message originated outside of the City of McMinnville.

Hi-

I wasn't sure if it was too late to contribute testimony, but I found your contact details on the
website.

My husband and I moved to McMinnville earlier this year from Los Angeles. While
McMinnville and Yamhill County in general have a lot of reasons to be recommended as
places to live, we were drawn here in large part by the vintage downtown district. When we
were searching for places to move to, I ran across a website that showed photos of the
downtown area and with little other knowledge I added it to our list. But to be honest, I told
my husband that if Third Street was as perfect in real life as it is in the photos, this is where we
would land.  And it was and we settled on this as our new home.

Sure, seems a little silly that we would pick a town based upon a single street - but it's the
magic and the promise of that street that drew us in. Small, quaint, vintage, picturesque and
filled with a variety of small businesses instead of chains. Coming from LA we've seen a
number of small town main streets transition from local businesses housed in period
architecture into malls with high end shops.  Old Town Pasadena and Pacific Palisades are
classic examples. In either place you would never know you were in a small town with
character because they look like you are in mall/hotel complex. 

It's a slippery slope from tearing down a couple of buildings to put in a modern hotel to
turning a downtown into a mall full of chain stores. 

It's my hope that the city will find an alternative location for the proposed hotel that doesn't
require demolishing the history and authenticity of the town in favor of being tourist trap.

Mandee Tatum

mailto:mandee.tatum@gmail.com
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From: crystal55dreams
To: Heather Richards
Subject: Hotel Project
Date: Tuesday, October 25, 2022 3:31:00 PM

This message originated outside of the City of McMinnville.

Good Afternoon,
 After learning about the proposed hotel being put on 3rd street I felt compelled to let you
know how distressing that is. Some things are better left alone. Not only would it cause major
traffick problems it would take away from the charm of the town and most likely drive up
prices in the area.
Hopefully the committee will realize what a mistake it would be to allow this to happen.

mailto:crystal55dreams@gmail.com
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From: LindayPeter E.
To: Heather Richards
Subject: Gwendolyn Hotel 3rd St.
Date: Tuesday, November 22, 2022 4:36:49 PM

This message originated outside of the City of McMinnville.

Ms Richards;

McMinnville is growing. The wine and tourism business are expanding. 
Our commercial downtown core is busy.
We are fortunate that someone is willing to invest capital in our prospering
community.
The buildings in question at [609, 611 & 619] NE Third Street are over 100
years old and poised for redevelopment having exceeded their useful and
economic life without very significant renovations requiring major
investment. The current owner has tried unsuccessfully to sell two of these
buildings. They are clearly in poor condition and have become obsolete.
The proof is that after five years no one is willing to take on the risk and
expense of restoring these buildings. 

The proposed hotel project is a win-win for McMinnville. It complements
existing downtown business.The current occupants will remain in
McMinnville. The city will receive a significant infusion of new capital,
expand the clean tourism industry by attracting folks to our downtown,
create new jobs and expand revenue streams for our community.  We
encourage support for this hotel project by a responsible vetted developer. 

Peter y Linda ENTICKNAP

2019 NW Doral St.

Mailto:lindaypeter@gmail.com
971-901-2614
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11/29/2022 
 
To:    Heather Richards, Planning Director, City of McMinnville 
From:  Jeb Bladine, President, Oregon Lithoprint, Inc. 
Re:  Historic Landmarks Committee consideration of Docket No. HL 6-22 
   Response to testimony submitted by Heather Richards on 11/28/2022 
   A series of quotes from that testimony, and responses 
 
City: “Regarding the historical contamination on the site, the City is generally not opposed to the 
redevelopment of the O’Dell Building and adjacent properties, as redevelopment provides an 
opportunity to benefit the community through the planned removal of contaminated soil during 
excavation and site development.” 
  

Response: We appreciate city recognition of this community value in the redevelopment plan. 
 
City: “It is our understanding that Hugh Development will receive protection from contribution 
claims related to the LUST site when it enters the PPA.” 
 
 Response: In order to obtain the requested PPA, Hugh Development must commit to pay costs 
associated with handling contaminated media found on the development site. 
 
City: “Because the City is not liable under Oregon law for these incremental costs to handle 
contaminated soil and groundwater, the City will seek contribution for these costs from OLI,  
the responsible party.” 
 

Response: OLI does not agree with the statement that the City “is not liable under Oregon 
law” for incremental costs to handle contaminated soil and groundwater beneath NE Third and NE 
Ford Streets.” OLI also does not agree with the assertion that OLI will be responsible for these costs, if 
they are incurred. These are complex, contestable areas of law and precedent. The city’s positions on 
these issues are unrelated to public comments from OLI regarding the regulatory status of the LUST 
site and the accuracy of certain information in a city report to the HLC. 
 
City: “For clarification, please note that the City has no authority to ‘approve’ any draft CMMP or 
‘agree’ with OLI that such document meets DEQ regulations or guidance.” 
 

Response: In 2020, following review of reports and circumstances related to a near-identical 
draft CMMP as now proposed in 2022, the city Community Development Director responded: “The 
recommendations look reasonable to me, and they are consistent with our approach to encountering 
other contamination in the right-of-way. I’ll forward to the City Manager and City Attorney with a 
recommendation that we indicate our support of the proposal.” 



 Subsequently, a letter from the City Manager stated: “The City of McMinnville has reviewed 
drafts prepared by Oregon Lithoprint, Inc. of the Contaminated Media Management Plan, and the 
Easement & Equitable Servitude document, in connection with the Oregon Lithoprint aka News-
Register Site in downtown McMinnville. The city supports these proposals put forth by OLI, which 
seek to gain closure of the environmental case with a No Further Action decision by the Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality. We understand that this letter from the City will accompany 
OLI’s submission of those documents to the DEQ.” 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments concerning city testimony in this case. 
 
Regards, 
  
Jeb Bladine 
President, Oregon Lithoprint, Inc. 
503-687-1223 
jbladine@newsregister.com 
 
 



COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPT. 
231 NE Fifth Street 

McMinnville, OR  97128 
(503) 434-7311

www.mcminnvilleoregon.gov 

Our Mission:  Providing excellent customer service, public engagement, and proactive planning programs to 
promote McMinnville as the most livable and prosperous city in the state of Oregon now and into the future. 

SENT VIA EMAIL 

November 28, 2022 

Jeb Bladine, President 
Oregon Lithoprint, Inc. 
jbladine@newsregister.com 

Re:  LUST Site # 36-85-4001, O’Dell Building – Response to Letter dated 
September 28, 2022, Historic Landmarks Committee Docket No. HL 6-22 

Dear Mr. Bladine, 

I am writing to respond to your letter dated September 28, 2022, that included 
comments relative to Docket No. HL 6-22 and to provide the City of 
McMinnville’s (City) position regarding the associated Leaking Underground 
Storage Tank (LUST) site associated with the O’Dell building (Site) currently 
owned by Oregon Lithoprint, Inc. (OLI).  

Please note that this letter is specific to the LUST on the Site and should not be 
construed as a city position on the request for a Certificate of Demolition of the 
historic O’Dell Building at 609 NE Third Street and the other two historic 
resources at 611 and 613 NE Third Street, or the proposed new construction of 
the Gwendolyn Hotel.  Those are decisions that will be rendered by the Historic 
Landmarks Committee based on the appropriate code criteria for the 
demolition of historic resources, and new construction in the downtown design 
overlay district. 

http://www.mcminnvilleoregon.gov/
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Regarding the historical contamination on the site, the City is generally not 
opposed to the redevelopment of the O’Dell Building and adjacent properties, 
as redevelopment provides an opportunity to benefit the community through 
the planned removal of contaminated soil during excavation and site 
development.   

Background: 

The City understands that OLI is seeking a “No Further Action” determination 
from Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) for the LUST site. The 
No Further Action determination requires some property owners to record 
Easements and Equitable Servitudes (EESs) to limit exposure to subsurface 
contamination associated with the LUST site in the future. The EESs in turn 
require the property owners to follow the Contaminated Media Management 
Plan (CMMP) prepared for OLI by Apex Companies, LLC. While the City has not 
been asked to record an EES on the public rights of way, the CMMP applies to 
those areas beneath City property, primarily beneath NE Third and NE Ford 
Street, where contaminated soil and groundwater have migrated from the 
LUST site. The CMMP requires special handling and disposal of contaminated 
soil and groundwater encountered during excavation activities within the 
designated Soil Management Area and Groundwater Management Area.  

In addition to the request for a No Further Action determination, Hugh 
Development is negotiating a Prospective Purchaser Agreement (PPA) with 
DEQ to limit Hugh Development’s liability for residual contamination located 
beneath the O’Dell building. It is our understanding that Hugh Development 
will receive protection from contribution claims related to the LUST site when it 
enters the PPA. 

The City’s position on OLI’s application for a No Further Action determination 
and Hugh Development’s PPA is primarily related to its ability to recover future 
costs associated with handling contamination originating at the O’Dell LUST 
Site.    
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As you note in your letter, the City anticipates future public works projects 
beneath NE Third and NE Ford Streets that will likely encounter contaminated 
soil and groundwater. The City also expects to comply with the requirements 
in the CMMP (even though such compliance is not required by an EES), but 
such compliance will cause the City to incur additional costs not associated 
with the planned public works projects. In other words, the O’Dell LUST site will 
incrementally increase the City’s construction costs. Because the City is not 
liable under Oregon law for these incremental costs to handle contaminated 
soil and groundwater, the City will seek contribution for these costs from OLI, 
the responsible party. The City notes that a No Further Action determination 
from DEQ does not provide OLI protection from third party claims for 
contribution in the same way the Hugh Development PPA is expected to do.  

Response: 

With regard to your letter, staff notes that it bases its report, at least initially, 
on information provided by the Applicant. Thank you for providing additional 
information related to ownership of the development site.  

With regard to whether the City regularly encounters contamination of the 
magnitude in the public streets identified in the OLI’s LUST case, the City has 
not conducted a survey for purposes of this application, nor would it be 
appropriate to include those results in this land use case. 

With regard to the LUST case, the City has supported OLI in its efforts to identify 
contamination and follow DEQ rules and guidance on appropriately protecting 
the environment, City and private land affected by circumstances identified in 
the relevant DEQ cases. For clarification, please note that the City has no 
authority to “approve” any draft CMMP or “agree” with OLI that such document 
meets DEQ regulations or guidance. When DEQ opens OLI’s case for public 
comment, the City will likely submit comments at that time and in that forum. 

As the City understands the various site investigative reports, no prior 
development applications, nor investigative reports concerned excavation of 
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the magnitude proposed in this development application nor required the City 
to express its concern over water quality.   
 
Finally, we understand your letter to provide your conclusions based on the 
meanings various studies and investigative reports provide.  Those 
conclusions may or may not be supported by the factual conclusions 
expressed in the various reports.  We appreciate your letter and look to ensure 
the decision-makers are fully informed.     

 
Best Regards,  
 
 
  
Heather Richards, PCED 
Community Development Director 
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516 NE 3rd Street
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November 30, 2022

To: City of McMinnville Planning Department
 attn: Heather Richards, Planning Director
 attn: Historical Landmarks Committee

From: Marilyn Kosel, 3rd St. property owner
 516 NE 3rd St.

Re: Historic Landmarks Committee public hearing / Gwendolyn Hotel

Dear Committee Members,

 

Thank you for considering the extensive amount of information put before you in regard to the proposed 
Gwendolyn Hotel. City staꢀ has done an admiral job compiling information, as has the applicant. As a private 
citizen, I feel at an extreme disadvantage in comparison. I appreciate this small opportunity to be heard.

My husband and I are long-term residents of Yamhill, County with many years spent living in McMinnville. We 
have restored multiple historic homes and commercial properties. We have always chosen restoration over 
demolition even when it's the harder or more expensive way. While we understand the potential positive 
economic impact the proposed hotel may have, we also understand the value and impact our existing 
downtown and its history has on the community. Once gone, it will not be regained. In my idealistic world, 
the proposed hotel would be built to scale on a vacant parcel or one with less historic signiꢁcance. If this 
demolition and new build are to move forward we hope every possible preservation eꢀort will be made, and 
proper scale will be considered. 

Municipal code 17.03.020 calls for appropriate and orderly physical development. Our Mac Town plan sets 
forth goals and guidelines for economic development based partially on an increase in hospitality-based 
business. The proposed hotel is of a scale beyond what either intended as a single structure. Mac Town cites 
the development of underutilized or vacant parcels. Not demolition of existing historic structures to make 
way for new ones. 

In 17.59.040(3)(a) code states “buildings should have the same massing and
a conꢁguration similar to adjacent or nearby historic buildings on the same block”; and 2) “buildings situated 
at street corners or intersections should be or appear to be, two-story in height.” The applicant proposes 
setbacks and other measures to minimize the impact of the proposed structure. Even with setbacks, the 
structure will dwarf those around it as can be seen in the applicant's own graphic renditions. The scale of the 
structure will be visible from a broader range of views than stated. 

(continued)



17.65.060(2-6) Outlines how re-developed properties are to maximize retention of distinctive materials, 
features, spaces, and spatial relationships. And that measures will be taken to preserve historic features and 
elements. And that a re-constructed property will re-create the appearance of the non-surviving structure(s). 
I have seen little evidence of the intent to do so in the application.

One property owner has stated restoration of the existing buildings is not feasible. Recent and current 
restorations of other downtown buildings would indicate otherwise. Several downtown buildings in similar 
or worse condition are currently or have recently undergone restoration. The owner states the current 
condition of the building is a serious detriment to restoration. It has been the owner's own choice to defer 
maintenance to this point. The buildings are not beyond restoration, the owner lacks the desire to do so. In 
staꢀ ꢁndings, the buildings were not considered to be a signiꢁcant or imminent public safety hazard. And the 
condition of the building is not a signiꢁcant determining factor requiring demolition. 

Though changing to a “hospitality” use would trigger signiꢁcant building upgrades, if the County implements 
a CPACE funding program as mentioned by the applicant, these funds can also be used for seismic and safety 
upgrades. CPACE funding would make seismic retroꢁt of the buildings in question and many other buildings 
downtown more feasible. This is something we are hopeful will happen regardless of this outcome. 

The property owner also stated the building(s) did not sell after ample time on the market. The McMinnville 
downtown market is strong when properties are priced according to CAP rates and condition. The lack of a 
sale indicates the asking price was higher than these commonly used factors warranted. The lack of a sale 
should be attributed to the building(s) being overpriced rather than solely on condition. If they had been 
priced according to standard methods, they would likely have sold quickly, as have multiple other downtown 
properties. 

When reading past HLC decisions the amount of care and detail this committee utilizes in decisions is 
evident. We hope that you will exhibit the same care and thoroughness in this decision. 

With Appreciation,

Marilyn Kosel
516 NE 3rd St.
McMinnville, OR 
                 97128
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