Bureau of
Development Services
Land Use Services Division

1900 SW Fourth Ave., Suite 5000
Portland, Oregon 97201
Telephone: (503) 823-7300
TDD: (503) 823-6868
FAX: (503) 823-5630
www.portlandonline.com/bds

NOTICE OF FINAL
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND DECISION
OF THE CITY OF PORTLAND LANDMARKS COMMISSION
ON AN
APPEALED ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION
(Type II Process)
CASE FILE: LU15-202004 HR- Rear Shed Dormer
LOCATION: 3019 NE 26th Avenue
The administrative decision for this case, published on January 20, 2016 was appealed
to the Landmarks Commission by the applicant.
(Please note that the current revisions are underlined. The deleted text has been
stricken out.)
A public hearing was held on May 23, 2016, April 25, 2016 and March 14, 2016. At the
May 23, 2016 hearing the Landmarks Commission modified the administrative decision
of denial and granted the appeal, following design revisions to the original proposal.
The original analysis, findings and conclusion have been revised by the Landmarks
Commission and follow. This decision is available on line:

http://www.portlandonline.com/bds/index.cfm?c=46429&
I.

GENERAL INFORMATION

Applicant:

James M Laubenthal, Owner
3019 NE 26th Avenue
Portland, OR 97212-3548
Dave Spitzer, Architect
DMS Architects, INC
2325 NE 19th Avenue
Portland, OR 97212

Site Address:

3019 NE 26TH AVENUE

Legal Description:
Tax Account No.:
State ID No.:
Quarter Section:
Neighborhood:

BLOCK 4 LOT 3, EDGEMONT
R237500930
1N1E25BB 19400
2733
Alameda, contact Dave Johansen at 415-225-6202., Irvington,
contact Dean Gisvold at 503-284-3885.
North-Northeast Business Assoc, contact Joice Taylor at 503841-5032.
Northeast Coalition of Neighborhoods, contact Zena Rockowitz
at 503-388-5070.
Contributing Resource in the Irvington Historic District
R5, Single-Dwelling Residential, 5000
HR, Historic Resource Review

Business District:
District Coalition:
Other Designations:
Zoning:
Case Type:
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Type II, an administrative decision with appeal to the
Landmarks Commission.

Proposal:
The applicant is proposing the following exterior alterations to the existing residence:
• Rear addition to the second floor of the existing house, which will include adding
two shed dormers in the valley of the existing gable roofs. The dormer windows
will be made of wood and the proportions, sill and surrounds will match existing
windows.
• Replacement of two deteriorating original wood windows on the second floor of
the west elevation. The replacement windows will be made of wood and the
profile and detailing will match the existing windows.
The applicant is also adding one new metal handrail along the front entrance steps and
replacing the existing garage door with a new metal carriage door. These are exempt
from historical review as per 33.445.320.B.2.
Historic design review is required because the proposal is for non-exempt exterior
alteration of a contributing structure in the Irvington Historic District.
Relevant Approval Criteria:
In order to be approved, this proposal must comply with the approval criteria of Title
33. The relevant criteria are:

33.846 Historic Resource Review

33.846.060.G Other Approval Criteria
II.

ANALYSIS

Site and Vicinity: The subject resource, a one and one-half story bungalow style
house on a 71’ x 100’ lot, was built in 1922 and retains a majority of its original exterior
material and detailing. The house is evaluated in the National Register of Historic Places
documentation as contributing to the character the Irvington Historic District. The
detached garage, however, is listed as a non-contributing resource in the Historic
District.
The contributing resources in Irvington range in design character from expressions of
the late Victorian Era styles, especially Queen Anne, through the many Period Revival
modes of the early decades of the Twentieth Century, to a few early modernist
examples. There is also a wide diversity in the sizes of lots and houses. In terms of the
streetscape, the numbered north-south avenues in Irvington vary dramatically in width,
and they mostly form rather long block faces which the houses generally face. The
named east-west street block faces are more consistent in length, almost all being
traditional 200' Portland blocks. All are lined with mature street trees. Original
development in many cases included garages or other accessory structures, typically
facing side streets on corner lots and accessed by a variety of driveway types on midblock sites. Garages that were added after original construction, but still within the
historic period, were sometimes built at the sidewalk and/or out of architectural
character with the house.
Zoning: The Residential 5,000 (R5) single-dwelling zone is intended to preserve land for
housing and to provide housing opportunities for individual households. The zone
implements the comprehensive plan policies and designations for single-dwelling
housing. Minimum lot size is 3,000 square feet, with minimum width and depth
dimensions of 36 and 50 feet, respectively. Minimum densities are based on lot size and
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street configuration. Maximum densities are 1 lot per 5,000 square feet of site area.
Single-family residential uses are allowed by right in this zone.
The Historic Resource Protection overlay is comprised of Historic and Conservation
Districts, as well as Historic and Conservation Landmarks and protects certain historic
resources in the region and preserves significant parts of the region’s heritage. The
regulations implement Portland’s Comprehensive Plan policies that address historic
preservation. These policies recognize the role historic resources have in promoting the
education and enjoyment of those living in and visiting the region. The regulations
foster pride among the region’s citizens in their city and its heritage. Historic
preservation beautifies the city, promotes the city’s economic health, and helps to
preserve and enhance the value of historic properties.
Land Use History: City records indicate there are no prior land use reviews for this
site.
Agency Review: A “Notice of Proposal in Your Neighborhood” was mailed December 3,
2015. The following Bureaus have responded with no issues or concerns:
1.
Bureau of Life-Safety, 12/14/12015, A complete life-safety review will be required
at the time of Building Permit submittal. Please refer to Exhibit E1 for additional
details.
Neighborhood Review: A Notice of Proposal in Your Neighborhood was mailed on
December 3, 2015. A total of fifteen written responses have been received from either
the Neighborhood Association or notified property owners in response to the proposal.
1.

2.
3.
4.

5.

6.
7.
8.

Ross Regis, 12/13/2015, 3004 NE 26th Avenue; letter supporting the proposed
addition as it would not be visible from the street, was compatible with existing
house, the windows matched the existing, and the owners were good stewards of
their property. Please refer to Exhibit F1 for additional details.
Christopher N.K. Mooers, 12/19/2015, 2520 NE Siskiyou Street, letter supporting
the proposal stating that it would enhance the neighborhood and increase
property values. Please refer to Exhibit F2 for additional details.
Harold Hutchinson, 12/13/2015, 2943 NE 26th Avenue; letter supporting the
proposed addition. Please refer to Exhibit F3 for additional details.
Peter and Vicky Charlston, 12/14/2015, 3040 NE 26th Avenue, letter supporting
the proposed renovation as it would not be visible from the street, will be added
below the roofline, the windows will match the existing. Please refer to Exhibit F4
for additional details.
Nancy Hulse and Clay Anderson, 12/14/2015,3020 NE 26th Avenue, letter
supporting the proposed addition since it will not chance the front façade, is below
the ridge line, is obscured by the neighboring houses and trees, is consistent with
other additions in the neighborhood. Please refer to Exhibit F5 for additional
details.
John & Marcia Butenschoen, 12/16/2015, 2954 NE 26th Avenue, letter
supporting the proposal as it preserves the historic character of the neighborhood.
Please refer to Exhibit F6 for additional details.
M. Kaiel, 12/20,2015, 3020 NE 25th Avenue, letter supporting the proposal,
noting that they lived directly behind the subject house and that the proposal
would improve the neighborhood. Please refer to Exhibit F7 for additional details.
Marcie College, 12/22/2015, 3029 NE 26th Avenue, letter supporting the proposal
noting that the addition was in keeping with the historic character of the
neighborhood, would not be visible from the street, was below the existing ridge
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line and the windows matched the existing. Please refer to Exhibit F8 for
additional details.
Lena Davis, 12/22/2015, 3003 NE 26th Avenue, letter of no objection to the
proposal as it would not impact their property. Please refer to Exhibit F9 for
additional details.
C. Gordon Odette, 12/23/2015, 3030 NE 26th Avenue, letter in support of the
proposal as the addition would not be visible from their property, was compatible
with existing architecture, the windows matched existing, the owners were good
stewards of their property. Please refer to Exhibit F10 for additional details.
Dan & Ann LaGrande, 12/23/2015, 2848 NE 30th Avenue, letter in support of the
proposal as it would not be visible from the street, was compatible with existing
house, and the windows matched the existing. They stated that the such
improvements were important to ensure the strong, viable neighborhoods. Please
refer to Exhibit F11 for additional details.
Anne and Jim Dolan, 12/24/2015, 3214 NE 24th Avenue, letter in support of the
proposal as it would not be visible from the street and the proposed windows
matched the existing on the subject house. Please refer to Exhibit F12 for
additional details.
Jim Brown, Chairman, Alameda Neighborhood Association, 12/24/2015, letter in
support of the proposal since it would not be visible from the street and the
historic streetscape would remain unaffected. Please refer to Exhibit F13 for
additional details.
Dean P. Gisvold, Chairman, ICA Land Use Committee, 12/24/2015, letter not
supporting the proposal, since the proposed valley dormer lacked sufficient
subordination to the main roof, and was not a good compositional design solution.
Furthermore, while street facing facades got more attention than rear façade, all
faces mattered. The elevations were inconsistent, and not all showed the dormers
starting below the ridge line. Please refer to Exhibit F14 for additional details.

After the decision and before the appeal
15. Virginia Smith, 12/13/2015, wrote in support of the proposal
16. Sean Kvingedal, 1/26/2016, wrote in support of the proposal
Staff appreciates and has considered these comments. While there was a certain level of
flexibility in the design of the rear additions, this did not imply that the rear additions
can be incompatible with the design of primary resource. The size and scale of the
proposed shed dormers would dominate and change the profile of the existing gable
roof. The comments are further addressed in the finding below.
Procedural History:
The staff decision of Denial was mailed on January 20, 2015; staff had found that
guidelines 1. Historic Character, 2. Record of its time, 8. Architectural Compatibility, 9.
Preserve the form and integrity of historic resources, and 10. Hierarchy of Compatibility
were not met. Staff’s primary concerns were regarding the size and scale of the
proposed dormers. Staff felt that the proposed dormers were too large and would
dominate the existing cross gable roof which was the defining feature of the house, a
contributing resource in the historic district. Furthermore, the size, scale and location
of the proposed dormers in relation to the main gable roof are not characteristic of the
Irvington Historic District. The majority of the existing rear gable roof will have to be
removed and replaced if the proposed shed dormers are removed in the future, which is
removal of a significant amount of historic material.
The applicant appealed the decision on January 29, 2016 and the first hearing before
the Landmarks Commission was held on March 14, 2016. The Commission modified
the staff decision of denial and recommended the applicant revise the design in order to
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meet the approval criteria. They recommended the following revisions in order to reduce
the size of the dormers and to maintain the existing cross gable roof as the dominant
element of the existing roof profile:
1. The dormers must be brought in at least 6 inches from both walls; and
2. Adjust the roof pitch of the dormer by aligning the roof gutter with the top of the
window headers by maintaining the the window header height at 6’2” and the top of
the wall plate at 6’8”; and
3. Modify the dormer roof so that it is aligned with and starts at the existing roof’s
ridge line; and
4. Match the siding of the dormer addition with that of the existing house.
Following the hearing, staff worked with the applicant to respond to Commission
concerns, resulting in a revised proposal that was supported by staff and reviewed by
the Landmarks Commission on April 25, 2016. The Landmarks Commission
recommended the following additional revisions at the hearing:
1. The fascia, bargeboard, rafter tail details for the proposed dormers should match
that of the existing dormer on the front façade of the house.
2. The eave extensions for the proposed dormer should be 1’-6” and consistent on
all elevations.
3. The new windows on the north and south elevations of the proposed dormer
should be aligned with top of the existing windows on that façade. The top of the
window on the west elevation should be aligned with that of the new windows.
4. The roof pitch should be approximately 3-12, and use composition shingles
similar to the existing roof. In order to do so:
• There should be no siding above the external trim for the proposed windows.
• The top of the wall plate should be lowered (to approximately 5’-10”).
• The proposed dormer walls should be further pulled in.
5. The revised submittal should include drawings that are coordinated and show
correct details and dimensions. Additional details, including a window head
detail, should be provided for clarity.
Following the hearing, staff worked with the applicant to respond to Commission
concerns, resulting in a revised proposal that was supported by staff and reviewed by
the Landmarks Commission on May 23, 2016. The Commission supported the staff
recommendation and approved the revised design.
ZONING CODE APPROVAL CRITERIA
Chapter 33.846.060 - Historic Resource Review
Purpose of Historic Resource Review
Historic Resource Review ensures the conservation and enhancement of the special
characteristics of historic resources.
Historic Resource Review Approval Criteria
Requests for Historic Resource Review will be approved if the review body finds the
applicant has shown that all of the approval criteria have been met.
Findings: The site is within the Irvington Historic District and the proposal is for
non-exempt treatment. Therefore Historic Resource Review approval is required.
The approval criteria are those listed in 33.846.060 G – Other Approval Criteria.
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Staff has considered all guidelines and addressed only those applicable to this proposal.
33.846.060 G - Other Approval Criteria
1.
Historic character. The historic character of the property will be retained and
preserved. Removal of historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that
contribute to the property's historic significance will be avoided.
8.
Architectural compatibility. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new
construction will be compatible with the resource's massing, size, scale, and
architectural features. When retrofitting buildings or sites to improve accessibility for
persons with disabilities, design solutions will not compromise the architectural
integrity of the historic resource.
9.
Preserve the form and integrity of historic resources. New additions and
adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a manner that if
removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic resource and its
environment would be unimpaired.
10. Hierarchy of compatibility. Exterior alterations and additions will be designed
to be compatible primarily with the original resource, secondarily with adjacent
properties, and finally, if located within a Historic or Conservation District, with the rest
of the district. Where practical, compatibility will be pursued on all three levels.
Findings for 1, 8, 9 & 10: The applicant is proposing to add two shed dormers in
the valley of the existing gable roofs at the rear of the house. In response to the
Commissions direction, the dormers have been setback by an additional 6 inches
from the west elevation; and by an additional 1’-6” from the north and south
elevations resulting in a total setback of 2’-6” from all sides. Furthermore, the
dormer roofs has been revised so that their tops align with and start at the
existing roof’s ridge line; and the gutter is aligned with the top of the window
headers. This is achieved by maintaining the top of window height at 5’-9” and the
top of the wall plate at 6’-4”. This results in a steeper roof pitch of 2.8-12, as
compared to the original 2-12 pitch; helping alleviate the box like appearance of
the proposed dormer. The fascia, bargeboard and rafter details will match that of
the existing dormers on the front elevation. Furthermore, the proposed dormer
eave projections have been reduced to 1’-6”, so that they do not project as far out
as the main cross gable roof. This would help maintain the scale and the proposed
dormer as a secondary roof element. The proposed dormers will use the same
materials, colors and details and match the lap siding with the 4’ /- exposure, as
the existing house. These changes will help alleviate the size, scale and box like
appearance of the dormers by reducing the amount of wall area and increasing the
roof pitch. Therefore, the majority of the Commission is of the opinion the modified
dormers will be compatible with the primary contributing resource in the Irvington
Historic District.
The Commission notes that the existing large gable roof is the defining
architectural feature of this 1.5 story bungalow style house, which is a
contributing resource in the historic district. Furthermore, while there are valley
shed dormers in the neighborhood, these are usually additions to 2-story houses
and have been scaled to be secondary element of the roof profile. They
acknowledge that some of the more dominant valley/shed dormer additions might
have been built before the Irvington historic district was established (2010).
However, majority of the Commission is of the opinion that the proposed dormer
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revisions, by reducing the amount of visible wall area and increasing the roof
pitch, will be of a size and scale that is generally compatible with the primary
contributing resource. They also noted that the front façade of the residence was
untouched, as the dormer additions were being limited to the rear of the property.
Hence, if removed in the future, the additions would not impact the essential form
and integrity of the resource.
The proposed dormer additions as modified are compatible with the original
resource, or adjacent properties and the rest of the historic district. The historic
character and integrity of the primary resource will be maintained. Therefore these
criterions are met.
2.
Record of its time. The historic resource will remain a physical record of its
time, place, and use. Changes that create a false sense of historic development, such
as adding conjectural features or architectural elements from other buildings will be
avoided.
Findings: The existing gable roof is the defining element of the existing 1.5 story
bungalow style house. The majority of Commission was of the opinion that the
size, mass and location of the proposed dormer additions, as modified, would be
compatible with the primary resource. Furthermore, the addition was limited to
the rear of the residence and did not impact the front façade of the primary
resource. There were no changes proposed to the residential use of the property.
Therefore, the historic resource will remain a physical record of its time, place and
use. This criterion is therefore met.
4.
Historic features. Generally, deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather
than replaced. Where the severity of deterioration requires replacement, the new
feature will match the old in design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and,
where practical, in materials. Replacement of missing features must be substantiated
by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence.
7.
Differentiate new from old. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new
construction will not destroy historic materials that characterize a property. New work
will be differentiated from the old.
Findings for 4 & 7: The proposed shed dormers can be visually differentiated as
later additions to the existing cross gable roof. Furthermore, they include 6 new
wood windows that are double hung and with simulated divided lites. The new
windows will match existing features on the house in style, profile and
composition, but will be fabricated out of new material, giving them a less
weathered appearance which will differentiate them from older elements on the
building. Additionally, the modern window assembly, and the weather stripped
door and hardware will differentiate the new construction from the old.
The proposal also includes replacing two deteriorating original wood windows on
the second floor of the west elevation. The replacement windows will be made of
wood and the materials, proportions, sill and surrounds will match existing
windows on the primary resource. All windows will be placed in the wall to a depth
that is similar to that of the existing original windows, thus maintaining existing
shadow lines. The lap siding on the new dormers will be cedar with 4inch
exposure, to match the existing siding. These criterion are therefore met.
III.

REVIEW BODY CONCLUSIONS
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The purpose of the Historic Design Review process is to ensure that additions, new
construction, and exterior alterations to historic resources do not compromise
their ability to convey historic significance. As revised, this proposal now meets all
the applicable Historic Design Review criteria in that the new valley dormer
addition will be secondary and therefore compatible in design and location with
the resource and the district and therefore warrants approval.
IV.

REVIEW BODY DECISION

Grant the appeal and modify the administrative decision of denial.
Approval of the proposal for the following exterior alterations to the existing residence:
• Rear addition to the second floor of the existing house, which will include adding
two shed dormers in the valley of the existing gable roofs. The dormer windows
will be made of wood and the proportions, sill and surrounds will match existing
windows.
• Replacement of two deteriorating original wood windows on the second floor of
the west elevation. The replacement windows will be made of wood and the
profile and detailing will match the existing windows.
Approved, per the approved site plans, Exhibits C-1, C-14 to C-28, signed and dated
May 23, 2016, subject to the following conditions:
A. As part of the building permit application submittal, each of the 4 required site
plans and any additional drawings must reflect the information and design
approved by this land use review as indicated in Exhibits C-1, C14 to C-28. The
sheets on which this information appears must be labeled, "Proposal and design as
approved in Case File # LU 15-202004 HR. No field changes allowed.”
Staff Planner: Puja Bhutani

Decision rendered by: ________________________________on May 23, 2016.
By authority of the Director of the Bureau of Development Services

Decision mailed: May 26, 2016
The applicants/appellants prevailed, but with a new proposal that could meet the
approval criteria. Thus, no refund will be issued.
Staff Planner: Puja Bhutani
Date *Tentative* Decision Rendered: May 23, 2016
First hearing date: March 14, 2016
Second hearing date: April 25, 2016
Third hearing date: May 23, 2016
These findings and conclusions were adopted by the REVIEW BODY on May 23,
2016
By

_______________________________________
Portland Historic Landmarks Commission
Kirk Ranzetta, Chair
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May 26, 2016

Appeal of this decision. This decision is final and becomes effective the day the notice
of decision is mailed (noted above). This decision may not be appealed to City Council;
however, it may be challenged by filing a "Notice of Intent to Appeal" with the State
Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) within 21 days of the date the decision is mailed,
pursuant to ORS 197.620 and 197.830. A fee is required, and the issue being appealed
must have been raised by the close of the record and with sufficient specificity to afford
the review body an opportunity to respond to the issue. For further information,
contact LUBA at the Public Utility Commission Building, 550 Capitol Street NE, Salem,
OR 97310 [Telephone: (503) 373-1265].
Recording the final decision. This is the final local decision on this application. You
may record this decision the day following the mailed/filed date shown above.
The applicant, builder, or a representative may record the final decision as follows:
•

By Mail: Send the two recording sheets (sent in separate mailing) and the final Land
Use Review decision with a check made payable to the Multnomah County Recorder
to: Multnomah County Recorder, P.O. Box 5007, Portland OR 97208. The
recording fee is identified on the recording sheet. Please include a self-addressed,
stamped envelope.

•

In Person: Bring the two recording sheets (sent in separate mailing) and the final
Land Use Review decision with a check made payable to the Multnomah County
Recorder to the County Recorder’s office located at 501 SE Hawthorne Boulevard,
#158, Portland OR 97214. The recording fee is identified on the recording sheet.

For further information on recording, please call the County Recorder at (503) 9883034.
Expiration of this approval. This decision expires 3 years from the date it is recorded
unless:
• A building permit has been issued, or
• The approved activity has begun, or
• In situations involving only the creation of lots, the land division has been recorded.
Applying for your permits. A building permit, occupancy permit, or development
permit must be obtained before carrying out this project. At the time they apply for a
permit, permittees must demonstrate compliance with:
• All conditions imposed here.
• All applicable development standards, unless specifically exempted as part of this
land use review.
• All requirements of the building code.
• All provisions of the Municipal Code of the City of Portland, and all other applicable
ordinances, provisions and regulations of the city.
EXHIBITS – NOT ATTACHED UNLESS INDICATED

A. Applicant’s Statement
1. Original Narrative with photographs
2. Revised Narrative, received 9/2/2015
3. Final Narrative with photographs of deteriorated existing windows, received 11/23/2015
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4. Original plan set before revisions – NOT APPROVED/reference only
5. Revised plan set– NOT APPROVED/reference only
6. Metal garage door cut sheet and details
7. Entrance step handrail specifications
8. Oregon Historic Site Record
9. Ian Johnson, 11/25/2015, confirming that the garage is a non-contributing resource.
Zoning Map (attached)
Plans/Drawings:
1. Site Plan (attached)
2. Second Floor Plan (not approved)
3. North and West Elevation (not approved)
4. South Elevation and Sections (not approved)
5. Existing window section (not approved)
6. Proposed window section (not approved)
7. Simulated divided lite window sketch (not approved)
8. Revised Second Floor Plan (not approved)
9. Revised West elevation (not approved)
10. Revised North elevation (not approved)
11. Revised South elevation (not approved)
12. Revised section (not approved)
13. Roof Plan (not approved)
14. Skylight A details
15. Solatube skylight B details
16. Photograph of solatune
17. Manufacturers cutsheet for skylight A
18. Manufacturers cutsheet for Solatube B
19. Revised Second Floor Plan (attached)
20. Revised West elevation (attached)
21. Revised North elevation
22. Revised South elevation
23. Revised house cross section
24. Building cross-section
25. Existing and New rake details
26. Existing window detail
27. Proposed window and eave detail
28. Revised Roof Plan
Notification information:
1. Mailing list
2. Mailed notice
Agency Responses:
1. Bureau of Life-Safety, 12/14/12015, A complete life-safety review will be required at the
time of Building Permit submittal.
Correspondence:
1. Ross Regis, 12/13/2015, 3004 NE 26 th Avenue; letter supporting the proposed addition as
it would not be visible from the street, was compatible with existing house, the windows
matched the existing, and the owners were good stewards of their property.
2. Christopher N.K. Mooers, 12/19/2015, 2520 NE Siskiyou Street, letter supporting the
proposal stating that it would enhance the neighborhood and increase property values.
3. Harold Hutchinson, 12/13/2015, 2943 NE 26th Avenue; letter supporting the proposed
addition. Please refer to Exhibit F3 for additional details.
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4. Peter and Vicky Charlston, 12/14/2015, 3040 NE 26th Avenue, letter supporting the
proposed renovation as it would not be visible from the street, will be added below the
roofline, the windows will match the existing.
5. Nancy Hulse and Clay Anderson, 12/14/2015,3020 NE 26th Avenue, letter supporting the
proposed addition since it will not chance the front façade, is below the ridge line, is
obscured by the neighboring houses and trees, is consistent with other additions in the
neighborhood.
6. John & Marcia Butenschoen, 12/16/2015, 2954 NE 26th Avenue, letter supporting the
proposal as it preserves the historic character of the neighborhood.
7. M. Kaiel, 12/20,2015, 3020 NE 25th Avenue, letter supporting the proposal, noting that
they lived directly behind the subject house and that the proposal would improve the
neighborhood.
8. Marcie College, 12/22/2015, 3029 NE 26th Avenue, letter supporting the proposal noting
that the addition was in keeping with the historic character of the neighborhood, would
not be visible from the street, was below the existing ridge line and the windows matched
the existing.
9. Lena Davis, 12/22/2015, 3003 NE 26th Avenue, letter of no objection to the proposal as it
would not impact their property.
10. C. Gordon Odette, 12/23/2015, 3030 NE 26th Avenue, letter in support of the proposal as
the addition would not be visible from their property, was compatible with existing
architecture, the windows matched existing, the owners were good stewards of their
property.
11. Dan & Ann LaGrande, 12/23/2015, 2848 NE 30th Avenue, letter in support of the
proposal as it would not be visible from the street, was compatible with existing house,
and the windows matched the existing. They stated that the such improvements were
important to ensure the strong, viable neighborhoods.
12. Anne and Jim Dolan, 12/24/2015, 3214 NE 24th Avenue, letter in support of the proposal
as it would not be visible from the street and the proposed windows matched the existing
on the subject house.
13. Jim Brown, Chairman, Alameda Neighborhood Association, 12/24/2015, letter in support
of the proposal since it would not be visible from the street and the historic streetscape
would remain unaffected.
14. Dean P. Gisvold, Chairman, ICA Land Use Committee, 12/24/2015, letter not supporting
the proposal, since the proposed valley dormer lacked sufficient subordination to the
main roof, and was not a good compositional design solution. Furthermore, while street
facing facades got more attention than rear façade, all faces mattered. The elevations
were inconsistent, and not all showed the dormers starting below the ridge line.
(After the decision and before the appeal)
15. Virginia Smith, 12/13/2015, wrote in support of the proposal
16. Sean Kvingedal, 1/26/2016, wrote in support of the proposal
G. Other:
1. Original LU Application
2. Incomplete letter from staff to applicant, sent 8/6/2015
H. (Received before the 1st Hearing)
1. Appeal Submittal – James M. Laubenthal
2. Appealed Administrative Type II Decision
3. Appeal Mailing List
4. Notice of Appeal Hearing
5. C Exhibits

C1.
C2.

Site Plan
Second Floor Plan (not approved)
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North and West Elevation (not approved)
South Elevation and Sections (not approved)
Existing window section (not approved)
Proposed window section (not approved)
Simulated divided lite window sketch (not approved)

6. Staff memorandum to the Portland Landmarks Commission, 3/14/2016
(Received at the 1st Hearing)
7. Staff PowerPoint Presentation to Hearing Body
8. Appellant PowerPoint Presentation to Hearing Body
9. Exhibits received during hearing, as provided by the appellant
10. List of testimony
11. 120 Day Review Period waiver
(Received before the 2nd Hearing)
12. 120 Day Review Period waiver
13. Revised Applicant memo
14. Revised C Exhibits (C8- C13) NOT APPROVED, for reference only
15. Staff memorandum to the Portland Landmarks Commission, 4/15/2016
16. Tentative Revised Findings, Conclusion and Decision
(Received at the 2nd Hearing)
17. Appellant PowerPoint Presentation to Hearing Body
18. Exhibits received during hearing, as provided by the appellant (C13-18)
19. 120 Day Review Period waiver
(Received before the 3rd Hearing)
20. Applicant narrative
21. Revised drawings (NOT APPROVED- for reference only)
22. Staff memo to the applicant, sent on 4/28/2016
23. 120 Day Review Period waiver
24. Revised C Exhibits (C14- C28)
25. Tentative Revised Findings, Conclusion and Decision
26. Staff Memorandum to the Portland Landmarks Commission, 5/10/2016
(Received at the 3rd Hearing)
27. Appellant PowerPoint Presentation to Hearing Body

Planner initial and date

May 24, 2016
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