
 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

 

CITY OF ALBANY 

LANDMARKS ADVISORY COMMISSION 
 

Albany City Hall, 333 Broadalbin Street SW 

Council Chambers 

 

Wednesday, September 5, 2012 

6:00 p.m.  
   

 AGENDA 

 

 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER                            Chair Hult 

 

2. ROLL CALL  

 

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 June 6, 2012 

 August 8, 2012 

4. PUBLIC HEARING: 825 Fifth Avenue SW (Planning File HI-11-12)   

Request to replace front gable window with arch window 

5. OTHER BUSINESS 

6. NEXT MEETING: October 3, 2012 (regularly scheduled) 

7. 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. 
 

 

 



APPROVED: DRAFT 

 

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.  

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 be visible from the street.  
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Staff concluded: 

1. The front porch flooring being exposed to the weather year round is unique to this house and not common in 

Albany. 

2. The front porch framing and flooring needs to be replaced. 

3. The proposed porch flooring material will match the dimensions and qualities of the existing wood flooring. 

4. The proposal will not alter the character defining features of the Colonial Revival and will not cover any 

original materials. 

5. The proposed use of substitute materials can satisfy the review criteria with the following conditions of 

approval. 

Staff is recommending approval 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.  
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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. 

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. 

 Staff concludes: 

1. The proposal will not alter the character defining features or craftsmanship of the Queen Anne Cottage on the 

front of the house. 

2. The new dormer will incorporate all of the architectural features of the existing dormer and is compatible 

with the existing house. 

3. The proposal satisfies the review with no conditions of approval needed.  

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. 
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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 

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 6
th
 

Ave SW application.  

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

 735 6
th 

Ave. SW - $2,000 removing the porch and octagonal window, not for painting or siding. 

 505 3
rd

 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 10
th
 Ave. SW – $500 toward window repair.  

 317 4
th
 Ave. SW – $1,000 for repair of existing siding. 

 817 8
th
 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.  
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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      

  

Tari Hayes      Anne Catlin 

Administrative Assistant     Planner II 



APPROVED: DRAFT 
 

CITY OF ALBANY 
LANDMARKS ADVISORY COMMISSION 

Santiam Room, 333 Broadalbin Street 
     Wednesday, August 8, 2012 

           6:00 p.m. 
 

                MINUTES 

 

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

Staff present: Anne Catlin, Lead Long Range Planner, Tari Hayes, 
Administrative Assistant    

Others present: 5 others present 

CALL TO ORDER     

Chair Oscar Hult called the meeting of the Landmarks Advisory Commission (LAC) to order at 6:02 p.m.  

QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING: HI-09-12, 406 First Avenue SW 

Chair Hult called the quasi-judicial public hearing on HI-09-12 to order at 6:05 p.m. This is a request to remove a 
very large pyramid-like skylight on the roof of the 406 First Avenue W, formerly the Saint Francis Hotel.  The 
applicant is Luis Perez (LP Metal Works, LLC); the property owners are Gerald and Scott Thorn. 

Declarations: Hult and Catlin toured the building with the Historic Preservation League of Oregon after it became 
listed as one of their Most Endangered Buildings.  

Staff Report: Catlin summarized the written staff report and shared the review criteria applicable for this request. 
The Saint Francis Hotel was constructed in 1912 and was designed by well known Oregon architect, Charles 
Burggraf.  Decorative features noted in the survey do not include the pyramid-shaped skylight, but it is an 
important feature to how the building functions on the interior. The skylight is not readily visible from the street 
frontages, but is visible further away from the building. 

The building was used as a hotel for several decades. The upper floors have been vacant for a very long time, prior 
to the current owners purchasing it in the 1970s. The first floor contains a printing shop. The owner is hoping a new 
owner will refurbish the building back to a use that will be compatible for the community.  

The upper floors have sustained a fair amount of damage, primarily to the ceilings, floors and plaster walls due to 
damage from water leaks, rodents, vandalism and pigeons. The applicant is requesting to remove the large pyramid 
skylight on the top of the building, but retain the well wall.  The skylight is leaking and the frame has substantial 
rust and is not repairable. City staff asked that contractor Paul Davis take a look at the skylight since he has 
repaired similar skylights on another downtown building. He concurred that the skylight could not be repaired due 
to the rust of the existing frame. 

An estimate to replace the skylight with a similar done a year ago was $20,000. The owners do not have enough 
resources to replace the skylight in kind. A letter submitted by the owner explained that the well wall would likely 
need to be rebuilt when the property is rehabilitated, and it does not make sense to replace the skylight in kind until 
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that time. Their goal is to keep the building from sustaining any more damage by repairing the skylight prior to the 
next rainy season at a reasonable cost.  

The proposal includes roofing the well wall and two small skylights that were sized to fit into the roof rafters (2 feet 
by 4 feet). They are modern in design. They will allow some light to get into the central opening, however, not the 
same amount as the original skylight. 

Catlin recommended approval with the following conditions: 

1. The skylight be photographed and the framing details and dimensions measured and recorded; and  

2. The Duralast roof membrane be grey to closely match the color of the existing skylight well wall. 

Applicant Testimony  

Gerald Thorn (Owner) 406 First Ave. SW, Albany – Thorn stated that when they do take the skylight off, they will 
try and keep as much of the glass and metal framework as possible for future owners.  

Settlemier asked if it was possible to do a semi-permanent cover (a box) leaving the existing skylight in place. 
Thorn stated that the roof gutters leak and the water would still leak down the walls. Hult appreciated the 
applicant’s offer to remove and store as much of the original light as can be salvaged. Jacobs asked if the owner had 
thought of installing a hip roof (he did and it’s was cost prohibitive.).  

Hult closed the public hearing at 6:20 p.m. 

Commission Discussion  

The Commission discussed design, costs, and alternatives to the proposal.  

Commission Action 

Motions:   Foster made a motion to approve the application, with modified conditions of approval, adding design 
modifications. Settlemier seconded, the motion failed 2-5, with Settlemier and Foster voting yes, the rest of the 
Commission voting no.   

Pinyerd made a motion to approve the application with modified conditions of approval, adding that as much of the 
existing skylight be salvaged and stored for future owners as possible and that the Duralast membrane match the 
well wall color (which is not grey). Pankratz seconded. The motion passed 5-2 with Foster and Settlemier voting 
no.  

QUASI-JUDICIAL PUBLIC HEARING: HI-10-12, 338 Sixth Ave SE  

Chair Oscar Hult called the quasi-judicial public hearing on HI-10-12, a request to save and repair an Italianate 
style home in the Hackleman District, to order at   6:38p.m.  The applicants are Dave and Barbara Sullivan. 

Declarations: Preston made a site visit.  Hult and Settlemier have driven by the property.  

Staff Report: Catlin summarized the written staff report and shared the review criteria applicable for this request. 
The house was declared a dangerous building by the City of Albany Building Official due to numerous alterations 
done to it without building permits and unsafe and unsanitary living conditions. The applicants propose to repair 
and rehabilitate the house back to a single-family dwelling. Most of the changes will be interior, but they are 
requesting to remove a front door, shutters, and an expansive carport and sweeping front porch which are 
incompatible to the style of the house. They plan to restore some of the missing architectural features (trim, corner 
boards etc,) and integrity.  In order to bring more light into the main living room and second floor and to provide 
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The Cit

balance with the bay window on the east wall, the applicants propose a pair of windows on the first floor that would 
match the dimensions of the original size of the front windows and one window on the second floor that would 
match the size of the window above the bay window on the same side. 

Staff recommends approval with the following condition: 

1. y shall review and approve the final details and drawings for the front porch, and east side windows 
prior to building permit approval. 

Applicant Testimony  

Barbara Sullivan, 208 Sixth Ave. SE, Albany – The applicants recently acquired the house in an auction.  They 
don’t know what they will find once they start demoing on the inside, and they will be able to see better what’s 
going on the exterior of the house once work on the inside starts.  

Audience Testimony 

Rob Wilson, 540 Railroad St. SE, Albany -  Wilson lived at his house for many years and has seen many changes in 
the neighborhood. This particular house has been decrepit for a long time. The changes being proposed would be 
very beneficial to the neighborhood. Wilson questioned if the applicant had a proposed time line. There is 
neighborhood concern with the slow progress of renovation of the Sullivan’s current house. Catlin stated that the 
approval is good for 3 years. The time frame is outside the review criteria, and can be discussed outside of the 
hearing.  The Sullivan’s stated they would complete it as quickly as time, weather, and budget allows.  

Hult closed the public hearing at 6:53 p.m. 

Commission Discussion 

Foster supports the proposal as long as Catlin reviews the design details of the windows. It will be great for the 
neighborhood.  

Commission Action 

Foster made a motion for approval with conditions as stated in the staff report. Pankratz seconded. The motion 
passed unanimously.  

OTHER BUSINESS 

• Chris Bailey, Operations Manager for Public Works, provided an update on an application that will be coming 
to the Commission, probably in September, regarding the 401 Main St. Church, located at the corner of 
Santiam and Main.  The City purchased the property, and the lot one block north, with an eye toward street 
improvements in the future. The City is planning to construct those improvements next summer. They are 
trying to find a solution for preserving the structure. Bailey will bring the street design forward with the 
application. Regardless, they would want to preserve the building materials, if the City needs to demolish the 
building. The Commission discussed ideas on how to preserve the church on site by moving it and/or altering 
the intersection design to go around the church.  The next preference would be relocation, with demolition not 
favored. Catlin suggested that a site visit be arranged for the Commissioners when the application is submitted. 
Commissioners were asked to send ideas to Chris or bring them to the September meeting.  

• Trent Jacobs announced that he is moving to Texas and will be leaving the Commission. The Commission 
thanked him for his work in the community. If Commissioner’s have recommendations for a replacement they 
can forward them to Catlin. Someone with architectural background would be good.  

• Hult let the Commission know that he’ll be bringing an application for window replacement at his residence to 
the Commission next month.  
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• Catlin stated that all the grant applications have been signed.  
• Catlin noted the National Trust preservation conference will be in Spokane and Pinyerd has expressed interest 

in attending. She asked the Commissioners to let her know if they were interested in attending. 
• The City is planning a Commission training session with the City Attorney in the near future, more information 

to come.  

NEXT MEETING DATE  

The next meeting of the LAC is scheduled for September 5, 2012 at 6:00 p.m. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Chair Hult adjourned the meeting at approximately 7:15 p.m. 

Submitted by      Reviewed by      
  

Tari Hayes      Anne Catlin 
Administrative Assistant     Planner III 
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
333 Broadalbin Street SW, P.O. Box 490; Albany, OR 97321 

Phone: 541-917-7550 Fax: 541-917-7598 

www.cityofalbany.net 

STAFF REPORT 
Historic Review Exterior Alterations (HI-11-12) 

   

HEARING BODY LANDMARKS ADVISORY COMMISSION  

HEARING DATE Wednesday, September 5, 2012  

HEARING TIME 6:00 p.m.  

HEARING LOCATION Albany City Hall, City Council Chambers, 333 Broadalbin Street SW 

   

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

The proposed alteration is to replace the existing “arched” window in the front-facing gable with one that 

matches the pentagonal design of other second story windows on the house. The existing window was installed 

in the 1980s and does not meet egress standards for a bedroom.  

 

Replacing the existing window will not remove any historical material on the house. The proposed window will 

match the materials, proportions and design of existing gable dormer windows on the house and will 

approximate the historical character of the house. 

 

Staff recommends approval as submitted. 

 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

DATE OF REPORT: August 24, 2012 

FILE: HI-11-12 

TYPE OF APPLICATION: Request to replace front gable window with arch with different one 

REVIEW BODY: Landmarks Advisory Commission 

PROPERTY OWNER/ 

APPLICANT: 

Oscar Hult, 825 Fifth Avenue SW; Albany, OR 97321 

ADDRESS/LOCATION: 825 Fifth Avenue SW 

MAP/TAX LOT: Linn County Assessor’s Map No. 11S-04W-12AA; Tax Lot 3600 

HISTORIC DISTRICT:  Monteith 

PROPERTY RATING: Historic-Contributing  

ZONING: HM (Hackleman Monteith) 

 

NOTICE INFORMATION 

 

Notices were mailed to surrounding property owners on August 23, 2012. No comments were received prior to 

the staff report being completed. 
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STAFF ANALYSIS 
 

The Albany Development Code (ADC), Article 7, contains the following review criteria (in italics) that must be 

met for this application to be approved. The review body will use the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards of 

Rehabilitation (listed below) as guidelines in determining whether the proposed alteration meets the review 

criteria (relevant standards are listed in italics). Findings of fact follow each of the Secretary of Interior’s 

Standards.  

 

7.150 Exterior Alterations Criteria 

(1) The proposed alteration will cause the structure to more closely approximate the historical character, 

appearance or material composition of the original structure than the existing structure, OR 

(2) The proposed alteration is compatible with the historic characteristics of the area and with the existing 

structure in massing, size, scale, materials, and architectural features. 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

 

1. The house is a c.1878 Western Farmhouse with some Eastlake “stick” details. Decorative features include 

a front-facing gable wing with bay window with decorative brackets, Eastlake turned porch columns, 

rosettes above the windows, and the window in the front gable and the pentagonal window in the front 

dormer.   

 

2. Exterior alterations have been numerous over time. They include adding the west wing, adding a basement 

and wrap-around porch, removing the wrap-around porch, and adding the arched window in the front-

gable. Despite alterations over time, the house has good integrity as a Western Farmhouse with Eastlake 

elements. 
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3. The proposed exterior alteration would replace the window and arch in the front gable with a new window 

that is designed to match the style of the “pentagonal” window in the front facing dormer. It would be 

“nestled into” the gable similar to the dormer windows. The current window is in a bedroom and must be 

sized to meet the minimum egress standards. The lower portion of the window will be a casement window 

to meet egress standards. The new window will have a sill and trim sized to match the other windows. 

    

  

(7.160 (1))  A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that requires minimal 

change to the defining characteristics of the building and its site and environment. 

4. The house remains a single-family house. Windows are commonly found in second-story gable windows, 

often added at later dates when attics were converted to living space.  

(7.160 (2)) The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of historic 

material or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided. 

(7.160 (5))  Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that 

characterize a historic property shall be preserved.  

5. The subject window was installed in the 1980s. Replacing the subject window will not remove historic 

material or features.  

Current 
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6. The arched window above the existing window is not found anywhere else on the house and is not 

compatible with the style of existing windows on the house and in the historic districts.  

7. The replacement window is proposed to match the craftsmanship and design of existing windows. It will 

be wood, with the top sash matching the proportions of the pentagonal design in the existing dormer 

windows.    

(7.160 (9))   New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic materials 

that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with 

the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the historic integrity of the property and its 

environment. 

8. The proposed exterior alteration will be compatible proportionally in size and scale to the other 

pentagonal windows on the house. The window will be differentiated by being slightly larger to meet the 

minimum egress standards and will include a casement window in the bottom sash. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. The applicant proposes to replace a non-original window that is not compatible in design or craftsmanship 

to other windows on the house. 

2. Replacing the window will not remove historic features or craftsmanship that characterizes the house. 

3. The proposed window will closely resemble original dormer windows on the house. It will more closely 

approximate the historical character of the house than the existing window.  

4. The proposed window is compatible with the historic characteristics of the area and with the existing 

windows in massing, size, scale, and materials. 

5. The proposed exterior alteration satisfies the review criteria and the applicable Secretary of Interior’s 

Standards without need for conditions. 

 

Attachments: Applicant’s Proposal 
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