
LANDMARKS COMMISSION 

AGENDA 

albanyoregon.gov/cd 

Wednesday, July 17, 2024 
6:00 p.m.

This meeting includes in-person and virtual participation. 
Council Chambers 

333 Broadalbin Street SW 
Or join the meeting here: 

https://council.albanyoregon.gov/groups/lac/zoom 
Phone: 1 (253) 215-8782 (long distance charges may apply) 

Meeting ID: 891-3470-9381 Passcode: 530561 

Please help us get Albany’s work done. 
Be respectful and refer to the rules of conduct posted by the main door to the Chambers and on the website. 

1. Call to Order and Pledge of Allegiance

2. Roll Call

3. Approval of Minutes

• June 5, 2024 [Pages 3-6]

4. Business from the Public
Persons wanting to provide comments may:

1- Email written comments to cdaa@albanyoregon.gov, including your name, before noon on
the day of the meeting.

2- To comment virtually during the meeting, register by emailing cdaa@albanyoregon.gov
before noon on the day of the meeting, with your name. The chair will call upon those
who have registered to speak.

3- Appear in person at the meeting and register to speak.

5. Scheduled Business

A. HI-10-24, Type III – Quasi-Judicial Process [Pages 7-18]
Summary: Historic Review of New Construction to build new front stairs to an existing home.
(Project planner – Alyssa Schrems alyssa.schrems@albanyoregon.gov)

B. Grant Review [Pages 19-39]
C. Survey Results from Owners of Historic Properties

6. Business from the Commission

7. Staff Updates
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8. Next Meeting Date: August 7, 2024

9. Adjournment

This meeting is accessible to the public via video connection. The location for in-person attendance is 
accessible to people with disabilities. If you have a disability that requires accommodation, please notify city 

staff at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting at: cdaa@albanyoregon.gov or call 541-917-7550 

Testimony provided at the meeting is part of the public record. Meetings are recorded, capturing both 
in-person and virtual participation, and are posted on the City website. 
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LANDMARKS COMMISSION 

MINUTES 
June 5, 2024 

6:00 p.m. 
Hybrid – Council Chambers 

Approved: Draft 

Call to Order 

Vice Chair Settlemier called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 

Pledge of Allegiance  

Roll Call 

Members present: Camron Settlemier, Mason Cox, Cathy Winterrowd, Bill Ryals (arrived 6:02 p.m.), 
Richard Engeman 

Members absent:  Rayne Legras (excused); Chad Robinson (excused) 

Approval of Minutes   6:02 p.m. 

Motion: Commissioner Engeman moved to approve the minutes from May 1, 2024, as presented. 
Commissioner Cox seconded the motion, which passed 5-0. 

Business from the Public 6:03 p.m. 

None. 

Scheduled Business 

Public Hearing—Type III—Quasi-judicial Process 

File HI-04-24: Historic Review application for use of substitute materials to replace the existing siding at 906 
11th Avenue SW. This is a continuation of the May 1, 2024, hearing. 

Vice Chair Settlemier opened the hearing at 6:03 p.m.  

Commission Declarations 

No members declared a conflict of interest or any ex-parte contact. 

Commissioners Settlemier and Cox reported site visits.  

No members abstained from participation.  

There were no challenges to participants in these proceedings. 

David Martineau read the hearing procedures.  

Staff Report                  6:08 p.m. 

Project Planner II Alyssa Schrems began by instructing the Commission to include the testimony received 
at the last meeting as well as any testimony heard during this continuation in their decision. Commission 
was to review the application using Review Criteria Eligibility Standards 7.170 – 7.210. She noted the 
applicant submitted descriptions of two different materials for the commission’s consideration.  

Applicant Testimony   6:08 p.m. 

The applicant referenced additional photographs* he provided documenting the damaged siding. He 
pointed out in the photos provided where the window casings and cedar siding showed weather damage 
around the dormers. He stated his goal wasn’t to re-side the entire house but only to replace the damaged 
siding. He estimated he would be replacing approximately 20 to 30 percent of the siding. He mentioned 
that one contractor noted that some of the siding had lead paint and was advised that using specialty cedar 
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panels would be very expensive and the cedar shingles locally available weren’t the same as what is currently 
on the home and the reveal and look would not be uniform.      

Commissioner Questions 

Commissioner Winterrowd appreciated that he had reduced the scope of the project but had a question 
about lead paint on any of the siding that would be replaced. He noted that he would need to have a 
licensed contractor to do the painting to deal with any lead paint present.  

Commissioner Cox asked about siding option 2 and how that choice was made. The applicant noted he was 
aware of the GAF (fiber cement) siding prior to the application and considered that preferable.   

Commissioner Settlemier asked if the cedar on the home were panels or individual cedar shakes. The 
applicant noted that the cedar seems to be panels rather than single shakes.  

Public Testimony       6:21 p.m. 

None. 

There was no Applicant Rebuttal, or additional Staff Response or procedural questions. 

Vice Chair Settlemier called the public hearing closed at 6:22 p.m.   

Commission Deliberations 
Commissioner Winterrowd was still unclear on the true scope of the project and the amount of material 
that needs to be replaced. She wondered how specific the project description needs to be and how the staff 
could be assured the project is completed as proposed. Commissioner Ryals offered that it is difficult to 
estimate the scope of a restoration project without beginning the work and suggested that they must rely 
on applicant to provide an estimate.  

Commissioner Settlemier noted that with exterior siding generally the exposed surface is the best indication 
of the level of deterioration.  

Commissioner Engeman wanted to bring up the issue of combining two different types of materials and 
the wear and weathering over time. Commissioner Cox agreed. Commissioners Ryals agreed noting that 
historic buildings generally evolve over time in the use of different materials, and it is up to the installers to 
match materials up. Commissioner Cox voiced his opinion that the substitute material did a good job 
mimicking the siding being replaced.   

Commissioner Settlemier noted there are two eligibility requirements for the use of substitute materials. 
First, that the materials are damaged beyond repair. The other is that the use of original materials would be 
cost prohibitive. He acknowledged that the burden of proof is up to the applicant. But, given the information 
provided he wasn’t convinced that using cedar siding was cost prohibitive.  

Commissioner Cox wanted more background on the ‘cost prohibitive’ term. Commissioner Ryals suggested 
it has more to do with the scope than the actual expense. Commissioner Settlemier doubted whether that 
requirement had been adequately addressed.  

Commissioner Engeman asked what conditions might be added to facilitate approval of the application. 
The commissioners discussed the wording of any additional conditions and potential enforcement scenarios 
as a basis for approval. Staff assured the Commissioners that there will be a final historic inspection done 
based on the plans submitted. Staff suggested limiting the use of substitute materials to specific locations 
of damage.  

Commissioner Ryals moved to reopen the hearing. Settlemier seconded the motion, passing 5-0. 

The Public Hearing was reopened at 7:11 p.m.  

Commissioner Ryals voiced his concern that substitute materials should be applied in a way that matches 
the existing siding and doesn’t result in additional damage of materials that might still be useable, asking 
the applicant if that was feasible. The applicant answered that the broken pieces could be cut out and that 
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they purposely overestimated the scope but were trying to err on the side of caution if there is more damage 
found than what they saw. 

Commissioner Settlemier asked if the substitute material was a single row panel or multiple stacked rows. 
The applicant answered it was a single row panel which could be cut to size. He reported emphasizing to 
the contractor that the blending of materials should be as seamless as possible. Commissioner Settlemier 
also asked about the options suggested by the Friends of Historic Albany for matching and cost. The 
applicant stated that the cedar shingles suggested were small and not the same style.     

Public Testimony 

None. 

Vice Chair Settlemier reclosed the hearing at 7:22 p.m. 

There was some additional deliberation. Schrems roughly drafted some amended conditions of approval 
defining the location of the repairs. Some Commissioners wanted a quantitative parameter for any 
additional damaged areas, others noted it should remain somewhat flexible, leaving it to the discretion of 
the applicant.   

Motion: Commissioner Cox moved to approve the use of substitute materials for siding option two 
including conditions of approval as noted in the staff report for application planning file no. HI-04-24. The 
Commission also moved to include additional conditions that the scope of replacement shall be limited to 
the dormers of the house, garage/carport and the first and second row of siding on the bottom of the house 
and other small areas equally as deteriorated as needed and a final historic inspection is also required to 
verify that the work has been done according to the application. This motion is based on the findings and 
conclusions in the April 24, 2024, staff report and findings in support of the application made by the 
Landmarks Commission during deliberations on this matter. Commissioner Ryals seconded the Motion, 
which passed 4-1 with Settlemier voting in opposition. 

Public Hearing—Type III—Quasi-judicial Process 

File HI-06-24: Application for exterior alterations to install solar panels on the roof at 310 7th Avenue SW. 

Vice Chair Settlemier called the public hearing to order at 7:37 p.m.  

Commission Declarations 
No members declared a Conflict of Interest or an ex-parte contact. 

Commissioners Settlemier, Cox, Winterrowd, and Settlemier reported site visits. 

No members abstained from participation. There were no challenges to Commissioners in these 
proceedings. 

David Martineau read the hearing procedures. 

Staff Report 

Project Planner II Alyssa Schrems reported on the public notice and review criteria (7.120-7.165 and ADC 
7.160). 

Commission Cox asked whether the panels will be visible from the primary and secondary facades. Staff 
answered there may be a few panels visible from the back, but the majority won’t be visible.    

Applicant Testimony 7:43 p.m. 

Property owner, James Anderson, testified with his contractor, Peter Greenburg. 

Commissioner Settlemier asked if the panels will be above or below the peak of the roof, which they 
answered below. It was also asked if the new meter box would be visible on the east peak of the roof. The 
contractor answered just a small 16-inch by16 inch shut-off box and necessary conduit.  
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Public Testimony 7:46 p.m. 

None. 

There were no additional procedural questions. No rebuttal testimony or additional staff response. 

Vice Chair Settlemier closed the public hearing at 7:47 p.m.  

There was no further deliberation by the Commissioners.  

Motion: Commissioner Winterrowd moved to approve the exterior alterations for solar panels as described 
in planning file no. HI-06-24, with the conditions as described in the staff report and include that a final 
historic inspection is required to verify that the work has been done according to this application. This 
motion is based on the findings and conclusions in the May 29, 2024, staff report, and findings made by 
the Landmarks Commission during deliberations on this matter. Commissioner Engeman seconded the 
motion, which passed 5-0. 

Business from the Commission 7:50 p.m. 

Commissioner Winterrowd wanted to follow up on the Native American presentation in July to determine 
a date. Schrems checked the calendar and proposed some dates. She suggested July 24, 2024, at 6 p.m. at 
the library. Commissioners agreed.  

Business from Staff 

Schrems recommended moving the next meeting to July 17, 2024. She suggested business can include 
looking at the grant review process for pass-through grants.  

Current Planning Manager, David Martineau reported that the 1000 survey postcards are being printed to 
be sent out to all owners of historic properties regarding getting public feedback on historic preservation. 
Responses are due from June 10 to June 30, 2024. 

Next Meeting Date 

Wednesday, July 17th, 2024, at 6:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers.  

Adjournment 

Hearing no further business, Vice Chair Settlemier adjourned the meeting at 8:01 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, Reviewed by, 

Susan Muniz David Martineau 
Recorder Planning Manager 

*Documents discussed at the meeting that are not in the agenda packet are archived in the record. The documents 
are available by emailing cdaa@albanyoregon.gov.
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
333 Broadalbin Street SW, PO Box 490, Albany, Oregon 97321-0144 | BUILDING & PLANNING 541-917-7550

albanyoregon.gov/cd 

Staff Report 
Historic Review of New Construction 

HI-10-24 July 10, 2024

Summary 
This staff report evaluates a Historic Review of New Construction for reconstruction of a porch on a non-
contributing home within the Monteith National Register Historic District (Attachment A). The applicant 
proposes to reconstruct a porch where no photographic evidence of previous design exists. 

Application Information 
Review Body: Landmarks Commission (Type III review) 

Staff Report Prepared By: Alyssa Schrems, Planner II 

Property Owner/Applicant: Lee Anne Stevens; 731 Elm Street SW, Albany, OR 97321 

Address/Location: 925 Walnut Avenue SW, Albany, OR 97321 

Map/Tax Lot: Linn County Tax Assessor's Map No. 11S-04W-12AD-11600 

Zoning: Hackleman Monteith (HM) District (Monteith National Register Historic 
District)  

Total Land Area: 3,485 square feet 

Existing Land Use: Single Unit Residential 

Neighborhood: Central Albany 

Surrounding Zoning: North: HM- Hackleman Monteith 
East: HM- Hackleman Monteith 
South HM- Hackleman Monteith 
West HM- Hackleman Monteith 

Surrounding Uses: North: Residential, Single Unit 
East: Residential, Single Unit 
South Residential, Single Unit 
West Residential, Single Unit 

Prior History: N/A 

Notice Information 
On July 3, 2024, a notice of public hearing was mailed to property owners within 100 feet of the subject 
property. On July 5, 2024, notice of public hearing was posted on the subject site. As of July 10, 2024, no public 
testimony has been received. 

Analysis of Development Code Criteria 
Historic Review of New Construction (ADC 7.270) 
The Community Development Director or the Landmarks Commission must find that the request meets the 
following applicable criteria in order to approve the new construction request. 
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Within the Monteith and Hackleman Districts (ADC 7.270(1)) 

a. The development maintains any unifying development patterns such as sidewalk and street 
tree location, setbacks, building coverage, and orientation to the street. 

b. The structure is of similar size and scale of surrounding buildings, and as much as possible 
reflects the craftsmanship of those buildings. 

c. Building materials are reflective of and complementary to existing buildings within the 
district. 

Background Information 
The subject property is rated as “Altered-Irretrievable Lack of Integrity” on the Historic Inventory Survey.  
There is no visual evidence (photos, drawings, etc.) of what the house looked like prior to the alterations.  Based 
on this information, the Community Development Director determined that the reconstruction of the porch 
should be subject to the criteria found in Historic Review of New Construction in order to assure visual 
compatibility with the surrounding area, while acknowledging the lack of information regarding the previous 
design of the house. 

Findings of Fact 
1.1 Unifying Development Patterns (ADC 7.270(1)(a)): The applicant proposes to change the design 

of the front porch and steps on the dwelling, using the house at 116 Cleveland Street as a reference 
(Attachment C.4).  The dwelling on the subject property was constructed in 1910 with major 
renovations occurring over time, leading to a designation of Altered-Irretrievable Lack of Integrity.  
The style of the structure is Craftsman Bungalow, with decorative features consisting of a 
bargeboard, exposed rafter tails, decorative brackets, cornerboards, water table and cap, interior 
chimney, and boxed posts incorporated into the front entrance (Attachment B.2). 

The applicant states “a defining characteristic of Craftsman houses is their use of tapered porch 
columns, typically made of wood.  This proposal seeks to restore the original steps to their historic 
location, based on visible seams in the siding where the steps once connected.  Additionally, new 
columns will be installed to match the existing tapered column, maintain the handcrafted aesthetic” 
(Attachment C.4).  The applicant further states “although photographs of the original house are 
unavailable, a comparable property built by the same builder in the same year (116 Cleveland SE, 
Albany, OR) provides a reference point for the restoration design.  Attached pictures showcase 
this comparable property”.  Based on the evidence submitted by the applicant, the proposed porch 
restoration maintains the development pattern of other local craftsman style buildings. 

1.2 Size and scale (ADC 7.270(1)(b)):  The applicant states that “the new columns will be installed to 
match the existing tapered column, maintaining the handcrafted aesthetic” (Attachment C.4).  The 
proposed new columns of the porch are proposed to match the size and scale of the existing 
features of the house and as much as possible reflect the craftsmanship of those features.  This 
proposed detail is in keeping with the size and scale of other Craftsman-style homes in the area. 

1.3 Building materials (ADC 7.270(1)(c)):  The applicant does not address the proposed building 
materials but will have the opportunity to discuss them at the public hearing. 

Overall Conclusions 
This proposal seeks to reconstruct a porch where no photographic evidence of previous design exists. 

Staff finds that applicable criteria are met for the new construction. 

Options and Recommendations 
The Landmarks Commission has three options with respect to the subject application:  

Option 1: Approve the request as proposed;  

Option 2: Approve the request with conditions of approval;  

Option 3: Deny the request.  
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Based on the discussion above, staff recommends the Landmarks Commission pursue Option 2 approve the 
request with conditions of approval. If the Landmarks Commission accepts this recommendation, the following 
motion is suggested.  

Motion 
I move to approve the application for new construction as detailed in planning file no. HI-10-24.  This motion is based on the 
findings and conclusions in the July 10, 2024, staff report and findings made by the Landmarks Commission during deliberations 
on this matter. 
 

Conditions of Approval 
Condition 1 New Construction – The proposed porch reconstruction shall be performed and completed 

as specified in the staff report and application as submitted. Deviations from these 
descriptions may require additional review.  

Condition 2 New Construction – A final historic inspection is required to verify that the work has been 
done according to this application.  Please call the historic planner (541-791-0176) a day or 
two in advance to schedule. 

Attachments 
A. Location Map 
B. Historic Resource Survey 
C. Applicant’s Submittal 

Acronyms 
ADC  Albany Development Code 
HM  Hackleman Monteith District 
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Attachment B.1
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Attachment B.2
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Attachment C.1
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Attachment C.2
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Attachment C.3
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Preserving the Craftsman Character: A Proposal for Porch Restoration 

This document proposes the restoration of the original front porch steps to a Craftsman house 

located at 925 Walnut SW, Albany, OR 97321.  Historical evidence suggests the steps were 

removed sometime before 1980. 

Historical Significance: 

• Cultural Resource Inventory confirms the house as a Craftsman bungalow built around

1910.

• On-site inspection and research at the Albany Regional Museum revealed modifications

to the porch, including the removal of the original steps and railing.

Craftsman Style and Proposed Restoration: 

• A defining characteristic of Craftsman houses is their use of tapered porch columns,

typically made of wood.

• This proposal seeks to restore the original steps to their historic location, based on visible

seams in the siding where the steps once connected.

• Additionally, new columns will be installed to match the existing tapered column,

maintaining the handcrafted aesthetic.

Supporting Evidence: 

• Although photographs of the original house are unavailable, a comparable property built

by the same builder in the same year (116 Cleveland SE, Albany, OR) provides a

reference point for the restoration design. Attached pictures showcase this comparable

property.

Conclusion: 

Restoring the front porch steps to their original design and location will significantly enhance the 

home's architectural integrity and recapture the essence of the Craftsman style. This restoration 

will not only improve the property's aesthetics but also preserve its historical value. 

Attachment C.4
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116 Cleveland SE      Example property 

Evidence of step removal 

Attachment C.5
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Subject property : 925 Walnut SW 

Attachment C.6
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 2024 RESIDENTIAL REHAB GRANT APPLICATION SCORING SHEET

POINT RANGE

    0 to 7 points

    0 to 7 points

0 to 4 points

0 to 3 points

0 to 2 points 

0 to 2 points, + or -

Address and notes: Arch. 
Integrity

Project 
Need

Nhbrd 
Impact

Historic 
Signif Misc. TOTAL 

SCORE
Total 

Budget
Grant 

Request
Grant 
Award

CRITERIA

Project Scoring

Architectural Integrity.  Projects that restore integrity by removing incompatible 
features and/or restore missing or altered features visible from the street.
Project Need: Will the structure sustain damage if the project is not done. 

Residential. The project helps restore a residential structure.

Neighborhood Impact: Projects that have a a particularly positive influence on other 
threatened or poorly maintained properties, especially in the Hackleman District.

Historic Significance. The project helps restore or maintain one of Albany's most 
unique and/or historically significant structures, which are those that are eligible for 
the National Register individually.

Miscellaneous.  Other unique aspects of the project not covered above; or previous 
applicants that did not receive enough funding to proceed or that received funding 
and this is the second grant request for the same property.
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