
APPROVED: September 5, 2012 
 

CITY OF ALBANY 
LANDMARKS ADVISORY COMMISSION 

Council Chambers, 333 Broadalbin Street 
     Wednesday, June 6, 2012 
           6:00 p.m. 

 

                MINUTES 

 

Landmarks Commissioners Present: Oscar Hult, Trent Jacobs, Jessica Pankratz, David Pinyerd, and 
Larry Preston  

Landmarks Commissioners Absent: Kate Foster (Excused); Camron Settlemier (Excused) 

Staff present: Anne Catlin, Planner II, Tari Hayes, Administrative Assistant    

Others present: 2 others present 

CALL TO ORDER     

Chair Hult called the meeting of the Landmarks Advisory Commission (LAC) to order at 6:05 p.m.  

APPROVAL OF THE May 2, 2012 MINUTES 

Motion:   Preston moved to approve the May 2, 2012 minutes.  Pankratz seconded it. Motion passed 
unanimously.  

QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING: HI-06-12, 730 Washington St SW 

Chair Oscar Hult called the quasi-judicial public hearing on HI-06-12, a request to replace the front porch flooring 
with substitute materials, to order at 6:05 p.m.  The applicant is Rick Pyburn, representing the owners Doug and 
Karen Engel. 

Declarations: Preston did a site visit.  Hult has visited the house several times but has not spoken to the applicant 
about this project.  

Staff Report: Catlin summarized the written staff report and shared the review criteria applicable for this request. 
The house was constructed in 1906 in the Colonial Revival architectural style. The house’s unique architectural 
style and expansive front porch cause it to be exposed to the weather all year resulting in relatively frequent repairs 
and flooring replacement.  Most of Albany’s porches are not exposed, so this is a unique situation. 

The owners replaced the porch flooring eight years ago and despite routine maintenance, a large portion of it needs 
to be replaced again due to warping.  The support framing has deteriorated beyond repair and needs to be replaced. 
Since the entire porch will be rebuilt, it makes sense to consider new porch flooring at this time.  

Due to the ongoing maintenance issues with the exposed porch floor, the applicant proposes Aeratis porch flooring, 
a non-wood product that has been used on historic buildings in other areas of the country. The material costs more 
than new wood, but the applicants hope to save money over the long-term by not having to replace the floor so 
often. The material could be replaced in the future allowing the porch to be restored to its original condition using 
traditional materials. The flooring will not alter the character defining features of the house and will not be visible 
from the street.  
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Catlin recommended approval of the proposed use of substitute materials with the following conditions: 

1. The new porch flooring shall be painted. 

2. The flooring shall have a “bull-nosed” finish on the exposed ends. 

Preston has done additional research with the vendor in Pennsylvania. They recommended the Traditions line, 
which is what the applicant is proposing. The material can be painted to be more historically correct.  Jacobs asked 
if any of the porch flooring is original. Catlin is under the impression that the porch has been replaced numerous 
times. Jacobs asked if there is a slope or pitch to the porch flooring (there is).  

Applicant Testimony 

Rick Pyburn 7682 Springhill Dr., Albany –The porch had been replaced a number of times. Pyburn researched 
alternative materials with consideration for the weather the porch is exposed to. He likes the product and that it’s 
used successfully throughout the country on other historic buildings. It’s similar to what’s there now, can be 
fastened down like the existing materials, and it’s easy to maintain. It’s a large house to maintain and the porch gets 
a lot of traffic throughout the year. The front steps will go back original.  

Karen Engel 730 Washington Street SW, Albany – They want the best possible product and are not scrimping on 
the costs. They are very careful stewards of the house and believe this material is a good one. Mr. Engel has sanded 
and repainted a number of times in the past 8 years. The wood is not the quality that used to be available. The porch 
used to wrap around the north side of the house. She believes they closed that portion due to the upkeep required on 
the entire porch.  

Preston asked how far apart the support beams are (16 inches). Pinyerd has seen the product on a house. Pinyerd is 
happy that a testimonial letter included with the product information shows that it has been working well since 
2007. Preston made two or three phone calls to other areas of the country (there’s no distributor in Oregon or 
California). Pinyerd has some concerns with painting as the area that would wear and require maintenance.  

If the owner found the material that is compatible with the house’s paint scheme, she would be okay with an 
“unpainted” condition of approval.  Hult closed the public hearing at 6:27 p.m. 

Commission Discussion 

Hult noted that the “bull nosing” edge should only be done where it’s been traditionally done. Pyburn explained 
that the flooring was bull-nosed where exposed. The finish should match the traditional finish methods.  

Jacobs asked if the Commission wanted it painted and asked what a new home owner would do if they wanted to 
change the paint scheme.  Catlin clarified that they are submitting a product that can be painted, it’s up to the 
Commission to decide whether to paint or not.  Preston believes this is a good product to combat the mold and rot 
issues that many homeowners face in the Pacific Northwest.  

Commission Action 

Motion:   Jacobs made a motion to approve with the condition that the end treatment of the porch board reflects the 
historic construction style of the period. Pankratz asked for clarification that the motion reflects they need to use a 
paintable material.  The motion did. Preston seconded it.  The motion passed unanimously.  

QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING: HI-07-12, 714 Broadalbin St SW 

Chair Oscar Hult called the quasi-judicial public hearing on HI-07-12, a request to extend the existing north side 
dormer 2.5 feet in order to add a tub to a bathroom, to order at   6:39p.m.  The applicant is Dave Kullowatz. 
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Declarations: Preston made a site visit.  

Staff Report: Catlin summarized the written staff report and shared the review criteria applicable for this request. 
She received a comment through the City’s email from Beverly Doherty in favor of the project and submitted it into 
the record (see agenda file). The house was constructed in 1905 in the Queen Anne Cottage style. Decorative 
features include the two front-facing gable dormers with fan light windows, a slanted front bay window, a gable 
dormer with eave returns on the south side and a new gable dormer on the north side with eave returns. 

The applicant is doing interior remodeling to add a claw foot tub to the upstairs bathroom. They propose extending 
the gable dormer to the north 2.5 feet so that it is flush with the wall on the main level of the house. The gable 
would be the same width and height, use the same siding, and incorporate the eave returns. The existing windows 
would be reused. 

The proposed reconfigured dormer will be compatible in style to the front gable dormers and the existing dormer in 
design, craftsmanship and finish. The reconfigured dormer will remove existing material, but it will be rebuilt with 
materials in the same dimensions and profiles. The additional depth to the north will not greatly affect the scale of 
the dormer. It will result in more exposed rows of siding and the roof will be more visible. The slightly larger size 
of the dormer will distinguish it as newer construction. 

Catlin concluded that the proposal satisfied the review criteria because it will not alter the character defining 
features or craftsmanship of the Queen Anne Cottage on the front of the house; the new dormer will incorporate 
architectural features of the existing dormer; and is compatible with the existing house.   

Applicant Testimony - None 

Commission Discussion 

Preston questioned the reuse of the windows. There will be architectural changes that do not look in scale or 
proportion of the existing windows. Preston believes you could move it down in the same space, without stretching 
the window.  Both Hult and Preston do not believe the applicants adequately matched the newer dormer on the 
other side of the house to the subject (older) dormer. The Commission would like conditions that the new dormer 
matches the current one. 

Jacobs pointed out that moving the window up or down could interfere with the bathtub or whatever is going on 
inside the house. Catlin said the Commission can request that the new dormer and trim is compatible, but because 
this is not an original feature of the house, it doesn’t need to match. 

Pankratz asked if the Commission wanted the applicant to submit plans and drawings as part of the approval 
process. Preston pointed out that plans would come in with building permits. Catlin can review the building permits 
as they are submitted.  

Preston said it looks like they could reuse almost all of the material. He suggested a condition of approval requiring 
the applicant to replicate the north dormer that is there right now, except for the bottom trim.  

Hult closed the public hearing at 7 p.m. 

Commission Action 

Pinyerd made a motion for approval with conditions; that all moldings, trim, siding, profiles and proportions on the 
new north dormer match the existing north dormer. And that as much original material be reused as possible.  
Jacobs seconded. 

Catlin will be very specific with the applicants during the permitting process and request as specific drawings as 
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possible.  

Hult is leery of the project because the first dormer was not done according to the proposal and review criteria.  

Jacobs asked if the Commission could deny a request. In order for denial, the project has to not meet the review 
criteria. The criteria require it to be compatible which is subjective.    

The motion passed 4-0 with Jacobs abstaining.   

REHABILITATION GRANT REVIEW 

The City received 5 grant requests. Catlin stated that there is $9,000 to be used over 2 years. Hult would propose 
spending half the money and save a pool for next year.  All of the projects will have to be approved by State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). The applicants are aware that only half of the money may be allotted. They 
also know that paint and siding is not a high priority.  

Jacobs applied in the past and was awarded a grant; it motivated him to want to do more work. Unfortunately the 
funding fell through and he wasn’t able to complete it. Preston recused himself from the deliberation of the 735 6th 
Ave SW application.  

The Commission discussed the various applications and awarded the funding as follows: 

• 735 6th Ave. SW - $2,000 removing the porch and octagonal window, not for painting or siding. 
• 505 3rd Ave. SE - $500 toward having a contractor to meet with homeowner to provide a detailed estimate, 

her match would go for something on the beginning of the list. 
• 825 10th Ave. SW – $500 toward window repair.  
• 317 4th Ave. SW – $1,000 for repair of existing siding. 
• 817 8th Ave. SW - $500 for siding. 

There was discussion about changes to awards criteria next year, including limiting the maximum number of grants 
that can be received, and not funding routine maintenance like painting. 

OTHER BUSINESS 

The Commission may review updates to Article 7 in July.  

Jacobs’ home will be on the summer tour this year.  

NEXT MEETING DATE  

The next meeting of the LAC is scheduled for July 11, 2012 at 6:00 p.m. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Chair Hult adjourned the meeting at approximately 7:55 p.m. 

Submitted by      Reviewed by     
Signature on file     Signature on file  
Tari Hayes      Anne Catlin 

Administrative Assistant     Planner II 
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