
 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

 

CITY OF ALBANY 

LANDMARKS ADVISORY COMMISSION 
 

Albany City Hall, 333 Broadalbin Street SW 

SANTIAM ROOM 

 

Wednesday, August 8, 2012 

6:00 p.m.  
   

 AGENDA 

 

 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER                            Chair Hult 

 

2. ROLL CALL  

3. PUBLIC HEARING: 406 First Avenue SW (Planning File HI-09-12)   

Remove skylight in what was formerly the Saint Francis Hotel 

4. PUBLIC HEARING: 338 Sixth Avenue SE (Planning File HI-10-12)   

Save and repair an Italianate style home in the Hackleman District 

5. OTHER BUSINESS 

6. NEXT MEETING: September 5, 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. 
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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-09-12) 

   

HEARING BODY LANDMARKS ADVISORY COMMISSION  

HEARING DATE Wednesday, August 8, 2012  

HEARING TIME 6:00 p.m.  

HEARING LOCATION Albany City Hall, Santiam Room (upstairs), 333 Broadalbin Street SW 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

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 skylight has been leaking water, causing damage to the interior of the building. The existing frame has 

missing panes, and it is too rusty to repair or rehabilitate. Replacing the skylight with a similar one is cost 

prohibitive.  

 

The skylight is not readily visible on the exterior. The proposed alterations will not affect the historic character 

of the building’s exterior. 

 

Staff recommends approval with the following conditions: 

 

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

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

wall. 

 

GENERAL INFORMATION   

DATE OF REPORT: July 27, 2012  

FILE: HI-09-12  

TYPE OF APPLICATION: Request to remove skylight and fill in opening 

REVIEW BODY: Landmarks Advisory Commission 

PROPERTY OWNER:  

 

APPLICANT: 

Gerald and Scott Thorn, Pride Printing, 406 First Avenue W, Albany, OR 

97321 

Luis Perez, LP Metal Works, LLC; 5531 Bear Lane SW, Turner OR 97392 

ADDRESS/LOCATION: 406 First Avenue SW 

MAP/TAX LOT: Linn County Assessor’s Map No. 11S-3W-06CC; Tax Lot 8100 

HISTORIC DISTRICT:  Downtown Commercial 

PROPERTY RATING: Historic-Contributing  

ZONING: HD (Historic Downtown) 
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NOTICE INFORMATION 

 

Notices were mailed to surrounding property owners on July 27, 2012. The staff report was completed prior to 

notices being mailed.  

 

STAFF ANALYSIS 

 

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

must be met for this application to be approved.  

 

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. 

 

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 bold 

italics). Findings of fact follow each of the Secretary of Interior’s Standards.  

 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

 

1. The Saint Francis Hotel was constructed in 1912 in the Commercial architectural style. The building was 

designed by well known Oregon architect, Charles Burggraf. Decorative features include the simple belt 

course and molded cornice at the top of the building. The windows have three sections, known as 

“Chicago” style windows. Exterior alterations include remodeled first floor storefront windows.  (See 

picture next page.) The building is attached to the adjacent Rhodes building on the interior. 

(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. 

2. The buildings were used as a hotel for several decades. When the current owners purchased the building in 

the 1970s, the upper floors had been out of active use for some time. The first floors of both buildings 

contain a printing shop. The upper floors remain vacant, but relatively intact. They have sustained a fair 

amount of damage, primarily to the ceilings, floors and plaster wall due to damage from water leaks, 

rodents, vandalism and pigeons.   

3. The owners agreed to have the building nominated and listed as one of Historic Preservation League of 

Oregon’s Most Endangered Buildings. The Saint Francis Hotel building was nominated in hopes to raise 

visibility of it in order to attract a buyer that could take on the necessary rehabilitation and repairs and put 

it into active use, ideally as a boutique hotel.  
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4. The applicant is requesting to remove the large skylight on the top of the building due to its poor condition 

and to stop water from leaking into the building. The Albany Development Code requires historic review 

for all exterior alterations. The skylight is visible from around downtown (see photo below), although it is 

not visible when viewed from the First Avenue. 

 

(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 (6))   Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of 

deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match the old in design, color, 

texture, and other visual qualities and, where possible, materials. The replacement of missing features shall be 

substantiated by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence. 
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5. As explained in the attached letter from owner Gerald Thorn, 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. The letter also notes complications with 

repairing the gutter system around the skylight. 

6. Another challenge with repairing or replacing the skylight with a similar one is that it is extremely large, 

measuring 16.5 feet by 11.5 feet. An estimate to replace the skylight with a similar one obtained by 

architect Bill Ryals a year ago was $20,000. (Staff is not sure if this included renting a crane to install the 

skylight.) The owners do not have enough resources to replace the skylight with a similar one. 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. This will reduce additional damage to the interior so that it can be 

rehabilitated by a future owner.  

7. The proposal would maintain the skylight well that extends about 8 feet above the roofline and replace the 

glass skylight on top of the well opening with a roof and two smaller skylights, per the attached plans. The 

well wall is currently finished with rough cement or stucco in a grey cement color.  In order to protect the 

building from the weather, the proposal includes covering the entire skylight well and new roof with a 

light grey Duralast membrane. The color would be similar to that of the existing wall finish. The cost of 

the proposal is $5,000.  

8. Pictures of the existing skylight were not provided with the application since the skylight is covered to 

prevent the elements from getting into the building. 

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

characterize a historic property shall be preserved.  

9. The skylight, while not readily visible from the exterior, is a unique and functional architectural feature as 

it provides functional light on the interior into the elevator shaft and well, providing light in the middle of 

the building for the top three floors. The craftsmanship of the skylight – its shape and construction are 

typical of the time period.  

The two new skylights were sized to fit into the proposed roof rafters and are 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. Larger skylights would be more costly and as noted earlier, replacing the 

skylight with a similar one  is cost prohibitive.  In addition, as the owner states in his attached letter, when 

a future buyer purchases the building they will need to replace the entire skylight well (“dog house”) for a 

new elevator system; it does not make sense to do that twice. Hence, the proposal was not intended to be a 

permanent solution, but a solution that will keep the building from deteriorating further. 

10. While the skylight is a distinctive feature on the interior, the City’s review of the application is limited to 

the exterior alterations.  The skylight well wall will remain visible from several viewpoints away from the 

building, but the proposed alteration will not be visible within a half block or so from the building. 

Removing the glass pyramid shaped skylight over the well wall, will not greatly affect the exterior of the 

building.  

(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. 

(7.160 (10))    New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such a manner 

that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment 

would be unimpaired. 
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11. No other exterior architectural features will be impacted by the proposal. 

12. The proposed roof framing and two small skylights will maintain the existing skylight well above the 

roofline. The roof will be flat and the new skylights will project above the roof by only 8-inches. The 

smaller size and scale of the proposed skylights and the “modern” design will not be visible from the 

exterior, except that the pyramid shape on top of the well wall will no longer be there. The skylight is only 

visible when about a block or more away from the building. 

13. The wall above the roofline will be retained and will be compatible with other roof-top wells and 

mechanical equipment. The proposed Duralast membrane will be finished in a color that approximates the 

color of the existing well wall. 

14. The proposed alterations to the skylight well and roof could be removed in the future and new skylight 

that matches the dimensions and configuration of the existing skylight could be restored. The existing well 

wall will remain intact under the membrane for future restoration. 

  CONCLUSIONS 

1. The proposed exterior alterations are to the skylight on the roof, which is not readily visible. 

2. The existing skylight cannot be repaired and preserved due to its deteriorated condition.  It needs to be 

replaced in order to avoid further deterioration of the building’s interior. 

3. Replacing the skylight with a similar one is cost prohibitive for the current owners. 

4. The well wall will remain on top of the roof. The proposed roof and two small skylights over the top of 

the skylight well will not be readily visible from the exterior.  

5. The greatest impact of the proposal is the loss of natural light on the interior of the building, which is 

outside the purview of the City’s review. 

6. A future building owner will need to replace the elevator and may need to rebuild the skylight well, so it 

does not make sense to spend money on an in-kind replacement for the original skylight until the building 

is fully rehabilitated. 

7. The existing original skylight has not been photographed or details documented so that it could be 

replaced in the future. 

8. The proposed exterior alterations satisfy the review criteria and Secretary of Interior’s Standard with the 

following conditions of approval. 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

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

submitted to the City prior to final approval of the building permit. 

2. The Duralast membrane shall be grey in color to closely match the color of the existing skylight well wall. 
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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-10-12) 

   

HEARING BODY LANDMARKS ADVISORY COMMISSION  

HEARING DATE Wednesday, August 8, 2012  

HEARING TIME 6:00 p.m.  

HEARING LOCATION Albany City Hall, Santiam Room (upstairs), 333 Broadalbin Street SW 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

This is a request to save and repair an Italianate style home in the Hackleman District.  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 as a single-family dwelling. They will remove the 

incompatible elements and restore some of the missing architectural features and integrity.  The proposal 

includes removing the large carport and associated storage on the front and west sides, removing a second front 

door, putting a compatible front porch over the existing concrete, installing windows on the east side where there 

was once an exterior chimney, and removing additions on the back of the garage.  

 

Staff recommends approval with the following condition: 

 

1. The City shall review and approve the final details and drawings for the front porch, and east side 

windows prior to building permit approval. 

GENERAL INFORMATION   

DATE OF REPORT: July 27, 2012  

FILE: HI-10-12  

REVIEW BODY: Landmarks Advisory Commission 

PROPERTY 

OWNER/APPLICANT:  

 

Dave and Barbara Sullivan, 208 Sixth Avenue SE, Albany, OR 97321 

ADDRESS/LOCATION: 338 Sixth Avenue SE 

MAP/TAX LOT: Linn County Assessor’s Map No. 11S-3W-07BA; Tax Lot 7300 

HISTORIC DISTRICT:  Hackleman  

PROPERTY RATING: Historic-Contributing  

ZONING: HM (Hackleman Monteith) 

 

NOTICE INFORMATION 

 

Notices were mailed to surrounding property owners on July 27, 2012. The staff report was completed prior to 

notices being mailed.   
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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.1880 Italianate style home. The house appears on the 1888 Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps. 

It was modified by 1895 to include additional rooms on the west side and the side porch was extended to 

run the full length of the back portion of the house. The back of the house was further modified by 1925 

and appeared to stay the same through 1949.  The garage appears on the 1925 Sanborn maps. More 

history and snapshots of the Sanborn maps are provided on page 2 of the Applicant’s Proposal. 

   

 1888    1949    

2. Post 1949 alterations were numerous and included removal of the covered front entry stairs, concrete 

stairs and porch floor and a large carport that spans across the front of the house and porch to the west 

over a parking area. An east side exterior chimney was removed prior to the 1970s survey and some 

original drop siding has been replaced. The house was converted into multiple apartments, a second front 

door was added and the windows in the house were modified. (See photos in the Applicant’s Proposal and 

on the next page.) 

3. Despite numerous alterations over time, the house retains some architectural character and features 

including the decorative brackets and rosettes in the eaves (although some are missing), the bay window 

and side porch remain on the east side of the house. 
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(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. As noted in the attached Applicant’s Proposal materials, the house was chopped up into numerous 

dwellings, resulting in some alterations to the house over time, including a second entry on the front 

facade.   

5. The applicants propose to restore the house back to a single-family dwelling. The primary changes will 

occur on the interior, however, they are requesting to remove the left front door and retain the original 

front entrance on the right. (See Figure 6 in the Applicant’s Proposal materials.)   

(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.  

(7.160 (6))   Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of 

deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match the old in design, color, 

texture, and other visual qualities and, where possible, materials. The replacement of missing features shall be 

substantiated by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence. 

6. Carport Removal. The applicants propose to remove the expansive front carport and associated buildings. 

This will remove an incompatible element and will uncover the front and west sides of the house. Any 

remaining historical material will be maintained. Existing decorative features, such as the eave brackets 

and the brackets and rosettes in the bay window will be retained and replaced where missing. 

7. Trim Details: The applicants propose to remove the shutters on the house and restore missing trim and 

corner boards. Trim would be appropriate width for historic homes. 
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8. Garage:  The applicants propose to replace the front door and siding on the garage to match what was 

there originally as seen in a 1997 photograph in the Applicant’s Proposal, Figure 14.   

9.  They also propose to remove the additions to the garage as seen in the Applicant’s Proposal, Figures 16 

and 17.   

(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. 

10. Front Porch: The applicants propose to restore historic character on the front facing Sixth Avenue by 

removing the large sweeping and incompatible carport and associated storage. (See Section 3 and Figures 

5 through 9 in the Applicant’s Proposal.) This will leave a concrete slab that runs most of the length of the 

front as seen in Figure 7of the Applicant’s Proposal.  The house originally had a small covered landing 

over the front door. Since the slab will be challenging to remove, they propose a porch that brings in some 

of the historical elements found on the house and that is typical for Italianate homes. (See the plan view in 

Figure 10 in the Applicant’s Proposal.) 

11. The proposed porch would have a flat roof similar to that shown in Figure 12 in the Applicant’s Proposal 

and would incorporate the frieze board with small brackets and rosettes found on the east side bay 

window. The lower portion of the porch would use the column design and a simple 2-inch by 2-inch 

picket and rail design from the east porch. (See bay window and side porch details below.) The size, scale 

and features proposed for the porch will restore historic integrity to the front of the house. 
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12. East Side Windows: The east wall originally had an exterior chimney. Without the chimney the east side 

has a large expanse of siding that is not typical of Italianate homes. It looks like “something is missing.”  

(See Figure 13 in the Applicant’s Proposal.) In order to bring more light into the main living room and 

second floor and to provide balance with the bay window on the east wall, the applicants propose a pair of 

windows on the first floor that would be sized to be compatible with the bay window and the original front 

windows. A window the same size and design as the existing second story window above the bay window 

would be centered above the proposed pair of windows on the first floor. See staff’s mock up on the next 

page. 

Window Size and Scale: The owners may be able to find the dimensions of the pair of front windows once 

they remove the drop ceiling in this room. The new pair of windows would match the dimensions of the 

original size of the front windows. The windows will likely align with the top and bottom of the bay 

window as portrayed in the mock-up below. 

13. Bay Window: The applicants propose replacing the plywood in the top of the bay window with glass. 

 

  

 

 

Before 

After 
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CONCLUSIONS 

1. The applicants propose to remove all of the apartments and restore this house back to a single-family home. 

2. The proposed package of exterior alterations will remove incompatible elements to the house and restore 

 missing architectural features causing the structure to more closely approximate its historical Italianate 

 character than in its current condition. 

3. The proposed front porch will be incorporate architectural elements from the house bay window and side 

 porch. The design will be typical of Italianate style porches and will be compatible in scale, materials and 

 architectural features. 

4. The proposed east side windows will be appropriate in scale and size to the bay window and to the existing 

 second story window. 

5. The exterior alterations proposed to the garage will cause the garage to look more like it did historically.  

6. The proposed exterior alterations generally satisfy the review criteria and Secretary of Interior’s Standard 

 with the following conditions of approval. 

CONDITION OF APPROVAL 

1. The City Preservation Planner shall review and approve the final details and drawings for the front porch, 

and east side windows prior to building permit approval. 

 

 

Attachments: Applicant’s Proposal 
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Dave and Barb Sullivan 

208 6th Ave SE 

Albany, OR 97321 

541-791-6470 

dave@sullishak.com and barbaraksullivan@yahoo.com 

July 17, 2012 

Albany’s Landmark Advisory Committee 

Care of:  Anne Catlin, Lead Long Range Planner 

anne.catlin@cityofalbany.net  

 

Dear Landmark Advisory Committee:  

We have signed a purchase agreement to acquire 338 6th Ave SE, Albany, Oregon: closing is scheduled to 

occur on or before July 23rd. We have not decided what to do with this home, but our first choice is to 

restore it into a single-family home we will proudly live in. Over the past ten years, we’ve slowly but 

consistently restored our current home, the N. H. Allen house at 208 6th Avenue, and although it needs 

an exterior paint job, we are proud of the result. 338 6th Avenue has the potential for a nicer yard, and it 

faces Swanson Park, so we are considering whether to restore its original grandeur as well.  

Before we begin any work on the home, we want to know whether your Committee will allow the sort 

of restoration we think is appropriate. To help you understand and decide on whether our restoration 

ideas are acceptable, this letter has lots of information organized in eight sections:  

Section 1: Overview of the home’s early history 

Section 2: The home’s recent history 

Section 3: Request #1 – Replace the carport and storage areas with a new front porch 

Section 4: Request #2—Restore windows to the east side 

Section 5: Request #3 – Renovate the garage 

Section 6: Request #4 – Restore trim details 

Section 7: Likely future requests 

Section 8: Closing thoughts and editorial comments 

 

Section 1: Overview of the home’s early history 

We don’t know much about the home’s early history. For example, the earliest photographs we have of 

the home were taken in 1997. If any of you know how we could find earlier photos or more information 

about this home’s early years, we are quite interested. 

Figure 1 shows how the building evolved from 1890 through 1925. This information was scanned from 

Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps provided by Anne Catlin. The 1890 map shows 338 6th Avenue was the first 

building to be built between Montgomery and Railroad Streets on 6th Avenue. Its lot occupied the entire 

north-east quarter of the block, and the block’s central stable was located on its interior corner.  

Applicant's Proposal HI-10-12 Page 1 of 16
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Between 1890 and 1895, rooms were added to the building’s west side. Between 1895 and 1908, a large 

greenhouse was added on the west and the back porch was extended. Between 1908 and 1925, the 

greenhouse was removed ... but otherwise, the home’s exterior shape was unchanged (the 1925 

drawing inaccurately omits the eastern bay window and was drawn slightly narrower by mistake). 

During this period, the horse stable was removed and a small garage was added near Railroad Street; 

these changes accommodated the shift from horse-drawn vehicles to automobiles.  

 

Figure 1: These images from Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps show how 338 6
th

 Avenue evolved from 1890 through 1925.  

No changes occurred between the 1925 and 1949 Sanborn maps.  

Section 2: The home’s recent history 

Figure 2 shows the front of 338 6th Avenue in 1997. The major architectural feature in this picture is a 

huge carport that covers the home like an unkempt mustache. Two side-by-side front doors and three 

mailboxes are visible in this picture, so the home was chopped up into multiple apartments before 1997. 

But aside from replacing the front porch with a carport, no footprint changes occurred between 1925 

and 1997 for either the home or garage. 

 

Figure 2: A view of 338 6
th

 Avenue in 1997.  

Applicant's Proposal HI-10-12 Page 2 of 16
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Figure 3: This 1997 photo shows fire damage to the second-story eaves. Corbels and rosettes damaged in this fire were never 
replaced. 

A Linn County Assessor inspected the home’s interior in December 1995 and looked at fire damage. The 

assessor’s notes say, “Upper/lower back section burned to studs. Studs OK.” Much of this fire damage 

was never repaired. For example, Figure 3 shows the east gables were extensively burned, and the 

missing corbels and rosettes were never replaced. Other fire damage was hidden behind first and 

second-floor drop-down ceilings. 

Figure 4 shows the plot plan as of today. A careful comparison of Figure 4 with other 1997 photos shows 

the home’s exterior footprint continued to evolve from 1997 to the present day: it gained several 

crudely built storage areas under and next to the carport, and the garage received two sloppily 

constructed add-ons. 

Also since 1997, the basement and garage were chopped into at least four apartments, so the property 

now boasts at least seven “living units.” 

Currently the home is empty and has City-mandated “Dangerous building: Do not occupy” signs. 

Applicant's Proposal HI-10-12 Page 3 of 16
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Figure 4: This shows the existing buildings and layout on the lot. The main building’s footprint has stayed largely the same from 
1925 except for replacing the front porch with a carport. Also, various sloppily built storage areas and add-ons sprouted under 
the carport, behind the carport, and behind the garage.  

 

Section #3: Request #1 -- Replace the carport and storage areas with a new front porch 

338 6th Avenue is an Italianate home, so it is a tall home with emphatic eaves supported by corbels and 

low-pitched roofs that are barely discernible from the ground. The recent addition of a broad horizontal 

carport to this house made no historical or architectural sense. We would like to remove the entire 

carport along with all its storage areas and add-ons (see Figures 5 through 10). 

Applicant's Proposal HI-10-12 Page 4 of 16
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Figure 5: The next-door neighbors installed the tallest and sturdiest privacy fence they could to wall off this home from their 
yard. The circled area shows a carport and several crudely-built storage areas that we would like to remove. 

 

 

Figure 6: Front view of areas we would like to remove. Also, because we will return the home to single-family status, it no 
longer will need two side-by-side front doors, so we would like permission to remove the door on the left.  

 

Applicant's Proposal HI-10-12 Page 5 of 16
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Figure 7: Close-up of existing front porch/carport. Notice the porch covers a large concrete entryway. Once the carport is gone, 
the concrete portion of this porch should be covered by a historically appropriate roof.  

 

 

Figure 8: View of one portion of the carport storage area. We would like to remove all this: steps, concrete blocks, all five doors 
-- everything in this picture. 
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Figure 9: Another view of the carport area. The white trimmed door and the small storage area behind it should go. At first 
glance, the siding on the storage area looks a bit like the original house siding, but actually it’s pressed board. 

Applicant's Proposal HI-10-12 Page 7 of 16
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Figure 10: Compare this revised plot plan with Figure 3. Notice the garage has shrunk to its basic 16 x 20 footprint and the front 
view of the home changes dramatically by replacing the carport with a historically appropriate porch. 

Once the carport is gone, something needs to make the front entry inviting and keep rain off the front 
door. To solve this problem, we think the front porch should be constructed to match the general style 
of other Italianate homes in Albany, and it should repeat visual elements found elsewhere on the home 
– specifically the back porch and bay windows. Front porches for Italianate homes in Albany (see Figure 
12) typically have flat roofs with small corbels that repeat the style of larger corbels at the eaves. The 
back porch (see Figure 11) has a simple hand-rail system with 2”-by-2” pickets that would be 
appropriate to repeat on the home’s front porch. The bay window (see Figure 18) has a flat roof with a 
fringe of scalloped shingles supported by small corbels interspersed with rosettes. All this detail will be a 
hassle to build, but it would restore this home’s likely original appearance. 

Figure 1 shows the home originally had a front porch that covered only half the home’s front. But when 
the carport was added, a large concrete porch area was poured across the home’s front. It would look 
truly dorky to add a porch roof over only part of the concrete entryway, and it doesn’t make economic 
sense to remove the entire concrete entryway.  

Thus, our first request is remove the existing carport and replace it with a front porch across the 
concrete entryway portion of  the house. The new porch’s design will repeat the upper elements of the 
bay window (Figure 18) and the lower elements of the back porch (Figure 11). 
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Figure 11: The back porch has a simple railing and post design that seems appropriate to repeat on the home’s front porch. 

 

Figure 12: The J K Weatherford house on the corner of 5
th

 and Montgomery has a flat-roof front porch typical of Italianate 
homes in Albany. Note how the large corbels on the eaves are repeated with smaller corbels of the same style on the porch.  
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Section 4: Request #2 – Restore windows to the east side 

The home’s interior is dark and dingy, and only a small part of this problem can be fixed with a new coat 

of paint. Most of the problem comes because windows have been removed – and they need to be 

restored. For example, a false ceiling was installed throughout most of the first floor which lowered the 

ceiling height from 11 to 8 feet. Since this lowered the ceiling below the bay window, glass in the upper 

part of the bay window was replaced with plywood (see Figures 12 and 16). We want to restore the first 

floor’s open and airy original feeling, so we want to remove the false ceiling and restore the glass in the 

bay window. 

Figure 13 also suggests a chimney has been removed from the east wall. Now that the chimney is gone, 

this large and window-less area really could use a couple of first-floor windows and a second-floor 

window where the chimney used to be.   

Thus, our second request is to replace glass in the bay window and add Italianate-style custom-made 

wood windows to the east side: two on the first floor and one on the second floor.. 

 

Figure 13: In this 1997 photo, glass in the top part of the bay window has been replaced with plywood. On the right-hand 
side, it appears a chimney has been removed from the east wall, and this area is currently covered by a tall wood trellis. 
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Section 5: Request #3 -- Renovate the garage 

The garage was built before 1925, and it has had a rough life. By 1997, its roof had failed, as seen in 
Figure 14. 

 

Figure 14: The garage in 1997 had cedar shake siding, a fairly wide garage door, and a roof desperately needing repair.  

 

Figure 15: Today, the pressed board siding on the garage’s front looks terrible ... as does the recently-narrowed garage door.  

Between 1997 and the present day, the garage received a new roof, its main door was replaced with a 
much smaller one, the front cedar shake siding was replaced with cheap vertical-groove siding, two 
apartments were constructed inside, and two lean-to add-ons were built to extend it deeper into the 
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property (see Figures 16 and 17). We don’t need your Committee’s permission to remove the interior 
apartments, but the exterior changes need your approval.  

Thus, our third request is to remove the recently built garage add-ons, replace all siding, and install a 
larger, more historically appropriate front door. 

 

 

Figure 16: The back of the garage has two recently built lean-to areas that were built without building permits. They look awful. 

 

 

Figure 17: Another view of the back of the garage ... we would like permission to haul this part of the garage off to the dump. 
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Section 6: Request #4 – Restore original trim details 

A comparison of Figures 2 and 6 shows between 1997 and today, someone added fake shutters to most 
windows. These should all be removed. 

Figures 3 and 18 show why so many rosettes, corbels and other trim pieces are missing. Some missing 

pieces have left holes being used as quite active bird nests. 

Thus, our fourth request is to replace all missing trim pieces (primarily rosettes and corbels) and 

remove recently added pieces (such as fake shutters on windows or the fire extinguisher on the front 

porch). 

 

 

Figure 18: This 1997 photo shows the bay window being “repaired”. Notice that the “repair” has permanently removed the 
corbels and rosettes from the window’s left-hand bay. The bay window’s small corbels, rosettes and scalloped shingles seem 
appropriate to repeat on the replacement front porch in order to give the home a sense of design consistency. 
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Section 7: Likely future requests 

If we decide to restore this home, we will learn lots more about the home as we open walls and examine 
it more closely. Also, we hope to learn more about the home’s history from other sources, such as past 
residents, photo archives, or members of your Committee. All this information will help guide us about 
what is historically appropriate to do. So we expect a complete restoration would involve future 
requests. 

We already know two reasons to return to your Committee: 

1. Add windows or exterior doors to the first floor’s northwest corner. The northwest corner of 

the first floor is quite dark – just as the northeast corner is dark. We already know windows 

were removed from the east wall, but the storage areas and carport have hidden the northwest 

corner from view. If we remove the carport, we should have a better idea of what windows and 

doors were in the building’s northwest corner, and this would help us decide how to restore this 

area of the home. 

2. Enroll in Oregon’s program for Special Assessment for Historic Property. This home has never 

been on Oregon’s Special Assessment for Historic Property program, so if we decide to restore 

this historic home, we will want to use the program to freeze the home’s property taxes at a 

relatively low level for ten years. We certainly don’t want to apply for the program this year 

because its real market value according to the Linn County Assessor is $170,530, and the home’s 

property taxes will be frozen based on its real market value when we fill out an application for 

the Special Assessment program. This means we should wait at least until January 1, 2013 when 

the home’s real market value will be much lower. 

     Once we apply for the program, your Committee will need to approve our rehabilitation plan. 

This makes it important to know how you will react to our likely plans for improving both the 

exterior and interior. We’ve already discussed exterior changes in some detail, now we want to 

discuss likely interior changes.  Figure 19 shows existing and renovated first floor plans. Because 

the home was chopped into apartments with lowered ceilings, and because of the extensive 

1990s fire, few historical features remain on the first floor to be salvaged: the interior condition 

of the home is deplorable. Our expected renovation approach would be to take everything 

down to the studs and start over from scratch. This also would involve moving walls to create an 

open living area on the east side of the first floor and a master bedroom suite on the west.  

Is this overall approach something you would likely find compatible with Oregon’s Special 

Assessment for Historic Property program? 
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Figure 19: Existing and revised plans for the home’s first-floor interior. The largest changes will be to restore the original ceiling 
height by removing all drop-down ceilings and to add windows on the east side. Next, the central living area will be opened 
from front-to-back, and a master bedroom area will be built into the northwest corner. 
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Section 8: Closing thoughts and editorial comments 

We personally think historic homes should sell for a premium because they have unique character and 

are in relative short supply. But as a practical matter, our society values “new” and “improved” and calls 

historic homes “dated” and “drafty.” And because carefully restoring historic homes requires special 

skills, lots of labor, unusual materials and many government approvals, few people are willing to take on 

the challenge. We’ve seen the result locally: two potentially nice historic homes on 6th Avenue within a 

block or so of our home at 208 6th Avenue SE were demolished last year. No one stepped up to save 

them. 

So when we saw 338 6th Avenue headed the same direction, we put a low bid into the Auction.com 

process. Somewhat unexpectedly, this bid was the highest one submitted and was accepted by Fannie 

Mae  

Our first choice is to follow a path to restore the home so we will be proud to live in it. But we don’t 

want to follow this path if it forces us into constant “Mother, may I?” questions over every tiny detail 

affecting the home’s exterior, month-after-month of delays in obtaining decisions, unending requests 

for more information and documentation, and super-strict interpretations of precisely what was 

historic. 

Collectively, your Committee has many decades of experience and wisdom about restoring historic 

homes. Thank you for donating your time and providing Albany with your expertise. We want to listen 

carefully to any suggestions or ideas you have about how the home should be restored. But we will also 

necessarily consider what will make economic and personal sense. Thus, we will also listen carefully to 

how your Committee responds to our formal requests in Sections 3 through 6 and our informal request 

in Section 7 as we consider how to bring this home back to habitable status. 
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