
 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

 

CITY OF ALBANY 

LANDMARKS ADVISORY COMMISSION 
 

Albany City Hall, 333 Broadalbin Street SW 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 

Wednesday, July 6, 2011 

6:30 p.m.  
   

 AGENDA 

 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER       

 

2. ROLL CALL  

3. APPROVAL OF THE MAY 4, and JUNE 1, 2011, MINUTES 

4. PUBLIC HEARING: HI-09-11, 739 Calapooia Street SW 

Add a deck to the south side designed to match front porch, to 

include replacing a pair of windows with a door onto the deck 

5. PUBLIC HEARING: HI-12-11, 325 6th Avenue SE 

Modify front porch to add tapered Bungalow-style columns on a 

base at porch corners and modify handrail design of stairs  

6. PUBLIC HEARING: HI-13-11, 705 10th Avenue SW 

Replace front porch railing, add shed-roof dormer to east side, 

remove center chimney, replace removed windows on west side, 

back deck addition, and balcony extension 

7. OTHER BUSINESS  

8. NEXT MEETING:  August 3, 2011 (regularly scheduled) 

9. ADJOURN         

 

 

 

 

 

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. 

 

 

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 persons 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. 































































 

APPROVED:  

         CITY OF ALBANY 

LANDMARKS ADVISORY COMMISSION 

Municipal Court, 333 Broadalbin Street 

Wednesday, May 4, 2011 

6:30 p.m. 

 

                MINUTES 

 

Landmarks Commissioners Present: Oscar Hult, Trent Jacobs, Erin Johnson, Roz Keeney, 

and Keith Semmel 

Landmarks Commissioners Absent:  Dave Pinyerd and Heidi Overman 

Staff present: Planner II Anne Catlin, Administrative Assistant I 

Sheena Dickerman 

Others present: 2 others present 

CALL TO ORDER 

Chair Hult called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.  

APPROVAL OF THE April 6, 2011 MINUTES 

Chair Hult tabled the approval of the April 6, 2011 minutes until the next scheduled Landmarks Advisory 

Commission (LAC) meeting in June.  

QUASI JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING:  HI-4-11, 905 5th Avenue SW:   

Hult called the public hearing on HI-4-11, a request for new construction of a 1,600-square-foot garage, 

to order at 6:32 p.m.  

Declarations 

Commissioner Keeney declared that she drives by the location and used to live next to the house. 

Commissioner Jacobs stated that he walked by the front and the alley side of the property. Commissioner 

Semmel announced that he has worked on the house. Hult said he lives in the neighborhood and walks by 

but has had no contact with the property owner or neighbors regarding the application.  

Hult explained the meeting procedures.  

Staff Report 

Planner II Anne Catlin summarized the written staff report. She explained the application was a request 

for new construction and described the review criteria for new construction in the Monteith and 

Hackleman Districts.  

This is a double lot. The main house is a 1940 Colonial Revival one-story house with wide shake siding, 

multi-light windows and gabled roof. A portion of the house straddles the property line between the two 

lots. The request is for the accessory building to be on the second property. The proposal is to locate the 

accessory building 20 feet from the alley to the north to allow parking. This will be 40 feet from the 



Landmarks Advisory Commission May 4, 2011, Minutes  

Page 2 

 

adjacent property.  

The house is approximately 1,850 square feet. The proposed building has a 1,100-square-foot print. It is 

based on the building designed by the Christophersens. The design attempts to break up the scale from the 

front by having a wing to the east side that is recessed from the south side (facing 5th Avenue). The 

building will be setback enough to allow a future dwelling to be located in front. The design includes 

windows in the gable to break up the scale and provide orientation to the street.  

Catlin noted that the building will not be very visible from the street due to the existing landscaping. She 

added that since the building will be located on a separate property, it is not necessary to match it to the 

house.  

The applicants provided two alternative designs – one with wood lap siding, the other with shingled 

siding. The windows proposed are multi-light to compliment the house. The applicants have incorporated 

windows on the west and east sides. A balcony is proposed on the north (back) side in one design, 

windows in the other. 

Catlin commented that there are not many shingled houses in Albany as they are usually used as 

decorative treatment in the gables. The lap siding would be more compatible with a future house on the 

property as well as materials that are used in the district.  

The use of wood materials, the gable roof, and the size of the structure is compatible with other houses in 

the area.  

Catlin shared that an adjacent property owner mailed a letter (see agenda packet) with some concerns. 

One concern was that the two-story structure and location would allow the applicants to see into their 

backyard. She noted that the first design uses windows and the second design uses a balcony. She added 

that accessory buildings are allowed to be a lot closer to the rear property line than the proposed 20 feet. 

The neighbors thought the lap siding would be more compatible with houses in the area.  

Catlin recommended approval with conditions. 

Applicant Testimony: 

Enrique Roldan-Modrak, 909 5th Avenue SW, Albany, read his letter (Exhibit A).  He noted that both 

designs were to be identical, except for the siding material and a slight difference in the building 

footprints (the size of the one-story wing). They want an architecturally pleasing structure, and put the 

one-story wing on the side closest to their house. They feel the balcony adds visual charm, and he noted 

that there are others in the districts. They hope to grow plants on it. They like the look of wood. 

Staff rebuttal Catlin asked Roldan-Modrak (Modrak) if they intended to have shingle siding to match that 

on the house. Modrak said he would be open to shingles that match those on the main house.   

Commission Discussion 

Keeney asked if the applicant would still have a garage door if he used the version with the shingles. 

Modrak replied he was undecided between the two options. Dorothy Willams, the other applicant, replied 

that the second version would not have a garage door. Modrak added that there would be a deck on both 

versions.  

Catlin thought a blending of the two designs would be compatible and suggested the applicants determine 

exactly what features they want and come up with one design.  
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Hult clarified that the design should use the same siding type throughout. He stated that balconies are not 

normally seen on garages.   

Modrak stated that he was open to suggestions. He likes the natural look. Semmel asked if Modrak would 

like to match the shingles from his house with the accessory building. He added that the materials could 

be purchased unprimed. Modrak replied yes. He added that he was more concerned with the architecture. 

Williams affirmed that they were open to suggestions from the LAC. Discussion ensued.  

Keeney pointed out that the balcony faces the alley, not the street, and only the neighbors using the alley 

would see it.  

Modrak noted that it cantilevers out 6 feet. 

Jacobs noted that most balconies are over something else rather than being cantilevered, but since it does 

not face the street, he feels the design is acceptable. He added that the overall construction of the building 

meets the review criteria.  

Keeney asked for clarity regarding the final design – using “straight” shingles. She noted that most of the 

buildings are painted in the district.  

Modrak was indecisive between the two designs. He pointed out that there was a house on 6th Street that 

has bigger shingles, placed in a straight line, with no paint. He has seen cedar lap siding with a 

preservative that looked decent.  

Jacobs pointed out that unpainted siding would help “gray out” the building. Modrak agreed and that was 

his intent.  

Hult closed the public hearing at 7:12 pm. 

Commission Action 

Motion: Keeney moved to approve the second design, with either lap or shingle siding with approval 

from Anne for final choice.  

Discussion followed regarding Modrak’s preference between the two designs.  

Hult tabled the discussion and directed Modrak to bring a final design to the net meeting. Hult reopened 

the hearing and continued it to June 1, 2011.  

Jacobs asked for clarification that the LAC was reviewing the application because it was new construction 

or a neighborhood concern. Catlin explained it was practice for most new construction over 100 square 

feet to be reviewed by the Commission.  

ANDRUS HOUSE NATIONAL REGISTER NOMINATION (EXHIBIT B) 

Catlin stated that State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) wanted to know if the LAC had any 

comments on the nomination. She asked the LAC if they wanted to write a letter in support of the 

nomination to the state.  

Keeney commented that the public likes the building because it is unique, and there had been many 

published newspaper articles.  

Johnson asked if the articles should be sent to SHPO to help support the nomination. Keeney said it was 
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featured in the last newsletter. Johnson suggested sending a copy of the newsletter to show the 

community’s interest in the project.  

Catlin will draft a letter on behalf of the Commission for Hult to sign.  

RESIDENTIAL REHABILITATION GRANTS 

Catlin stated that there is $8,500 to award in grant funding. Hult reminded the group that replacement 

windows were a priority.  

Catlin handed out photos of the projects at 839 4th Avenue and 1114 Washington Street (Exhibit C).  

Discussion followed about allocation of the funds. The decision was to fund a percentage to all of the 

projects, with window repair projects receiving a higher percentage.  

OTHER BUSINESS 

Catlin reviewed preservation month activities:  

 May 17, 2011, is the first “everything you wanted to know about historic buildings” symposium;  

 The window shop will be held at the Senior Center on May 21st; and 

 Preservation awards will be Wednesday, May 11, 2011, at the City Council meeting. 

Keeney shared information about the publication Restoria from Astoria. Discussion followed about how 

to get more involved with the “Friends of Historic Albany”.  

NEXT MEETING DATE  

The next meeting of the Landmarks Commission is scheduled for June 1, 2011, at 6:30 p.m. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Chair Hult adjourned the meeting at approximately 8:19 p.m. 

 

Submitted by      Reviewed by     

   

 

Sheena Dickerman     Anne Catlin 

Administrative Assistant I    Planner II 

 

 



 

APPROVED:  

         CITY OF ALBANY 

LANDMARKS ADVISORY COMMISSION 

Council Chambers, 333 Broadalbin Street 

Wednesday, June 1, 2011 

6:30 p.m. 

 

                MINUTES 

 

Landmarks Commissioners Present: Oscar Hult, Trent Jacobs, Roz Keeney, Heidi Overman, 

and Keith Semmel 

Landmarks Commissioners Absent:  Dave Pinyerd and Erin Johnson 

Staff present: Planner II Anne Catlin, Urban Renewal Manager Kate 

Porsche, and Administrative Assistant I Sheena 

Dickerman 

Others present: 8 others present 

CALL TO ORDER 

Chair Hult called the meeting to order at 6:31 p.m.  

APPROVAL OF THE April 6, and April 27, 2011, MINUTES 

Commissioner Jacobs arrived at 6:31 p.m.  

Motion: Commissioner Keeney moved to approve both minutes as written. Jacobs seconded it.  

Vote: Motion passed unanimously.  

CONTINUED QUASI JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING:  HI-4-11, 905 5
th
 Avenue SW 

Hult called the public hearing on file HI-04-11, a request for new construction of a 1,500-square-foot 

garage, to order at 6:32 p.m.  

Declarations 

Commissioners Keeney and Overman have driven by the location.  

Hult explained the meeting procedures.  

Staff Report 

Planner II Anne Catlin pointed out the few changes since the public hearing last month. It is a proposal 

for new construction of a two-story accessory building. It will be slightly smaller than what they proposed 

before. The first floor is 979 square feet. The top floor will be almost 500 square feet. It is unique because 

the accessory building would be on a separate lot from the house. The mass is broken up with a 

combination of two-story and one-story sections and roof styles. The windows are multi-pane to 

compliment the house style. The siding will be shake siding and will match the reveal of the house siding.  

The balcony is included in the final design on the back side facing the alley.  
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Catlin stated that the building is set back enough to provide room for a house. The landscaping will 

remain intact. Staff believes the proposal meets the review criteria regarding location, orientation, general 

size and scale, and the materials of the existing house on the adjacent property.  

Applicant Testimony 

Enrique Roldan-Modrak, 909 5th Avenue SW, Albany, stated that he had made the LAC’s recommended 

revisions and the city planner approved.  

Chair Hult closed the public hearing at 6:38 p.m. 

Commission Discussion: None. 

Commission Action 

Motion: Keeney moved to grant approval for new construction for a 1,474-square-foot accessory building 

as described in planning file HI-04-11; this is based on the findings and conclusions in the staff report and 

testimony and evidence presented at the public hearing. Overman seconded it.  

Vote: Motion passed unanimously.  

QUASI JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING:  HI-06-11, 222 3rd Avenue SE:   

Hult called the public hearing on HI-06-11, a request to construct egress stairs on the alley side and 

modify the front porch stair design to meet building code, to order at 6:41 p.m.  

Declarations 

Keeney made a site visit. Commissioner Semmel has walked around the building.  

Staff Report 

Catlin summarized the written staff report. She noted that the building is on the local historic inventory. 

The style is Craftsman. It was originally built as apartments and then converted to offices. The current 

owners are converting the building back to apartments. The change of use triggers meeting building code 

requirements. 

In 2006, the former owners requested to raise the building 3 feet, and it was approved. At that time, the 

owners did not have a back stair design, so the design was to be reviewed separately. An issue that has 

come up since that time period is to meet the building code requirements on the front hand rail. The front 

porch wall is 18 inches and the guardrail must be 42 inches. The front stairs guardrail will also need to be 

42-inches, with a handrail inside. One idea is to reduce the wall to match the height of the wall on the 

porch. However, staff is concerned that the design for the guardrail be in scale and compatible. Staff 

suggested ways to design the rail to be as invisible as possible, such as using plexiglass or wire. Wire is 

not seen from the street.  

In general, the front stair design is appropriate for the style. She asked for suggestions from the LAC on 

how to improve the design while still meeting building code.  

The back stair design is differentiated from the building, as it uses a wider siding. The applicants 

discussed the recommendations from the LAC – such as covering the metal brackets with pieces of trim 

with a contractor. The contractor recommended against adding trim due to chances of water damage. The 

applicants propose to paint the stairs to match the building so that will soften the design and make it 
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compatible with the rest of the structure.  

The character defining features of the building will remain intact. The reason the back stairs are an issue 

before the Commission is because they are adjacent to a public alley, and are also visible from 4th 

Avenue.  

In conclusion, staff believes that the project can satisfy the review criteria with several conditions of 

approval as listed in the staff report. This also, includes that the preservation planner approve the front 

porch wall and stair guard rail design that meets the building code, unless the LAC would prefer it return 

to them. Another condition is if the back stairs need to be replaced in the future, historic review will be 

required.  

Applicant Testimony 

Randy Rosenblatt, Albany Redevelopment, PO Box 2093, Oregon City, OR, is one of the contractors, 

working with CARA (Central Albany Revitalization Area) to restore the building. 

Regarding the back stairs, he stated that they are proposing to paint the exposed wood the same color as 

the trim. The trim is a burgundy color. The horizontal siding will match the building as a whole.  

Rosenblatt stated that although the alley is designated as a public alley, it is closed off. The only people 

who will be accessing it will be the four parking spots that are adjacent to the building.  

Rosenblatt said that they had looked at railings used on other historic homes, and submitted photos of 

railing designs that would be more fitting for the building.  

Alford Ward, PO Box 2093, Oregon City, Oregon, repeated and affirmed Rosenblac’s testimony.   

Ward said the system will need to be designed to keep people from leaning on it. He suggested continuing 

the wall it with the same siding as the building.  

Staff Rebuttal 

Catlin explained that the pictures of the Train house show the original railing is much taller, leaving a 

smaller gap for the infill railing. The subject property has a gap of a couple of feet. She added that the 

pictures of railings on Victorian style homes, and wrought iron and is more compatible with that style. 

The designs shown would be too busy for the simplicity of the Craftsman style.  

Catlin asked if the applicants had measured the height of the stair rail. Depending on the current stair rail 

height, they may be able to do a simple pipe design that is only a couple inches tall to reach the guardrail 

height of 42 inches. Catlin noted that a handrail is also needed and must run on the interior and is at a 

lower, grab-able height.  

Catlin said she has seen wires installed on a house and they are not noticeable. She suggested these 

designs because they are low cost and low visibility. Rosenblatt asked if Catlin could confirm that they 

were low cost. Ward said wire requires tension and can become expensive. He asked what if they carried 

the current wall design up to 42 inches.  

Commission Discussion 

Kenney agreed that the back area faces the parking and is a dead end. She added that from the front of the 

building, the stairs cannot be seen.  
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Hult recommended painting the stairs the same as the body of the building, not use a contrasting color for 

the exposed wood. Keeney and Jacobs agreed.  

Jacobs suggested the cap board along the stairs be painted burgundy to match the front stairs.  

Jacobs pointed out that raising the porch up may create an obstruction in the front bay window. Ward said 

there is enough room - approximately a six-inch gap. Overman asked if it would run into the window 

mullion or the glass. Jacobs agreed with the concern.  

Hult stated that there was not enough information to make an informed decision on the front stair and 

porch rail design. He does not like Plexiglass because it fogs and scratches easily. Others agreed.  

Catlin asked if there were materials that the LAC would suggest or if they want her to work with the 

applicant on a rail design.  

Catlin suggested using metal rods, which are thin but strong and not as visible. Ward was concerned it 

would be visible.  

Hult recommended a simple pipe with wires below. He did not recommend the plexiglass. Overman and 

Keeney agreed.  

Rosenblatt asked what color they would recommend if a pole went across. Kenney recommended 

something that would be invisible. Hult suggested black.  

Hult would like a drawing of what the applicants are proposing, using a simple wire and pole system. 

Keeney suggested a bar across rather than wires. Jacobs suggested using thin horizontal bars.  

Hult stated the clearer and more precise the drawings the more it helps mitigate the decision.  

Overman stated that she did not want to see the wall going up. It would detract with the proportions. 

Keeney’s preference was for the wall to stay where it is, and build on top of it. Then it would be 

reversible should the code change.  

Jacobs stated that the original design ethic of a craftsman building needed to be considered. According to 

the Secretary of Standards, new construction can be done as long as it is delineated as such, it can be 

removed, and does not detract from the original. He suggested a handrail system that is designed with 

horizontal elements. He wanted to see the stair railing cut down to the original porch rail height with 

some kind of new construction for the guard rail to extend up and around. The same design solution on 

the porch to be carried down the handrail.  

Hult said that there is still a 24-inch difference in height. Jacobs stated he is suggesting something that 

would look good with the difference.  Hult asked if there was a motion on the back stairs. Catlin said that 

the back could be approved and a new application submitted with the front rail designs. Porsche asked if 

the LAC could put conditions on the handrail design so that it could be approved. This is a CARA project 

and there is a time line.  

Catlin said she is willing to work with the applicant to come up with some designs. 

Keeney suggested metal bars, painted black, either horizontal or vertical. She wanted to see a drawing.  

Jacobs stated that the 4 inch distance in the code is the important factor. He has seen horizontal bars used 

with the Craftsman style. Hult agreed. He drew a horizontal pipe bar system for the rail with a classic “P” 
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on the end of it (Exhibit A).  

Catlin stated that the applicants still need to install a handrail inside that attaches.  

Overman suggested rods, 3/8 inch to 5/8 inch wide. Jacobs and Semmel agreed.  

Hult asked if the Building Division would allow 36 inch rail design on the porch. Catlin said she would 

ask, noting that the international building code does allow for flexibility with historic buildings. The 

change of occupancy is what requires the improvements.  

Keeney was apprehensive approving a project without an accurate drawing, because in the past, the 

projects have not turned out as expected.  She would like Catlin to see the end design.  

Ward agreed to have Catlin view it before it is done. Catlin stated that she would ask for two of the 

members on the LAC to review the design.  

Chair Hult closed the public hearing at 7:30 p.m.  

Commission Action 

The Commission made separate motions for the front and back of the building. The following motion was 

made for the front porch and stair alterations. 

Motion: Overman moved to approval with conditions for the request for exterior alterations to the front 

stairs and porch handrail as described in planning file HI-06-11. This is based on findings and testimony 

presented at the public hearing and can meet the criteria with the following conditions: 

1) The wall along each stair to be cut down to the height of the top existing porch wall.  

2) A new code-compliant metal rail with horizontal members be fabricated to meet the four-inch 

maximum separation. The same construction design shall be used for the upper and lower porch 

rails. 

3) The railing design shall be approved by the preservation planner prior to fabrication.  

Semmel seconded it.  

Vote: Motion passed unanimously. 

 

The following motion was made regarding the back stair alterations. 

Motion: Jacobs moved that the LAC grant approval with conditions of the request for exterior alterations 

to the back stairs as described in HI -06-11 based on the findings and conclusions of staff report and 

testimony at the hearing and can meet the criteria with the following conditions: 

1) The majority of structure be painted to match the existing body of the house in color with the 

guardrail caps be painted to match the existing trim.  

 

Keeney seconded it. 

 

Discussion on the Motion: Catlin asked for clarification if the color was the darker gray or maroon. 

Jacobs stated maroon for cap. 

 

Vote: Motion passed unanimously.  
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QUASI JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING:  HI-07-11, 839 4th Avenue SW 

Hult called the public hearing on HI-07-11, a request to replace non-original door and metal windows and 

modify porch to be compatible with original porch design to order at 7:37 p.m.  

Declarations 

Keeney drove by the location tonight. Jacobs runs by the location several times a week. Hult lives a block 

away. 

Staff Report 

Planner II Anne Catlin summarized the written staff report. This is a historic non-contributing house. It is 

a circa 1890 Italianate style house that had an addition in 1978. The applicants are proposing to remove 

the incompatible features of the 1970s addition. The proposed revisions include modifying the front porch 

and replacing the metal windows with double-hung wood windows.  

The drawing on page 3 of the staff report shows a shake siding below the water table but they are going to 

use the same siding as on the house. The bay window, lower sashes are deteriorated. The applicants plan 

on repairing what they can and replace parts as needed. Because of the rehabilitation grant, SHPO wants 

to ensure that the new windows are not the same dimension as the skinny, original windows.  

The project will restore historic integrity to the structure. The proposed alterations are compatible with the 

Italianate style with materials. Staff recommends approval with conditions.  

Applicant Testimony 

Jesse Bowers, 839 SW 4th Avenue, stated that the two of the basement-level windows on the east side are 

not in bedrooms. The bedroom in the NE corner has another window on the north side that meets egress. 

He asked if the east windows had to meet egress. Catlin replied no, confirming that he did not need to 

alter the size of the windows on the east side of the house.   

Bowers has decided to put on the skirting (or “water table”) around the house.  

Semmel said it sounds like the basement windows may need to shrink down. Bowers would like to keep 

them the same size and move them down under the water table enough to install the top window trim.  

Bowers said as far as handrail design it is being fluted. Catlin used the wrong term, fluted was intended 

for the balusters. Catlin meant a curved handrail. Bowers would like to use fluted balusters, since he has 

seen the design on other homes, such as the Dannals house next door.  

Keeney concurred that the fluted design was appropriate.  

Overman asked if the top rail (spandrel) would also be fluted. Bowers affirmed.  

Chair Hult closed the public hearing at 7:50 p.m. 

Commission Discussion: None. 

Commission Action 

Motion: Semmel moved that the LAC grant approval with conditions the request for exterior alterations 

to replace 1970s features with compatible features as described in planning file HI-07-11. The motion is 
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based on findings and conclusion of the staff report, testimony and evidence presented at the hearing that 

shows the proposed alterations can be compatible with the following conditions: 

1) New windows and materials used in the alterations shall be wood; 

2) The final design and size of the basement windows shall be approved by the preservation planner. 

 

Overman seconded it.  

 

Discussion on the Motion: Overman suggested amending the motion to include the skirting and the water 

table as described.  Semmel agreed to the amendment. 

Vote: the amended motion passed unanimously.  

QUASI JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING:  HI-08-11, 825 10th Avenue SW: 

Hult called the public hearing on HI-08-11, a request to replace doors to enclosed front porch and side 

addition, and front basement window to order at 7:53 p.m.  

Declarations 

Keeney drove by the location. Overman has been by the building a lot. Jacobs goes by the location every 

day as well. 

Staff Report 

Planner II Anne Catlin summarized the written staff report.  The owners have been working on the house 

for several years. The application includes replacing the door to the front porch and the side porch. The 

applicants have tried repairing both doors. They are still getting water damage on the front porch. The 

porch was enclosed around the 1940s. The owners propose a replacement door that resembles their front 

door for both doors.  

This proposed door is compatible with the Craftsman style. Catlin noted that the existing doors likely date 

to the 40s and more simple in design. She added that many side and rear doors are simpler in design than 

the front door. She thought the applicants could find a simple door design for the side porch. 

Regarding the front basement window, it is a multi-pane window that needs substantial repair. It is 

unknown when it was installed. The applicants are proposing a single light window to be consistent with 

the other basement windows. The proposal meets the criteria.  

Staff recommends approval with conditions. 

Applicant Testimony 

Alanna and Jeremy Bishop, 805 10
th
 SW, Albany. They explained that they selected the door design for 

both doors to tie the house together rather than having mis-matched doors.   

Chair Hult closed the public hearing at 8:01 p.m. 

Commission Discussion  

Keeney does not have a strong point of view of having the same doors for the side. Both doors face the 

front, so she supported them being the same. 
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Alanna Bishop noted that she has seen homes where the doors are different and some places where they 

are the same.  

Catlin added that the side door is an addition, and the door styles, while different, is compatible with the 

Craftsman house.  

Hult does not see any compelling to change the side door.  

Alanna noted there is a big price difference to get a door to match the side door.  

Jeremy noted that the door has a gap at the bottom that is wider than what weather stripping can cover. 

Alanna noted that they have tried to modify it. Jeremy noted the door is just a plywood panel door; it is 

not s solid wood door.  

Semmel asked if the door jamb has issues. Jeremy said it is cracked. Semmel added that he has a 

Craftsman home and all doors are different, but he said it does not matter if they are the same.  

Hult asked if the purpose of the proposed door design was to guide folks to the kitchen (side) door.  

Discussion regarding door options ensued.  

Keeney thought it was appropriate to have the same door in both places.  

Hult think that the Craftsman style door is too heavy for the front porch.  

Jacobs thought the vertical lines in the Craftsman style door do not compliment the horizontal window 

panes on the front porch or in the front porch door. Overman concurred.  

Jacobs suggested a door design that incorporated the transparency (glass) of the porch.   

Alanna said she has been unable to determine when the side addition was added to the house.  

Overman thought the proposed Craftsman style door was acceptable for the side door, but thought the 

front door should have horizontal lines and transparency.  

Catlin offered to help find an appropriate replacement front door. Overman suggested Portland Millwork  

Commission Action 

Motion: Jacobs moved that the LAC grant approval with conditions of the request for exterior alterations 

to replace the front porch and side porch doors and basement window as described in planning file HI-08-

11. This motion is based on the findings and conclusions of the staff report and evidence and testimony 

presented at the hearing that show that this can be compatible with the following conditions. 

1) The replacement side door shall be as proposed by the applicant;  

2) And the front door shall match the horizontal light style on the porch.  

3)  

Keeney seconded it.  

 

Discussion on the Motion: Catlin asked Jacobs to clarify if he wanted the horizontal muntin bars in the 

glass, or just the amount of transparency. Jacobs said he was looking for the same proportion of the 

transparency. He thought matching the existing design would be best, but if not financially possible, he 

would consider the full light on top. 
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Jacobs amended condition two – so that the front door matched the general characteristics of the existing 

front door for transparency and portions of the windows. Keeney seconded it as amended. 

 

Vote: the amended motion passed unanimously.  

OTHER BUSINESS 

Catlin noted there was someone else in the audience that had comments on the back stair design for 222 

3
rd

 Avenue SE. She explained that the Commission had to review the design before them for its 

compatibility with the standards.  

Catlin provided some staff updates. She drafted the letter in support of the Andrus House National 

Register nomination. She did a staff level historic review for a new front stair balustrade on Kate’s old 

house (418 7
th
 Avenue SW) because they are going to rebuild the front stair to match the design in a 

historical photograph. She is also doing a staff level review for rebuildilng a garage that will be rebuilt to 

match the existing garage that has no foundation, and they are proposing to lengthen it. The new garage is 

located at 244 6th Avenue SE in the Hackelman district.  

Catlin suggested they debrief preservation month activities in July.  

Keeney suggested instead of doing workshops that they offer to do house calls.  

NEXT MEETING DATE  

The next meeting of the Landmarks Commission is scheduled for July 6, 2011, at 6:30 p.m. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Chair Hult adjourned the meeting at approximately   p.m. 

 

Submitted by      Reviewed by     

   

 

Sheena Dickerman     Anne Catlin 

Administrative Assistant I    Planner II 
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