
 

AGENDA 
HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMISSION 

 

 

To fully participate remotely in public hearings, go to https://www.astoria.or.us/LIVE_STREAM.aspx  for connection 
options and instructions. You may also use a telephone to listen in and provide public testimony. At the start of the 
meeting, call (253) 215-8782 and when prompted enter meeting ID# 503 325 5821 (see page 2 of this Agenda for more details).  

 

 

October 18, 2022 
5:30 p.m. 

2nd Floor City Council Chambers 
1095 Duane Street ● Astoria OR  97103 

 
 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 

2. ROLL CALL 
 

3. MINUTES 
a) Review of Draft Minutes from the August 16, 2022 meeting. 
b) Review of Draft Minutes from the September 20, 2022 meeting. 

 
4. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 

a) New Construction Request (NC22-07) by Thomas Janac to reconstruct an existing 
non-historic bunker garage at 1267 Jerome Ave in the R-1 Zone. The structure is 
adjacent to structures designated as historic in the Shively-McClure National Register 
Historic District.  

b) New Construction Request (NC22-06) by EMA Architecture for AFH Equity LLC to 
construct a waste disposal enclosure within the City River Trail right-of-way on the 
north side of 1136-1152 Marine Drive in the C-4 and UCO Zones. The site is adjacent 
to structures designated as historic in the Downtown National Register Historic 
District. 

c) Exterior Alteration Request (EX22-10) by EMA Architecture for Astoria Vintage 
Hardware to remove south elevation wall and boarded windows and replace with 
storefront windows and door on an existing commercial building at 1380 Duane / 1343 
Commercial in the C-4 Zone. The structure is designated as historic in the Downtown 
National Register Historic District. 

 
5. REPORT OF OFFICERS 
 
6. STAFF UPDATES 

a) Save the Date: Tuesday, November 15, 2022 – next HLC meeting @ 5:30 p.m.  
 

7. PUBLIC COMMENT (Non-Agenda Items) 
 

8. ADJOURNMENT 
 

9. PRESENTATION BY JOHN GOODENBERGER: Astoria’s Historic Resources  
 

THIS MEETING IS ACCESSIBLE TO THE DISABLED. 
AN INTERPRETER FOR THE HEARING IMPAIRED MAY BE REQUESTED UNDER THE TERMS OF ORS 192.630 BY 

CONTACTING THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT (503) 338-5183. 

  
Page 1 of 2 

 
1

https://www.astoria.or.us/LIVE_STREAM.aspx


 
 
 
 
 

Connection options and instructions to participate remotely in the public hearing. 
 
Public meetings will be conducted in the Council Chambers. Meetings are also audio and video live-streamed. 

 

 
At start of our Public Meetings you will be able to join our online ZOOM meeting using your mobile or 
desktop device and watch the live video presentation and provide public testimony. 

Step #1:  Use this link: https://www.astoria.or.us/zoom/ 
Step #2:  Install the Zoom software on your mobile device, or join in a web browser 
Step #3:  If prompted, enter the Meeting ID number: 503 325 5821 

Note: Your device will automatically be muted when you enter the online meeting. At the time of public 
testimony, when prompted you may choose to select the option within the ZOOM software to "raise your 
hand" and notify staff of your desire to testify. Your device will then be un-muted by the Host and you will be 
called upon, based on the name you entered within the screen when you logged in. 

 
At start of our Public Meetings you will be able to dial-in using your telephone to listen and provide public 
testimony. 

Step #1:  Call this number: 253-215-8782 
Step #2:  When prompted, enter the Meeting ID number: 503 325 5821 

Note: Your phone will automatically be muted when you enter the conference call. At the time of public 
testimony, when prompted, you may dial *9 to "raise your hand" and notify staff of your desire to testify. Your 
phone will then be un-muted by the Host and you will be called upon based on your phone number used to 
dial-in. 
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HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMISSION MEETING    
City Council Chambers 
August 16, 2022 
 
CALL TO ORDER – ITEM 1: 
 
A regular meeting of the Astoria Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) was held at the above place at the hour 
of 5:30 pm. 
 
ROLL CALL – ITEM 2:  
 
Commissioners Present:  President Mac Burns, Vice President Michelle Dieffenbach, Jack Osterberg, and 

Lynette Thiel-Smith.  
 
Commissioners Excused:  Ian Sisson, Mike Francis, and Jackson Ross.  
 
Staff Present:  Community Development Director Megan Leatherman and Associate Planner 

Tiffany Taylor. The meeting is recorded and will be transcribed by ABC 
Transcription Services, LLC. 

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES – ITEM 3(a):  
 
President Burns asked if there were any changes to the minutes of June 21, 2022.  
 
Commissioner Thiel-Smith noted the following corrections: 

• Page 2, Paragraph 10 – “Planner Taylor responded that the Applicant has proposed to use board and 
batten siding on the two sides that would be hidden from view in order to hang ladders and other 
equipment.” 

• Page 3, Paragraph 5, Second Bullet Point: “Tuesday, July 19 16, 2022 – HLC meeting @5:30 pm” 
 
Vice President Dieffenbach moved to approve the minutes of the June 21, 2022 meeting as corrected; seconded 
by Commissioner Osterberg. Motion passed unanimously. 
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS:  
 
President Burns explained the procedures governing the conduct of public hearings to the audience and advised 
that the substantive review criteria were listed in the Staff report.  
 
ITEM 4(a):   
 
EX22-06 Exterior Alteration Request (EX22-06) by Berenice Lopez to replace existing wood, horizontal 

siding on the south, east and west elevations on a single-family dwelling at 1134 Irving Ave in 
the R-3 (High Density Residential) Zone. The site is designated as historic in the Shively-
McClure National Register Historic District. 

 
President Burns asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the HLC to hear this matter at this time. There 
were no objections. President Burns asked if any member of the HLC had a conflict of interest, or any ex parte 
contacts to declare. None declared. President Burns requested a presentation of the Staff report. 
 
Planner Taylor presented the Staff report and recommended approval with conditions.  
 
Vice President Dieffenbach asked if any of the previous approvals dealt with the type of siding 
 
Planner Taylor said yes, Permit CA17-17, which was included in the agenda packet, required the siding to be 
replaced on the rear addition because the addition was originally built with board and batten siding, which did not 
match the rest of the house. The permit did not specify a type of siding material that had to be used and she did 
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not have any documentation showing what material was used when the siding was replaced. However, the new 
siding matched well with the rest of the house after the project was completed. 
 
Commissioner Osterberg said he believed the Commission was reviewing the south elevation of the house. 
However, he understood that a Finding in the Staff report was stating that the south elevation was exempt from 
review. Planner Taylor clarified that the Staff report would be corrected to state the south elevation was not 
exempt from review. Commissioner Osterberg also confirmed with Planner Taylor that the details about the 
windows were included in the agenda packet for reference and as background information about what had been 
previously permitted.  
 
Commissioner Osterberg asked for clarification on what elements of the new siding needed to match the existing 
siding. Planner Taylor stated that City Historian Goodenberger had said the reveal, thickness, and profile of the 
sidings should match. 
 
Commissioner Thiel-Smith asked if the Applicant had provided any information about the west elevation of the 
house. Planner Taylor noted that a photograph of the west side was provided, which was included on Page 34 of 
the agenda packet. 
 
President Burns opened public testimony for the hearing and asked for the Applicant’s presentation. 
 
Bernice Lopez, 328 Alameda, Number 3, Astoria, said she owned the house at 1134 Irving Ave., Astoria, and 
was happy to answer any questions about her application. 
 
Commissioner Osterberg asked if the Applicant had any comments about Staff’s recommendation to use wood 
siding. 
 
Ms. Lopez stated she just heard Staff’s recommendations a few minutes ago during Staff’s presentation of the 
Staff report, even though her application was submitted in early June. The link to the agenda packet was just 
sent to her last night and she had not been able to read it because she was traveling for work. She was willing 
and able to do anything that is required. She loved the house and really wanted to protect it. There are some 
serious structural issues that were discovered during a water penetration. The windows replaced in 2017 were 
approved by the HLC. Those windows had become difficult to open and close, so she decided to explore what 
could be wrong with the house. She had pest control and a structural expert to look at the house and serious 
structural issues were discovered. Taking care of the structural issues will require some of the siding on the front 
to be removed. On the side of the house, she was under the impression that that first Certificate of 
Appropriateness stipulated five-inch reveal Hardie Plank. She had a copy of the certificate and believed it was in 
the agenda packet as well. When the work was done, it took a lot more money than she anticipated because the 
home is older, so she had stopped working on it. None of the windows or trim would be touched because it was 
all taken care of in 2017. The only thing being replaced is the items damaged by termites. She was willing to do 
all of what Staff was recommending if that was the only way to get the permit approved, even it was an extra 
expense. But she wanted to get the work done before the rain started. 
 
Vice President Dieffenbach confirmed with the Applicant that the back of the house was sided with five-inch 
Hardei Plank, which had been approved. 
 
President Burns called for any presentations by persons in favor of, impartial to or against the application. Seeing 
none, he called for closing remarks of Staff. There were none. He closed the public testimony portion of the 
hearing and called for Commission discussion and deliberation. 
 
Vice President Dieffenbach said she believed Hardi Plank could be an acceptable solution and noted that the 
HLC had approved Hardie Plank for other projects. The siding would be on the back of the house, so she would 
not have a problem with Hardie Plank. The wood had been damaged to the point that it cannot be reused and 
must be replaced. She confirmed that she could approve Hardie Plank for all elevations of the house because it 
would look the same. 
 
Commissioner Thiel-Smith asked if the siding was supposed to be replaced with a similar material. 
 
President Burns understood that Hardie Plank had been approved in 2017. 
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lanner Taylor clarified that the HLC was not reviewing anything on the rear elevation. The HLC was just 
reviewing the front and east elevations, which are both visible from the street. Staff recommended all wood for 
the west elevation because it was only an additional 107 square feet. However, the HLC could vote to approve 
Hardie Plank instead of wood for all three elevations. 
 
Commissioner Thiel-Smith said she agreed with Vice President Dieffenbach and said it would be nice if all sides 
of the house had the same material. However, she preferred cedar because she was not familiar with Hardie 
Plank and could not compare their appearances. Additionally, she did not know if Hardie Plank could be 
produced in the right dimensions. 
 
Vice President Dieffenbach stated smooth siding was required in the previous project and it was difficult to tell 
that it was not cedar unless you tapped on it. Cedar and Hardie Plank look the same. She confirmed for 
Commissioner Thiel-Smith that Hardie Plank was more durable than cedar because made with cement. 
 
Commissioner Thiel-Smith responded that she could support Hardie Plank as long as the dimensions of the 
original siding were maintained. 
 
Commissioner Osterberg said he agreed that Hardie Plank was acceptable. Hardie Plank has been approved 
before for historic structures and it has been approved for elevations visible from the street. However, he was 
concerned that the new Hardie Plank might not be an exact match to the existing Hardie Plank on the rear. He 
suggested amending the first condition of approval to require a five-inch reveal and the same profile and 
thickness. 
 
Vice President Dieffenbach confirmed with Planner Taylor that a small portion of the west elevation had wood 
siding that would not be replaced and was not visible from the street. The wood and Hardie Plank siding would 
be separated by a chimney, which would be a natural way to stop and start the old and new. Therefore, she 
believed having a mix of wood and Hardie Plank on the west elevation would be acceptable. 
  
Commissioner Osterberg moved that the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) adopt the Findings and 
Conclusions contained in the Staff report and approve Exterior Alteration EX22-06 by Berenice Lopez, with the 
following change: 

• Amend Condition of Approval 1 to state, “Replacement horizontal siding shall be wood or Hardie Plank 
on all elevations, smooth, match the existing/original size, reveal, profile and thickness.”  

 
Seconded by Vice President Dieffenbach. Motion passed unanimously. 
 
President Burns read the rules of appeal into the record. 
 
ITEM 4(b):   
 
NC22-05 New Construction Request (NC22-05) by Abby Goodman, RDA Project Management, for Paul & 

Julie Carlisle, to construct a new, detached garage with an Accessory Dwelling Unit for a 
proposed new single-family dwelling at 425 40th Street in the R-2 (Medium Density Residential) 
Zone. The structure will be adjacent to structures designated as historic in the Adair-Uppertown 
Historic Inventory Area. 

 
President Burns asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the HLC to hear this matter at this time. There 
were no objections. President Burns asked if any member of the HLC had a conflict of interest, or any ex parte 
contacts to declare.  
 
President Burns declared that he knew Randy Stemper and Abby Goodman. However, he had not discussed this 
project with either one of them and did not believe he had any bias. 
 
Vice President Dieffenbach declared that she knew Randy Stemper and Abby Goodman as well, but she did not 
have any bias. 
 
President Burns requested a presentation of the Staff report. 
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Planner Taylor presented the Staff report and recommended approval. 
 
President Burns said he was surprised that this application had not been approved by Staff. He asked what 
triggered the HLC review. Planner Taylor explained that Staff tried to find a way to approve this over the counter. 
However, the Code states that any detached structure adjacent to a historic structure must be reviewed by the 
Commission. 
 
Commissioner Osterberg stated the Staff report referred to the house that was approved a year ago as a 
proposed single-family- dwelling. The house was not being proposed now. Planner Taylor confirmed she would 
correct the Staff report. 
 
President Burns opened public testimony for the hearing and asked for the Applicant’s presentation. 
 
Randy Stemper, RDA Project Management, P.O. Box 1417, Astoria, said the project was just an addition to the 
original project. The architect was still the same and the materials would be the same. The house will match. The 
city required all the lots be combined into one 79,000 square foot lot. The structure could have been a stand 
alone building on the site because it met all of the requirements. He also wondered why the application was not 
approved by Staff. 
 
President Burns called for any presentations by persons in favor of, impartial to or against the application. Seeing 
none, he called for closing remarks of Staff. There were none. He closed the public testimony portion of the 
hearing and called for Commission discussion and deliberation. 
 
Vice President Dieffenbach said she believed the project met all of the requirements and that Staff did a good 
job on the Staff report. 
 
Commissioner Osterberg agreed that the application met all of the criteria. The structure would be the same 
style, design, and materials of the house that was previously approved. Therefore, the HLC had already dealt 
with compatibility of the style. 
 
Commissioner Thiel-Smith stated she also agreed with Staff’s findings and recommendation for approval. 
 
Vice President Dieffenbach moved that the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) adopt the Findings and 
Conclusions contained in the Staff report and approve New Construction NC22-05 by Abby Goodman; seconded 
by Commissioner Osterberg. Motion passed unanimously. 
 
President Burns read the rules of appeal into the record. 
 
ITEM 4(c):   
 
EX22-07 Exterior Alteration Request (EX22-07) by Claudia Bowman to replace an existing aluminum 

window on front elevation with a wood window of same size, and to replace existing shingles 
with wood shingles of same size and style at 1762 Irving Ave in the R-3 (High Density 
Residential) Zone. The site is designated as historic in the Shively-McClure National Register 
Historic District. Note: application to be continued to the September 20, 2022 meeting. 

 
President Burns asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the HLC to hear this matter at this time. There 
were no objections. President Burns asked if any member of the HLC had a conflict of interest, or any ex parte 
contacts to declare. None declared. President Burns requested a presentation of the Staff report. 
 
Planner Taylor stated that this hearing needed to be continued to the September meeting. The property received 
a special assessment in 2019 and the City was still waiting for feedback from the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO). Staff did not have enough information to complete the Staff report at this time. 
 
Commissioner Osterberg moved that the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) continue the hearing of Exterior 
Alteration EX22-07 to September 20, 2022 at 5:30 pm in City Hall Council Chambers; seconded by Vice 
President Dieffenbach. Motion passed unanimously. 
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REPORTS OF OFFICERS – ITEM 5:  
 
There were no reports. 
 
STAFF UPDATES – ITEM 6: 
 
 Save the Date: Tuesday, September 20, 2022 – next HLC meeting @ 5:30 pm 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS – ITEM 7: 
 
There were no comments. 
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
 
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 7:25 p.m.  
 
APPROVED: 
 
 
_____________________________ 
Community Development Director 
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HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMISSION MEETING    
City Council Chambers 
September 20, 2022 
 
CALL TO ORDER – ITEM 1: 
 
A regular meeting of the Astoria Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) was held at the above place at the hour 
of 5:30 pm. 
 
ROLL CALL – ITEM 2:  
 
Commissioners Present:  President Mac Burns, Jack Osterberg, Mike Francis, and Jackson Ross.  
 
Commissioners Excused:  Vice President Michelle Dieffenbach, Lynette Thiel-Smith, and Ian Sisson. 
 
Staff Present:  Associate Planner Tiffany Taylor. The meeting is recorded and will be 

transcribed by ABC Transcription Services, LLC. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES – ITEM 3(a):  
 
No minutes to review. 
 
PUBLIC HEARINGS:  
 
President Burns explained the procedures governing the conduct of public hearings to the audience and advised 
that the substantive review criteria were listed in the Staff report.  
 
ITEM 4(a):   
 
EX22-07 Continued from the August 16, 2022 meeting: Exterior Alteration Request (EX22-07) by Claudia 

Bowman to replace an existing aluminum window on front elevation with a wood window of 
same size, and to replace existing shingles with wood shingles of same size and style at 1762 
Irving Ave in the R-3 (High Density Residential) Zone. The site is designated as historic in the 
Shively-McClure National Register Historic District. 

 
President Burns asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the HLC to hear this matter at this time. There 
were no objections. President Burns asked if any member of the HLC had a conflict of interest, or any ex parte 
contacts to declare.  
 
Commissioner Ross declared a conflict of interest and confirmed he could be objective. 
 
President Burns explained that via rule of necessity, Commissioner Ross would not be participating in the public 
hearing but would be voting. He requested a presentation of the Staff report. 
 
Planner Taylor presented the Staff report and recommended approval with conditions.  
 
Commissioner Francis asked if the HLC was just reviewing the gable window. Planner Taylor clarified that the 
HLC would be reviewing the gable window but also the siding. She confirmed that all other aspects of the 
preservation plan had been completed as required. 
 
Commissioner Osterberg asked if the city or the State was responsible for enforcing the preservation plan.  
 
Planner Taylor responded that the City and State partnered on preservation plans. When a property owner 
applies for a special assessment from the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), the City has an opportunity 
to review the application and provide comments. The property owner must work with the City to get a certificate 
of appropriateness, which is usually approved as a Type 1 review by Staff because the preservation plans are 
usually stricter than the City’s requirements. This Applicant’s preservation plan was included in the agenda 
packet. Additionally, a copy of an email from SHPO stating SHPO would abide by the HLC’s decision on this 
application was forwarded to Commissioners. 
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Commissioner Osterberg noted that the preservation plan did not require a particular type of replacement 
window. He asked if that was correct. Planner Taylor explained that at the time that SHPO was working with the 
property owner on this preservation plan, the City did not have a planner and was not able to provide feedback 
during SHPOs open comment period. However, the plan did refer to wood window replacements on other 
elevations. Therefore, she believed the intent was to replace this aluminum window with a wood window. 
Additionally, the Applicant has proposed a wood window as well. Generally, the City wants to see specifics 
outlined in the preservation plans.  
 
Commissioner Francis confirmed with Staff that the reason the preservation plan lacked specific guidance was 
because the Applicant did not go to the city for a review. 
 
Planner Taylor added that the city was not aware of the changes until a citizen reported them. 
 
President Burns opened public testimony for the hearing and confirmed that the Applicant was not present to 
make a presentation or answer questions. He called for any presentations by persons in favor of the application. 
There were none. He called for testimony by persons impartial to the application. 
 
Jamie Lump, P.O. Box 1334, Astoria, stated she represented the Lower Columbia Preservation Society (LCPS). 
She commended Staff for compiling a well-researched and thoughtful Staff report. She also appreciated that 
Staff offered multiple options for the window replacement. LCPS supported Option C to restore the front gable 
window to its original dimensions due to the special assessment agreement. She asked the HLC to consider 
Option C as the best choice for this project. The special assessment program provides the opportunity to revert 
the opening for the window back to the original size, which are more proportional to the size and pitch of the 
gable than the other options. Option C would restore the original character of the style within the structure’s 
historical context. The current windows in the gable do not meet the criteria. Under the special assessment 
agreement, the owner is obligated to meet the Secretary of Interior’s standards for rehabilitation in order to 
remail eligible for the tax incentive. The standards do not recommend introducing a new design that is 
incompatible with the historic character of the building. The replacement window should be an accurate 
restoration, including historical, pictorial, and physical documentation. The historic photograph of the building 
with the original window has been available to the public at the Clatsop County Tax Assessor’s Office. She 
appreciated the dedication the owner has placed on the details and craftsmanship of the work that has already 
been completed. She looked forward to seeing the same care put into the completion of the project. 
 
President Burns asked if LCPS had any contact with the Applicant about this project. 
 
Ms. Lump confirmed that LCPS did not have any contact with the Application but did reach out to SHPO. SHPO 
reached out to the Applicant on behalf of LCPS. She explained that LCPS was unaware of the project until a 
member of LCPS saw the new window. 
 
Vance Lump, 3586 Irving Ave., Astoria, stated he was a contractor who worked only on wood windows. He was 
also a student of the Clatsop Community College Historic Preservation Program. He also had a thorough 
understanding of the Secretary of Interior’s standards for rehabilitation. The current windows are inappropriate 
because they are made of Fibrex, which is a proprietary fiberglass material developed by Andersen Windows. 
The material is 40 percent wood fiber and 60 percent thermal plastic polymer. Wood fiber is sawdust. The 
windows are mostly plastic and from the outside, they look like any other modern vinyl window. The application 
states that the window would be replaced with wood. He encouraged the Commission to choose Option C 
because it is the best way to increase the historic integrity of a building. The pictorial evidence provides a clear 
view of the original window. Option C would also be in line with Astoria’s City Code, Article 6, which states, 
“repair or replacement of missing architectural features should be based on accurate duplications of features 
substantiated by historic physical or pictorial evidence rather than a conjectural design or the availability of 
different architectural elements from other buildings or structures.” The Secretary of Interior’s standards also 
states that replacement windows may be an accurate restoration using historical, pictorial, and physical 
documentation. The standards recommend against, “introducing a new design that is incompatible with the 
historic character of the building.” The Secretary of Interior’s standards are the guiding principles of Astoria’s 
Article 6 as well as SHPO’s requirement for receiving special assessment status. When it is not clear what 
should be done for preservation work, the City should refer to the Secretary of Interior’s standards. The 
standards make it clear that the window should be replaced with a similar material to the original. Since the 
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windows need to be replaced anyway and the jamb will need modifications to comply with the Code, changing 
the size of the window opening could be done at the same time. Since the house is in the SHPO special 
assessment program, he believed the Commission should choose Option C to replace the window with a wood 
frame double hung window modeled after the original design of the house. 
 
Kris Haefker, 687 12th St., Astoria, stated he believed Option C would work the best. He had installed quite a few 
historic windows. He did not have a problem with making small alterations to accommodate modern lifestyle. 
Sometimes, there is a lot of electrical running underneath the window, but those modifications are modest. It is 
important to get proportions correct when installing a double hung window. A house of this era would have a 
casing of about 1.125 inches. It is also important to have a decent head casing even if the original did not have 
one because the house faces south and because wood products are not as durable as they used to be. Cutting 
the siding and installing a new window would not be that big of a deal. 
 
President Burns called for presentations by persons against the application. Seeing none, he called for closing 
remarks of Staff.  
 
Planner Taylor responded that the City Historian John Goodenberger reviewed the application and advocates for 
preservation standards to first restore. If restoration is not possible, he advocated for appropriate renovation. He 
also recommended the Commissioners consider the relationship to the façade and proportions to the rest of the 
pediment.  
 
President Burns asked which option the Applicant preferred. 
 
Planner Taylor said she had not had any communication with the Applicant since the Staff report was published. 
 
President Burns closed the public testimony portion of the hearing and called for Commission discussion and 
deliberation. 
 
Commissioner Osterberg said he did not agree that the Commission needed to consider the Secretary of 
Interior’s standards. In a limited land use decision by the State of Oregon, the Commission is only limited to the 
criteria contained in the Astoria Development Code. The Commission can only review and consider the criteria 
listed in the Staff report. Additionally, the Secretary of Interior’s standards have not been submitted into the 
public record. Astoria’s Code already reflects the Secretary of Interior's standards. Testimony also indicated that 
the Commission needed to consider SHPO’s preservation plan. However, that plan is not listed in the criteria for 
approval either. He preferred Option C to require a much more historic treatment of the window in size, shape, 
and design. The Applicant has submitted old photographs showing the original window and has proposed a 
wood window. Therefore, he was leaning towards approving Option C. 
 
Commissioner Francis stated he came into the meeting with a preference for Option C, but he would have been 
open to a compelling argument in favor of something else if it was important to the Applicant. He believed the 
Commission should require Option C. 
 
President Burns agreed with Commissioner Francis and was prepared to approve Option C. 
 
Commissioner Osterberg moved that the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) adopt the Findings and 
Conclusions contained in the Staff report as amended and approve Exterior Alteration EX22-07 by Claudia 
Bowman with conditions; seconded by Commissioner Francis. Motion passed unanimously. 
 
President Burns read the rules of appeal into the record. 
 
ITEM 4(b):   
 
EX22-08 Exterior Alteration Request (EX22-08) by Hiromi and Aaron Head to construct a cantilevered 

deck on rear/north elevation; a deck with support posts on east and west side elevations; add 
stairs on west, north, and east elevations from the decks; replace east garage door with paired 
1/1 window and man door; add 1/1 window and man door on west side bay window on a single-
family dwelling at 1588 Grand Avenue in the R-3 (High Density Residential) Zone. The structure 
is designated as historic in the Shively-McClure National Register Historic District. 
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President Burns asked if anyone objected to the jurisdiction of the HLC to hear this matter at this time. There 
were no objections. President Burns asked if any member of the HLC had a conflict of interest, or any ex parte 
contacts to declare.  
 
President Burns declared that he drove past the property, but he had not slowed down specifically because of 
this matter. 
 
Commissioner Ross declared that he used to be a neighbor of the owners, but that would not prevent him from 
being impartial. 
 
Commissioner Osterberg declared that he had seen the house, lived nearby, and drove by every now and then. 
He had seen the progress made on the house. 
 
President Burns requested a presentation of the Staff report. 
 
Planner Taylor presented the Staff report and noted that several changes to the proposal had been made since 
the Application was originally submitted. Staff recommended approval with conditions.  
 
President Burns opened public testimony for the hearing and asked for the Applicant’s presentation. 
 
Aaron Head, 1588 Grand, Astoria, stated there were many reasons he wanted to do the proposed changes. The 
most important changes are life safety issues and the ability to access the entire property instead of just a 
portion. Currently, only portions of the property are accessible because it so dilapidated. The former tenants did 
not recognize the issues that were occurring year after year, so they were never addressed. The proposed work 
would prolong the preservation of the property. He wants to access the stairs on the west side for foot access to 
the entire property. On that west side, water problems were caused by gutters that were failing, which 
compromised the foundation. The floor joists are dry rotted in the basement. Additionally, the ivy growing up the 
side of the house ate up a lot of the siding. There were also sewage leaks. He believed that if that side of the 
house were accessible, the problems would have been seen and corrected before they damaged the house. He 
also wanted to keep the deck at the top of the stairs because it is the only quiet place on the property. The area 
near the retaining wall would be used as a place to barbeque without hearing the unmuffled engines going up the 
hill. The area would also be a safe spot for their children. His children are two and four years old and their safety 
is a constant problem. He has not been able to relax. The kitchen is at the back of the house on the main level. 
The ground level is the basement and all of the bedrooms are on the top level. To get to the backyard from the 
main level, he has to go all the way to the front and walk down the sidewalk along 16th Avenue to access the 
back. The deck is not too imposing and he wanted it to be proportionate in size to what already existed. The 
proposal is for an eight-foot deck. The footings of the pilings on the north end would be engineered to withstand 
the weight and be to Code. He wanted to add the deck because of a life safety issue from the ground to the top 
of the windows on the north elevations where one of the bedrooms is located. His children are always in that 
area and it gets really hot in the summertime. They open the windows a bit but are afraid the children might fall 
out because they would die after hitting the ground from that distance. However, if they fall onto the deck, they 
would still get hurt but probably would not die. He wanted to do this work for his enjoyment, but also for what 
should be done. The original owners who built the house missed the mark on the back end of the house, the 
north end. Another dimension is needed. It was sad to see the little balcony and he believed that what he had 
proposed was appropriate for the stones. He found some basalt stones. A lot of them were cut and ready to go, 
but he would make it as appropriate as possible. The Commission could trust that he would do the right thing for 
the house and not just the cheapest route. The deck would make maintenance of the property easier by 
providing access to more areas of the house. He did not believe that what he had proposed would distract from 
the architecture. He wanted to remove the garage door on the east side. A foundation engineer told him the 
garage had four inches of concrete, which was not adequate to withstand the weight. He removed the concrete 
because it was being pressed down into the ground. He also found a broken sewer line and while repairing the 
sewer line, he found a 1,000-gallon oil tank. When tank was unearthed, he found a driveway. The tank was 
excavated to Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) standards and the driveway was jackhammered out. 
The house never should have had a garage in that location and he did not know what to do with it. He could not 
find any pictures at LCPS that predated 1960, which was disappointing because the house is so prominent. 
However, the garage was not there. On the lower part, [inaudible, away from microphone, 1:13:44] It was not in 
the preservation plan, but he would like to put lattice between the pilings on the back. A comment was made 
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about the appropriateness of this project related to engineering drawings. He had asked that the Commission not 
require engineering plans because he had consulted with contractors. He planned to use L.J. Allen and Rob 
Allen [1:15:15] who do not believe that any changes would be necessary based on engineering. He did not want 
to spend several thousand dollars on engineering plans for something that may not happen. If any changes need 
to be made, he would address those and ask for permission. 
 
Commissioner Osterberg asked how high the north elevation was from the ground to the eave line of the third 
floor. 
 
Mr. Head said it was 39 feet. 
 
Commissioner Osterberg asked how many feet it would be from the ground to the proposed second floor deck. 
 
Mr. Head said the distance was 15.5 feet. [inaudible, not on microphone 1:17:21] 
 
Commissioner Francis asked the Applicant to respond to the City Historian’s suggested refinements to the post 
and the idea of a lower deck. 
 
Mr. Head stated he was not aware of those suggestions. However, he would adverse do doing those things 
because he wanted to use the space as backyard area. He would not use the room where the garage is currently 
located very much. There would be no reason that anyone would want to hang out there because of 16th Avenue. 
No one will sit there and read the newspaper or chat with their friends. He would rather use the space as yard 
space. He confirmed that would be at the basement and garage level. 
 
Commissioner Francis said that Mr. Goodenberger was talking about transitional features on the posts. 
 
Planner Taylor referred to Page 7 of the Staff report, which showed a photograph of a four-square porch with a 
stone column and support posts. She clarified that Mr. Goodenberger was referring to the cap and the 
transitional from the white column to the stone. 
 
Mr. Head responded that he would accept that. It made sense to have a little bit of a slope so that water could 
properly run off. He was not sure about using that particular cap because he did not want to use material that 
was not appropriate. The cap seemed like a Home Depot clay fire kiln cap. He would do whatever was 
appropriate, but the slope and the grade was what he was looking for. He would be happy to provide a transition 
that was period correct. 
 
President Burns asked if the Applicant had any reaction to Staff’s recommended conditions of approval. 
 
Mr. Head confirmed he was comfortable with what Staff had recommended. 
 
President Burns called for any presentations by persons in favor of the application. 
 
Kris Haefker, 687 12th Street, Astoria, said he was in favor of the project because it reminded him of a home 
apartment. Home apartment is a classic architectural style with a triple level deck on the back. One of the 
problems with the deck was the fact that it would have a roof. If this was a classical style building or a Victorian, 
he would say it had a roof on the back porch. Given the four-square craftsman style, he did not believe that was 
necessary. He appreciated having a scaffold around the building. He worked 50 feet in the air on a scaffold trying 
to install a plaster cornice, so he believed the Applicant had a very valid point in terms of addressing 
maintenance. He also believed it would be wonderful for anyone living in the house to experience the view, which 
breaks down the very tall north wall. He recommended a urethane-based membrane on the deck to help with the 
longevity of the building. It would be cheaper than wood as well. He also recommended adding a gutter because 
capturing water is a good idea. The proportions of the post need to be substantial to contribute to the building. 
 
Kim Supple, 1542 Grand, Astoria, stated she wrote a letter in support of the project. 
 
President Burns called for any testimony impartial to the application. 
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Vance Lump, 3586 Irving Ave., Astoria, said in his study of historic preservation and approaches to preserving 
historic fabrics of buildings and readapting them for new uses when it is a contemporary use, one approach is to 
make the addition not look historic at all in order to make it clear that one structure is historic and one is not. 
Sometimes, trying to make them match closely misses the mark and it looks weird. Making it look specifically 
different but still subordinate to the building in line with the overall design philosophy, for example instead of 
using wood for the support beams, if they were metal, they would not rot. The structure would very clearly not be 
historic so people could see that it was a restored four-square with an added deck. This is often done for old 
museums. It could be done well if designed appropriately. He commended the owners for doing so much work. 
He believed the Applicant would do something good, but he wanted to provide another perspective and other 
options. Section 6.050(f)(9) of the Code states that contemporary design for alterations and additions to existing 
properties shall not be discouraged when such alterations and additions do not destroy significant historical 
architectural or cultural material and such design is compatible with the size, scale, color, material, and character 
of the property, neighborhood, or environment.” 
 
President Burns called for any testimony against the application.  
 
Loretta Maxwell, 1574 Grand Ave., Astoria, owner of Grandview Bed and Breakfast, stated she was concerned 
about the decks planned for the west side of the house, which would come within six inches of the property line 
between her property and the Applicant’s. She has a deck, some stairs, and the door to a suite on the lower 
level. Her mother’s bedroom is on the first floor and she believed people would be able to look into her windows. 
Overall, she liked the idea the Applicant’s have. She wished the Applicant’s would talk to her more about what is 
going on at their house. She just has to see what they have done when it is finished. She has asked to see the 
house and was told she had wait until the work was done. She would have liked to discuss with the Applicants 
the changes they want to make. The additions are major, mostly the west side. The bay window is close to her 
property and a deck coming out from that would be really close. She liked the Applicants and believed they were 
trying to do a good thing, but she wished there was more information about how the project would impact her 
house. She had guests who might feel imposed on. 
 
President Burns asked if the variance was for the deck’s proximity to the property line. 
 
Planner Taylor clarified that Staff had not received a variance request, but the Applicant would be required to 
apply for a variance to encroach into the setback for the west side of the property. There would be a public 
hearing for the variance. She noted that Staff had received two written comments for this application, which were 
provided to Commissioners and the Applicant. One was in favor of the application and the requested more 
information. 
 
President Burns asked if the Applicant wanted to provide rebuttal testimony. 
 
Mr. Head asked that the Commission base its decision off of the rendering instead of engineering plans. The 
proposed deck at the lower level would be a level below Ms. Maxwell’s mother’s room. He believed there had 
been some miscommunication. 
 
President Burns called for closing remarks of Staff.  
 
Planner Taylor explained that conceptual designs are accepted with applications, but the city did not require 
engineering for the Commission to review. If there happen to be any changes during the process of applying for 
a building permit or any engineering permits that are required, an additional HLC review would be required to 
look at any changes made at that time. 
 
President Burns asked if the Commission needed to take any action based on the letter from LCPS. He asked if 
the Commission could vote on the application if they did not request any additional evidence. 
 
Planner Taylor explained that Staff had consulted with the City Attorney regarding the letter and other rules for 
new evidence. If the Commission is satisfied that it has enough evidence to deliberate and make a decision, it 
may proceed. If the Commission requires more evidence from the Applicant, the hearing could be closed and the 
record could be left open for seven days to give the Applicant time to submit additional materials. 
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President Burns closed the public testimony portion of the hearing and called for Commission discussion and 
deliberation. 
 
Commissioner Ross said he believed the application met all of the criteria. He loved the work the Applicants had 
done over the last year and a half and he understood their reason for wanting to enhance the property. 
 
Commissioner Francis stated he was enthusiastic about this project in general. Knowing that the posts would be 
refined and that Staff would work with the Applicant, the believed the Commission could approve the request. 
 
Commissioner Osterberg said he did not believe there was any need for additional information. However, he did 
appreciate LCPS’s comments. It is always handy to have detailed architectural elevation drawings or engineered 
drawings, but those are not required. It is up to the Commission to determine whether those drawings are really 
necessary in order to determine whether the criteria are met. It appeared to him that the criteria are met without 
the need for additional details. He supported the request, but he would be interested in Commissioner’s opinions 
about a tapered base on the porch posts to create a transition above the support columns. There was also the 
idea of using metal supports. 
 
President Burns said he liked the idea of not trying to make it look original. He did not feel the Applicants were 
attempting to do so. The deck looks like it could be removed at any time in the future. He believed the application 
met the criteria and he would be okay with requiring a tapered difference between the stone and wood or a metal 
pole. 
 
Commissioner Ross wanted to encourage some form of transition, which is common on four-squares. 
 
Commissioner Francis noted that the Applicant had already agreed to make such a modification. 
 
Commissioner Francis moved that the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) adopt the Findings and 
Conclusions contained in the Staff report and approve Exterior Alteration EX22-08 by Hiromi and Aaron Head; 
seconded by Commissioner Ross. Motion passed unanimously. 
 
President Burns read the rules of appeal into the record. 
 
REPORTS OF OFFICERS – ITEM 5:  
 

No reports.  
 
STAFF UPDATES – ITEM 6: 
 

 Save the Date: Tuesday, October 18, 2022 – next HLC meeting @ 5:30 pm 
 
Planner Taylor noted that the October agenda was very full. The November meeting would be on November 15th 
due to the Thanksgiving holiday and she expected a large project to me on that meeting’s agenda. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS – ITEM 7: 
 

Vance Lump, 3586 Irving Ave., Astoria, said a commissioner had commented on the appropriateness of 
considering the Secretary of Interior’s standards. Astoria Development Code Article 6.050(f) Historic Design 
Review Criteria lists the standards that the HLC uses when evaluating applications and says, “The following 
standards in compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s standards for historic preservation shall be used to 
review Type 2 and Type 3 exterior alteration requests.” So, he believed it was absolutely crucial that everyone on 
the HLC be familiar with those standards. People in the historic preservation community use the standards on a 
daily basis. It is also the federal government’s standard for the National Park Service. 
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 7:20 p.m.  
 
APPROVED: 
_____________________________ 
Community Development Director 
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REPORT RELEASE DATE:  October 11, 2022  
 
COMMISSION HEARING DATE:  October 18, 2022  
 
TO:  HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMISSION 
 
FROM: ROSEMARY JOHNSON, PLANNING CONSULTANT 
 
SUBJECT: NEW CONSTRUCTION REQUEST (NC22-07) TO CONSTRUCT A 

DETACHED GARAGE AT 1267 JEROME AVENUE 
 
 
I. SUMMARY 
 
 A.    Applicant:  Thomas Janac 
    PO Box 485 
    Nehalem OR 97130 
     
 B. Owners: Thomas G Janac 
    Linda Streuli Janac 
    PO Box 485 
    Nehalem OR 97130 
 
 C. Location: 1267 Jerome Ave (Map T8N R9W Section 17BA, Tax Lot 1400; 

Lot 3, Block 116, McClure) 
 
 D. Classification: Adjacent to structures designated historic in Shively-McClure 

National Register Historic District 
 
 E. Proposal:  To construct a detached garage for an existing single-family 

dwelling  
 
 F. 120 Days: January 20, 2023. The application was deemed complete on 

September 22, 2022. 
 
 
 

STAFF REPORT AND FINDINGS OF FACT 

City of Astoria 
Founded 1811 •  Incorporated 1856 
 

Community Development Department 
1095 Duane Street • Astoria OR 97103 • Phone (503) 338-5183 • www.astoria.or.us • planning@astoria.or.us   
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II. PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT 
 

A public notice was mailed to all property owners within 200 feet pursuant to Section 
9.020 on September 22, 2022. Email and web publishing also occurred on September 
22, 2022. A notice of public hearing was published in The Astorian on October 8, 
2022.  On-site notice pursuant to Section 9.020.D was posted. Comments received 
will be made available at the Historic Landmarks Commission meeting. 

 
III.  BACKGROUND 
 

A. Site: 
 

The site is located on the south side of 
Jerome Avenue. The right-of-way is platted 
60’ wide with a 22’ pave road, sidewalks, 
and green strip between the sidewalk and 
roadway. The site is raised above the level 
of the right-of-way with the house at the top 
and an inground bunker garage at street 
level. 
 
B. Neighborhood: 
 

The neighborhood is developed with single-
family dwellings.  The lots to the east are 
generally larger than standard 5,000 square foot lots.  The Jerome Avenue right-of-
way jogs just east of the subject property historically separating the Shively and 
McClure subdivisions.  
 
C. Adjacent Historic Properties: 
 

The following adjacent properties trigger HLC 
review: 
 
 
1) 1267 Jerome (applicant) 

Secondary/Eligible/Contributing 
Shively-McClure National Register   
Historic District 
Craftsman, c 1913 

 
 
 
2) 1233 Jerome 

Eligible/Contributing 
Shively-McClure National Register 
Historic District 
Colonial Revival, c 1920 

 
 

Site 

Historic properties 
highlighted in purple 
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3) 1288 Kensington 

Eligible/Contributing 
Shively-McClure National Register 
Historic District 
Craftsman, c 1913 

 
 
 

4) 996 12th 
 Local Landmark 

Shively-McClure National Register 
Historic District 

 Craftsman, c 1917 
 

 
 
 

 
D. Proposal: 
 
To construct a detached in ground bunker-style garage for an existing single-family 
dwelling. The garage would replace the existing bunker garage on the west side of the 
property line.  
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The structure would be 11’ wide x 21’ long x 9’ tall and constructed of concrete and 
brick. The proposal would be slightly larger than the existing structure in order to 
accommodate a modern-size vehicle. The east and south (rear) elevations would be 
built into the hillside and located only partially above grade. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IV. APPLICABLE REVIEW CRITERIA AND FINDINGS OF FACT 
 

 A. Section 6.070.A, New Construction, Certificate of Appropriateness, states “No 
person, corporation, or other entity shall construct a new structure adjacent to 
or across a public right-of-way from a Historic Landmark as described in 
Section 6.040, without first obtaining a Certificate of Appropriateness from the 
Historic Landmarks Commission.” 

  
  Finding: The proposed structure would be adjacent to structures listed as 

historic in the Shively-McClure National Register Historic District and requires 
review. 

  
 B.   Section 6.070.B, Historic Landmarks Commission Historic Design Review 

Criteria, states, “A request to construct a new structure shall be reviewed by the 
Historic Landmarks Commission following receipt of the request.  In reviewing 
the request, the Historic Landmarks Commission shall consider and weigh the 
following criteria:  

  
    1.  The design of the proposed structure is compatible with the design of 

adjacent historic structures considering scale, style, height, architectural 
detail and materials.”   

  
   Finding:  The proposed garage will replace the existing garage that was 

not designated as historic at the time of the site’s historic designation; 
therefore, review of demolition of the garage was not required. However, 
the garage was constructed at a later date and contributes to the site.   
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Street view-facing east.    indicates neighboring bunker-style garages. 

Bunker-style garages in concrete and/or wood were common during the period of the 
main structure’s construction. They can be found on sites with all styles of dwellings 
but were generally very plain and not necessarily reflective of the architecture of the 
dwelling. The existing garage is concrete and brick which are the proposed materials 
for the new garage.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The adjacent historic properties have a combination of open driveway parking and a 
lean-to wood garage. There are three bunker-style garages on other historic 
properties within view of the subject site, similar in size, material, and design. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
      

 
 Existing Proposed 

 
  

996 12th St. 1288 Kensington 
1233 Jerome 

Site 
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   Therefore, the City finds that the materials and design would be 
compatible with the neighborhood.   

 
  The garage door design and material has not been selected. A panel 

door with or without upper lites would be appropriate. Steel, fiberglass, 
or a wood door would be appropriate; however, vinyl door material 
would not be compatible with the neighborhood and shall not be used 
(Condition #2).  The Planner shall review and approve the final garage 
door design and material (Condition #1). 

 
   In balance, as noted above, the City finds the proposed garage would be 

compatible in “scale, style, height, architectural detail and materials.”   
  
  2.  “The location and orientation of the new structure on the site is 

consistent with the typical location and orientation of adjacent structures 
considering setbacks, distances between structures, location of 
entrances and similar siting considerations.” 

 
   Finding: The site is developed with a single-family dwelling with an 

existing bunker garage. Setbacks in the area vary, with three other 
bunker garages built up to the front property lines. Garage doors face 
the right-of-way. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   The City finds the location on the lot would be consistent with the 

neighborhood development. 
 
   The City finds the proposed structure would be “consistent with the 

typical location and orientation of adjacent structures considering 
setbacks, distances between structures, location of entrances and 
similar siting considerations.” 

 
 
 

 
Site 
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V. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 
 
 Based on the Findings of Fact above and application submittals, the City finds the 

request meets the applicable review criteria and staff recommends approval of the 
request with the following conditions: 

 
 1. The final design and material shall be reviewed and approved by the Planner. 
 
 2. The garage door shall not be vinyl. 
 
 3. Significant changes or modifications to the proposed plans as described in this 

Staff Report shall be reviewed by the Historic Landmarks Commission. 
 

 4. The applicant shall obtain all necessary City and building permits prior to the 
start of construction, including but not limited to Grading & Erosion Control 
Permit.   
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From: Lynda Janac <janac@nehalemtel.net>  
Sent: Thursday, September 8, 2022 7:49 PM 
To: Tiffany Taylor <ttaylor@astoria.or.us> 
Subject: Janac 1267 Jerome garage 
 
Tiffany, 
Attached is a photo of the house trim which I will replicate on garage to match with the house. 
Colors were all chosen from Miller Paint historic selections. 
Thanks for help 
Tom Janac 
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REPORT RELEASE DATE:  OCTOBER 11, 2022 

COMMISSION HEARING DATE:  OCTOBER 18, 2022 

TO: HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMISSION (HLC) 

FROM: TIFFANY TAYLOR, ASSOCIATE PLANNER 
ROSEMARY JOHNSON, PLANNING CONSULTANT 

SUBJECT: NEW CONSTRUCTION REQUEST (NC22-06) BY EMA ARCHITECTURE FOR 
AFH EQUITY LLC TO CONSTRUCT AN OUTDOOR STORAGE ENCLOSURE IN 
THE CITY RIVER TRAIL RIGHT-OF-WAY BEHIND 1136-1152 MARINE DRIVE 

I. SUMMARY

A. Applicant:  EMA Architecture
Attn: Jenn Lanius  jlanius@emaarchitecture.com 
721 NW 9th Ave #280 
Portland OR 97209  

B. Owner: City of Astoria 
1095 Duane Street 
Astoria OR 97103 

C. Adjacent Owners: Astoria Food Hub LLC Stephen Allen 
22095 Foss Rd 990 Astor St. 
Nehalem OR 97131  Astoria OR 97103 

D. Location: City River Trail right-of-way (Map T8N R9W Section 8CA, Tax Lot 
7200) on the north side of 1136-1152 Marine Drive (Map T8N R9W 
Section 8CA, Tax Lot 1700; Lots 11 & 12, south portion of Lots 3 & 
4, Block 56.5, McClure)  

E. Classification: New construction adjacent to structure(s) designated as historic
within the Downtown National Register Historic District 

F. Proposal:  To construct an outdoor storage area enclosure

STAFF REPORT AND FINDINGS OF FACT 

City of Astoria 
Founded 1811 •  Incorporated 1856 

Community Development Department 
1095 Duane Street • Astoria OR 97103 • Phone (503) 338-5183 • www.astoria.or.us • planning@astoria.or.us 

38

mailto:jlanius@emaarchitecture.com
http://www.astoria.or.us/
mailto:planning@astoria.or.us


Page 2 
NC22-06 / 1136-1152 Marine Dr + River Trail ROW 

 G. Zones: C-4 (Central Commercial) and UCO (Urban Core Overlay) 
 

H.  Associated Applications: The applicant will need to submit a Design Review 
Request for new construction within the UCO Zone for the Design 
Review Commission’s review as well as obtain a lease from the City 
to build in the right-of-way (Conditions #1-2). 

 

I. 120 Days: January 20, 2023. The application was deemed complete on 
September 22, 2022. 

 
II. PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT 

 

A public notice was mailed to all property owners within 200 feet pursuant to Section 
9.020 on September 22, 2022. Email and web publishing also occurred on September 
22, 2022. A notice of public hearing was published in The Astorian on October 8, 2022.  
On-site notice pursuant to Section 9.020.D was posted. Comments received will be made 
available at the Historic Landmarks Commission meeting. 

 
III. BACKGROUND 
 

In the past year, the City Council adopted amendments to the Riverfront Vision Overlay 
Zones. One of the changes with these recent amendments is that the HLC is charged 
with reviewing the “historic compatibility” criteria of the overlay zones when a proposed 
project is adjacent to a historic structure and requires HLC review in accordance with 
Article 6, Historic Properties Ordinance. If a project does not require HLC review, then the 
Design Review Commission (DRC) would review the historic compatibility criteria of 
Article 14 (Overlay Zones) with the ”neighborhood.” This new review procedure 
eliminates overlap of Commission review so that any decision is consistent, as some 
criteria is subjective and each Commission could come to different conclusions. This Staff 
Report/Findings of Fact addresses the historic compatibility review portion of the Design 
Review Request, when an application is submitted.   

 

 A. Subject Property 
 

 The subject property associated with the application is located on the north side of 
Marine Drive between 11th and 12th Streets. The building encompasses the entire 
lot and is adjacent to the City Railroad right-of-way, as such the outdoor enclosure 
is proposed to be located within the City River Trail property. The adjacent site is 
designated as historic and is located within the Urban Core Overlay Zone. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

    
Looking SW 

Looking west from 12th St Pier 
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The structure would be located on the northwest corner of the adjacent building on 
the City-owned lot within the RR right-of-way Trolley line, on property owned by 
the City under an Interim Trail Use Agreement of the Federal Rails to Trails Act 
(RTT) (ICC Decision on Interim Trail Use on Abandonment, Docket # AB-6 - 12-5-
1995). The RR right-of-way Trolley line was formerly the Burlington Northern RR 
line and currently is the Astoria Trolley line and River Trail. The City allows 
encroachments into the right-of-way, in compliance with the Trail Use Agreement 
of the RTT. The use will require a lease of the property from the City through the 
Parks and Recreation Department. The applicant is actively pursuing a potential 
lease, which would be reviewed and ultimately require approval by the City 
Council (Condition #1). 
 
The site is not located within 100’ of a known geologic hazard area. However, the 
site is within 50’ of the estuary, which requires review and compliance with the 
CRESO standards. This will be reviewed by the Planner. 

 
B. Adjacent Neighborhood and Historic Property 

 
 The site is bounded on the north by the trolley line, River Trail, former Bruski Dock, 

Pier 12, and Columbia River; to the east by a partially occupied commercial 
building and Astoria Brewing; to the south by Marine Drive, the City downtown 
commercial buildings; and to the west by Astoria Brewing (former Wet Dog Cafe).   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
`  

Review of new construction at this site is triggered by adjacent historic properties. 
The City right-of-way property parcel is a full block long between 11th and 12th 
Streets; therefore, the review triggers consideration of multiple properties: 
(1) 77 11th   (4) 1 12th  (6) 1136-1152 Marine 
(2) 119-155 11th  (5) 2 12th  (7) 1162-1180 Marine 
(3) 144 11th      (8) 1196 Marine 

(9) 1230 Marine 

 

Site 
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 Due to the distances to some of these properties as well as the variety of buildings, 
staff will review only the properties directly adjacent to the actual location of the 
proposed enclosure, and not the entire City tax lot parcel. As such, the following 
adjacent properties will be included in the review: 

 
 
 1) 144 11th 
  Secondary 
  Downtown National Register 
    Historic District 
  c 1925 
  Mediterranean Revival 
 
 
 
 
 2) 1136-1152 Marine (applicant) 
  Secondary 
  Downtown National Register 
    Historic District 
  c 1936 
  Art Deco 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 3) 1162-1180 Marine 
  Eligible/Contributing 
  Downtown National Register  
    Historic District 
  c 1946  
  Art Deco 
 
 C. Proposal 
 
 The proposed enclosure would be located on the RR right-of-way property, to the 

northwest of the existing business at 1136-1152 Marine Drive, which has been 
renovated as the Astoria Food Hub.  

 
The structure would be irregular shape with the main section 18.75’ out from the 
building by 10’ wide with a 5’ x 10’ triangle on the west and a 9’ x 12’ portion 
between the electrical unit and building. The structure is proposed to be 
constructed of horizontal 1x6 rough cut juniper with 1/4” to 1/2” spacing between 
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boards. The roof will be open wood slats for some visual screening. Doors are 
proposed to be the same as the siding with a casement door on the west side and 
a sliding barn door on the north side. There will be an open slot on the west wall to 
allow public use of the recycling bins. The facility will be shared between the 
Astoria Food Hub and Astoria Brewing Co. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
IV. APPLICABLE REVIEW CRITERIA AND FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
 A. Development Code Section 6.070(A) states, “No person, corporation, or other 

entity shall construct a new structure adjacent to or across a public right-of-way 
from a Historic Landmark as described in Section 6.040, without first obtaining a 
Certificate of Appropriateness from the Historic Landmarks Commission.” 

 
  Finding:  The structure is proposed to be located adjacent to structures 

designated as historic in the Downtown National Register Historic District. The 
proposed structure shall be reviewed by the Historic Landmarks Commission. 

 
 B. Development Code Section 6.070(B.1) states that “In reviewing the request, the 

Historic Landmarks Commission shall consider and weigh the following criteria: 
The design of the proposed structure is compatible with the design of adjacent 
historic structures considering scale, style, height, architectural detail and 
materials.” 

 
  Finding:  The proposed structure will be an outdoor storage enclosure for solid 

waste disposal. It will be located on the rear of the historic structure and not visible 
from the front main elevations of the adjacent historic properties. The rear of the 
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historic buildings were originally designed for access to the railroad. The adjacent 
historic structures are all commercial buildings of one and two stories 
(approximately 15’ to 30’ tall). The proposed facility would be 8.75’ tall. The City 
finds the height would be compatible with the adjacent building height. The 
structure would be irregular shape with the main section 18.75’ out from the 
building by 10’ wide with a 5’ x 10’ triangle on the west and a 9’ x 12’ portion 
between the electrical unit and building. The City finds the proposed utilitarian 
building would be much smaller than all of the historic buildings as well as 
compatible.   

 
  The enclosure is proposed to be constructed of horizontal 1x6 rough cut juniper 

with 1/4” to 1/2” spacing between boards. Any visible wood shall be free of pressure 
treatment incision marks (Condition #3). The roof will be open wood slats for some 
visual screening. Doors are proposed to be the same as the siding with a casement 
door on the west side and a sliding barn door on the north side. There will be an 
open slot on the west wall to allow public use of the recycling bins. The facility will 
be shared between the Astoria Food Hub and Astoria Brewing for solid waste, 
including trash, recycling and grease. A recorded Agreement is required for the 
properties using the facility, for joint use and maintenance (Condition #5). 
 
The buildings are stucco with wood trim and most openings had bay doors and 
sliding barn-like doors. The adjacent building to the west had sliding wood panel 
doors similar to those in the mural. The roof would not be solid but would be open 
wood slats to provide a visual buffer to the cans from the River Trail and from the 
adjacent buildings. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Skylight 

 

location 
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  The building adjacent to the location and for which the use is intended (Food Hub), 

has a mural which identifies the historic company located in this building and 
period details artistically painted to show doors, people and activities. The mural is 
proposed to be retained. The applicant proposes to use the rustic board to 
continue with this period theme on the building. The building to the east is also 
stucco and had overhead wood panel doors. This building is in the process of 
renovation (former Vintage Hardware). Historically, the nature of the rear of these 
buildings was to have wood loading docks for access to railroad cars. The City 
finds the proposed materials are compatible with the adjacent historic buildings. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
   The design of the enclosure is contemporary utilitarian. The structure is not meant 

to compete with or reflect the adjacent historic properties but is intended to be 
subordinate to other structures and features and provide visual screening of the 
necessary solid waste disposal units.   

 
  The City finds the proposed structure is compatible in scale, style, height, and 

architectural detail with the existing historic commercial structures.   
 
 C. Development Code Section 6.070 (B.2) states that “In reviewing the request, the 

Historic Landmarks Commission shall consider and weigh the following criteria: 
The location and orientation of the new structure on the site is consistent with the 
typical location and orientation of adjacent structures considering setbacks, 

  

 

Site 
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distances between structures, location of entrances and similar siting 
considerations.” 

 
Finding:  The proposed enclosure would be located on the City River Trail 
property and will require a lease with the City. The applicant is working with the 
Parks and Recreation Department to obtain a lease. The City leases portions of 
the right-of-way for necessary facilities. The River Trail walkway is to the north, 
along the top of the bank. Doors to the enclosure are required to face the River 
Trail to allow the solid waste disposal company, Recology, to access the enclosure 
for pick and disposal of waste. The subject site and adjacent buildings primarily 
have their main entrances facing Marine Drive with utilitarian entrances in the rear 
where this enclosure is proposed.  Astoria Brewing has a public entrance in the 
rear with some outdoor seating for the restaurant. Astoria Brewing will share a 
portion of the proposed enclosure for their grease waste. 
 
The property is owned by the City under an Interim Trail Use Agreement of the 
Federal Rails to Trails Act.  Location of the structure on the site is governed by this 
agreement. The agreement states “. . . It is agreed and understood that any 
conservation/recreation use by Astoria (or its assignees) shall not impair future 
restoration of rail service . . .and Astoria shall grant BN a right of first refusal to 
reactivate and restore freight rail service. . .” (Interim Trail Use Agreement - 12-5-
1995, Page 12, Paragraph 2).  A letter from Federal rail attorney Charles 
Montange, Page 3, Paragraph 2, dated 8-29-2007, states “. . . State and Federal 
clear distance requirements for objects rising above track level. e.g., OAR 741-
310-0010-0011 (8.5 feet minimum straight track, 9.5 recommended for curved) . . .”   
Encroachments into the railbanked corridor is permissible as long as the minimum 
8.5’ rail width is maintained (Condition #4). City staff reviewed the location and it 
meets these requirements. The enclosure will also have an opening to allow the 
public to utilize the recycle bins.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

Site 

Site 
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The City finds that the location and orientation of the new structure on the site is 
consistent with the typical location and orientation of adjacent structures, 
considering setbacks, distances between structures, location of entrances and 
similar siting considerations. 

 
D. Section 14.178.B, Urban Core Overlay, Design Standards and Guidelines, 

Applicability and Review, states “The provisions of the Urban Core Overlay Zone 
shall apply to all new construction or major renovation, where “major renovation” is 
defined as construction valued at 25% or more of the assessed value of the 
existing structure, unless otherwise specified by the provisions in this Section.” 

 
 Finding: The site is located within the Urban Core Overlay Area and the proposal 

is for new construction. Therefore, the City finds that the Urban Core Overlay 
Design Standards and Guidelines are applicable to the request. 

 
 E. Section 6.070.C, Historic Design Review in Overlay Zones, states “When 

reviewing a New Construction permit application within a Riverfront Vision Overlay 
Zone, the Historic Landmarks Commission review shall apply to all historic 
designated buildings visible within three blocks of the project site not just the 
adjacent historic structure. The additional Overlay Zone design review standards 
of Section 14.002.C shall apply.  If the proposed development is not adjacent to a 
historic property (as defined in Section 1.400) and not subject to review by the 
Historic Landmarks Commission, then the historic review of the Overlay Zone shall 
be completed by the Design Review Commission.” 
 
Finding:  The proposed structure is for new construction located within the Urban 
Core Overlay and Riverfront Vision Overlay areas and is adjacent to properties 
designated as historic which requires a New Construction permit from the HLC; 
therefore, the City finds that the historic compatibility portion of the Design Review 
Commission criteria will be reviewed by the HLC. The applicant will need to obtain 
a Design Review Permit for this structure (Condition 2). 
 

F. Section 14.195.B.5.a, Design Standards and Guidelines, Building Style and Form, 
Guidelines for Non-Industrial Uses, Compatibility with Historic Buildings, states 

 
“1) The massing, scale, and configuration of non-industrial buildings should be 

similar to historic structures that are visible from the public right-of-way or 
River Trail within three blocks of the development site.”  
 
Finding:  The size and scale of structures 
and outdoor features in this area vary. The 
proposed enclosure is utilitarian and will be 
approximately 350 sqft and 8.75’ tall.  There 
are other, larger enclosures in the general 
area, such as the one on 12th Street dock, 
which was approved by the HLC in 2017 
(NC17-01).  
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Due to the small scale and utilitarian nature of the proposed structure and 
the variety of structures and features in this area, the City finds that the 
proposed structure respects the character and mass of the buildings within 
a three-block visual view corridor. 
 

“2) Non-Industrial buildings should be compatible with the vertical proportions 
of existing historic facades and the simple vertical massing of historic 
structures that are visible from the public right-of-way or River Trail within 
three blocks of the development site.” 

 
 Finding: The proposed structure is 8.75’ tall, which is lower than a single 

story of the adjacent historic buildings. The City finds that due to the 
utilitarian nature of the building, the low vertical proportion is compatible 
with the historic structures visible from the site noted above. 

 
“3) The location, size, and design of windows and doors in non-industrial 

buildings should be compatible with existing historic structures that are 
visible from the public right-of-way or River Trail within three blocks of the 
development site.”  
 
Finding: No windows are proposed. The doors will face north toward the 
River and River Trail. The doors will be a casement and a sliding barn-like 
door similar to the ones historically on the adjacent building and on the 
existing mural. The City finds this criteria is met. 
 

“4) Development should be designed so that structures are not substantially 
different in character from adjacent buildings, in terms of size, mass, or 
architectural form.”   
 

   Finding:  As noted above, this structure is a contemporary utilitarian solid 
waste disposal enclosure and not intended to be as large as the adjacent 
buildings and is intended to be accessible to the waste disposal pick up 
vehicles. The structure is not meant to compete with or reflect the adjacent 
historic properties but is intended to be subordinate to other structures and 
features and provide a visual buffer to the waste disposal units. The nature 
of the use of the enclosure, its location along the River Trail, and the need 
for easy maintenance drove the decision for this style of structure and 
location. The horizontal wood material will blend with the wood features of 
adjacent buildings such as the outdoor seating area, over water dock 
construction, wood loading docks historically located on these buildings, 
and the historic rendering in the adjacent mural. 

 
   Due to the utilitarian nature of the enclosure, the City finds that the 

proposed structure meets the intent of this criteria. 
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V. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 
 
 The request, in balance, meets all the applicable review criteria.  Staff recommends 

approval of the request with the following conditions: 
 

1. The applicant shall enter into a lease agreement or other approval from the City for 
use of the City-owned property. 

 
2. The applicant shall obtain a Design Review Permit approval from the Design 

Review Commission. 
 

 3. Any visible wood shall be free of pressure treatment incision marks. 
 
 4. Construction must comply with distance requirements to Rail Road tracks. 
 
 5. A recorded Agreement is required for the businesses using the facility to address 

joint use and maintenance. The applicant shall submit a draft Agreement to the 
City for the Planner’s approval prior to recording. If, at any time, the Agreement is 
amended, the applicant shall re-submit a draft Agreement to the City for review to 
ensure compliance. 

 
6. Significant changes or modifications to the proposed plans as described in this 

Staff Report shall be reviewed and approved by the Historic Landmarks 
Commission. 

 
 7. The applicant shall obtain all necessary City and building permits prior to the start 

of construction. 
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Caution: ***EXTERNAL SENDER*** Do not click any link and do not open
attachments unless you have confirmed the sender.

From: Tiffany Taylor
To: Jenn Lanius
Cc: Jonah Dart-McLean; Corey Omey; Rosemary Johnson
Subject: RE: NC22-06 for 1136-1152 Marine
Date: Tuesday, September 20, 2022 1:54:00 PM

Jenn –
 
Thank you for your quick response. I’ll add the additional details to the file for staff review.
 
I will be sending out the public notice for your project later this week. Staff will continue to
communicate with you if more information is needed. The final Staff Report/Findings will be

published on October 11th as part of the HLC’s October 18th Agenda Packet.
 
Thanks again!
-Tiffany
 

TIFFANY TAYLOR
PLANNING DIVISION
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
1095 Duane Street Astoria OR 97103
ttaylor@astoria.or.us
503-338-5183 (phone)
 
 
 
 

From: Jenn Lanius <jenn@emaarchitecture.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 20, 2022 1:38 PM
To: Tiffany Taylor <ttaylor@astoria.or.us>
Cc: Jonah Dart-McLean <jdart@astoria.or.us>; Corey Omey <comey@emaarchitecture.com>;
Rosemary Johnson <rosemaryjcurt@gmail.com>
Subject: RE: NC22-06 for 1136-1152 Marine
 

 
The screened roof will be reclaimed weathered fir joists and beams. The joists will be attached with
Simpson hangers to the face of the beams.
 
The doors are custom, to be built to match the fence - Juniper clad with the same spacing and
material as the fence on the outside. We don’t have a spec sheet. It will look like the elevations.
 
The separate grease is for Astoria Brewing, but the remainder of the waste enclosure and other
grease is designed and sized for Astoria Food Hub building only. Astoria Brewing did not want to
share the responsibility or management of a shared enclosure and will design a waste enclosure at
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their other building across the street. We are not part of that building or design.
 
Recology met us onsite awhile back and approved the design intent then. I will resend to them for
another look at sizing and access. The enclosure is only capable of being designed for the bins to be
manually rolled out along the trolley line, so they are less concerned about their typical clearances
required for trucks picking up bins directly.
 

 
EMA Architecture, LLC

721 NW 9th Ave Suite 280, Portland OR 97209
Office 503.224.1282 |  www.EMAarchitecture.com 
Cell: 317-435-6198
Direct: 971 256-3746
jlanius@emaarchitecture.com

 

From: Tiffany Taylor <ttaylor@astoria.or.us> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 20, 2022 1:15 PM
To: Jenn Lanius <jenn@emaarchitecture.com>
Cc: Jonah Dart-McLean <jdart@astoria.or.us>; Corey Omey <comey@emaarchitecture.com>;
Rosemary Johnson <rosemaryjcurt@gmail.com>
Subject: RE: NC22-06 for 1136-1152 Marine
 
Hi Jenn –
 
Thanks for the revised submittals. We also received the juniper manufacturer’s specs.
 
Could you also provide the following:

Proposed screened roof material specs
Material and design for the doors
Has Recology reviewed your proposal? Any comments, i.e., does it meet the needs for both
buildings?

 
Regards,
Tiffany
 

Thanks,
Jenn Lanius, Architect
LEED AP (BD+C)
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Caution: ***EXTERNAL SENDER*** Do not click any link and do not open
attachments unless you have confirmed the sender.

 
 

From: Jenn Lanius <jenn@emaarchitecture.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 20, 2022 12:02 PM
To: Tiffany Taylor <ttaylor@astoria.or.us>
Cc: Jonah Dart-McLean <jdart@astoria.or.us>; Corey Omey <comey@emaarchitecture.com>;
Rosemary Johnson <rosemaryjcurt@gmail.com>
Subject: RE: NC22-06 for 1136-1152 Marine
 

 
Hi Tiffany,
I spoke to Rosemary yesterday who is now on vacation. I met with the owner and architect who
would rather propose a visually screened “roof” rather than a solid roof due to several factors. This
meets the intent of the enclosure to screen it from view, especially from Astoria Brewing entry and
elevated deck as seen in the revised drawings, attached.
 
The vertical 2x canopy spanning between beams would be more rectilinear, like the existing building
forms, rather than having a sloped roof component. Having it open would eliminate snow load and
wind load, which will reduce engineering, seismic, and footing design requirements as well as cost.
The bins themselves are self-contained and covered, so this is not a code requirement. The
openness allows light and air into the enclosure, simplifying the need for mechanical exhaust and
lighting. We think it will be more aesthetically pleasing as a simple wood screened enclosure rather
than a tacked on shed building with a metal roof. Let us know if this meets the intent for submittal
for HLMC since Rosemary is gone until after the deadline.
 

 
EMA Architecture, LLC

721 NW 9th Ave Suite 280, Portland OR 97209
Office 503.224.1282 |  www.EMAarchitecture.com 

Thanks,
Jenn Lanius, Architect
LEED AP (BD+C)
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Cell: 317-435-6198
Direct: 971 256-3746
jlanius@emaarchitecture.com

 

From: Rosemary Johnson <rosemaryjcurt@gmail.com> 
Sent: Saturday, September 17, 2022 12:17 PM
To: Jenn Lanius <jenn@emaarchitecture.com>
Cc: Tiffany Taylor <ttaylor@astoria.or.us>; Jonah Dart-McLean <jdart@astoria.or.us>
Subject: NC22-06 for 1136-1152 Marine
 
I have reviewed your application for the solid waste disposal enclosure on the City River Trail
north of 1136-1152 Marine Drive.  Development Code Section 3.215 (attached) requires that
the enclosure have a roof.  Also, please provide a photo and/or spec sheet information on the
rough sawn juniper planks and on the material and design of the doors.  We have tentatively
scheduled the application for review at the October 18 Historic Landmarks Commission, but
the application is incomplete pending a revised design that would include a roof.  The required
public notices will be mailed on Thursday, Sept 22.  Please submit a revised plan by Sept 22 to
assure that we can hear this issue at the October 18 meeting.  We will continue to review the
application and will send a formal letter of completeness after Sept 26.  
 
Also, since the structure will be located on City property/right-of-way, it requires the property
owner's signature.  You will need to lease the area from the City for this use which is different
than leasing the space for parking.  Parks and Recreation Director Jonah Dart-McLean should
be able to help with that lease.  An email or note from the Parks and Recreation Director
stating that you are in the process of applying for this lease is sufficient to begin the permit
review process.  Thank you, Rosemary
--
Rosemary Johnson
Planning Consultant
672 15th Street
Astoria OR 97103
 
503-325-6434
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Page 1 
EX22-10 / 1380 Duane (also 1343 Commercial) 

 

 
REPORT RELEASE DATE:  OCTOBER 11, 2022 
 
COMISSION HEARING DATE:  OCTOBER 18, 2022  
 
TO:  HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMISSION 
 
FROM: TIFFANY TAYLOR, ASSOCIATE PLANNER 

ROSEMARY JOHNSON, PLANNING CONSULTANT 
 
SUBJECT: EXTERIOR ALTERATION REQUEST (EX22-10) BY EMA ARCHITECTURE ON 

BEHALF OF ASTORIA VINTAGE HARDWARE TO REPLACE WINDOWS AND A 
DOOR AT 1380 DUANE STREET (also 1343 COMMERCIAL STREET) 

 
I. BACKGROUND SUMMARY 
 
 A. Applicants:  EMA Architecture 

Attn: Scott Dufreche     sdufreche@emaarchiture.com  
    721 NW 9th Ave #280 

Portland OR 97211  
      for 
    Becky Johnson    astoriavh@gmail.com 

Astoria Vintage Hardware 
1343 Commercial 
Astoria OR 97103 

 
 B. Owner:  Astoria Oregon Market Place LLC  sfitz97103@gmail.com 

aka Klaskanine 8 LLC (Assessor Records)  
    PO Box 777 
    Astoria OR 97103 
     
 C. Location: 1380 Duane Street (also 1343 Commercial Street); Map T8N-R9W 

Section 8CA, Tax Lot 6800; Lot 2, Block 136, Shively’s 
 
 D. Proposal:  To remove south elevation wall and boarded windows and replace 

with storefront windows and door on an existing commercial building  
 
 E. Classification: Secondary historic within the Downtown National Register Historic 

District 
 

City of Astoria 
Founded 1811 •  Incorporated 1856 
 

Community Development Department 
1095 Duane Street • Astoria OR 97103 • Phone (503) 338-5183 • www.astoria.or.us • planning@astoria.or.us   
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Page 2 
EX22-10 / 1380 Duane (also 1343 Commercial) 

 F. Zone:  C-4 (Central Commercial) 
 

G. 120 Days: January 20, 2023. The application was deemed complete on 
September 22, 2022. 

 
II. PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT 
 
 A public notice was mailed to all property owners within 200 feet pursuant to Section 

9.020 on September 22, 2022.  Email and web publishing also occurred on September 
22, 2022. A notice of public hearing was published in The Astorian on October 8, 2022.  
On-site notice pursuant to Section 9.020.D was posted. Comments received will be made 
available at the Historic Landmarks Commission meeting. 

 
III. BACKGROUND 
 
 A. Subject Property 
 
 The subject property is located within the Downtown area with a through-the-block 

location between Commercial and Duane Streets. The building is currently 
occupied by the Astoria Vintage Hardware with customer access from both streets.   

 
 The Duane Street facade is the 

rear of the store but is part of 
the Duane Street streetscape 
with other businesses with 
street frontage. The building is 
a John Wicks design, Late 
Commercial/ Moderne style, 
originally constructed as a 
furniture and department store 
in 1923. JC Penny moved in by 
1928 and the store operated at 
this location until 2018. 

 
 The structure has a stucco 

finish with seven window openings on the rear. The building has two floors with the 
rear, ground floor several steps below grade. Over the years, all but three of the 
window openings have been boarded up or utilized for mechanical equipment. In 
2009 (EX09-11), the previous owner installed inset CMU blocks in the windows, 
retaining the dimension of the original window openings. 

 
 B. Adjacent Neighborhood 
 
 The site is surrounded by commercial development. To the south is the Norblad 

Building; to the east is the restored Osburn-O’Brien Building which houses 
professional offices on Duane and an eating/drinking establishment on 
Commercial; to the west is Paramount Drug and a retail establishment. 
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EX22-10 / 1380 Duane (also 1343 Commercial) 

 C. Proposed Alterations 
 

 As all alterations are proposed on the rear, Duane Street elevation, only the rear of 
the building will be discussed in this report.  

 

The applicant is proposing to remove portions of the south elevation wall and 
boarded windows and replace with storefront windows and door.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 The entire, existing facade would be changed, relocating the entry door from the 

east to the middle of the facade and installing full storefront windows with upper 
transoms the entire length of the building. The revised features are intended to be 
similar to the 1923 building design. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 The new windows would be wood. The new double wood and single lite glass 

doors are proposed to be inset from the facade with side lite windows. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

Existing 

Proposed 

1923 design 
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EX22-10 / 1380 Duane (also 1343 Commercial) 

IV. APPLICABLE REVIEW CRITERIA AND FINDINGS OF FACT 
 

 A. Section 6.050(B) requires that “unless otherwise exempted, no person, 
corporation, or other entity shall change, add to, or modify a structure or site in 
such a way as to affect its exterior appearance, if such structure is listed or 
identified as a Historic Landmark or as Primary or Secondary without first 
obtaining a Certificate of Appropriateness.”   

 
  Finding: The structure is identified as Secondary within the Downtown National 

Register Historic District. The proposed exterior alterations require a Certificate of 
Appropriateness.   

 
 B. Section 6.050(C) states that the Historic Preservation Officer shall approve an 

exterior alteration request if: 
 
  1. There is no change in historic character, appearance or material 

composition from the existing structure or feature; or 
 
  2. If the proposed alteration duplicates the affected building features as 

determined from a photograph taken during either the Primary or 
Secondary development periods, or other evidence of original building 
features; or 

 
  3. If the proposed alteration is required for the public safety due to an unsafe 

or dangerous condition. 
 
  4. If the proposed alteration relates to signage in scale to the architectural 

style of the building.” 
 
  Finding: The change in window and door design and location is significant and 

requires review by the HLC. 
 
 C. Section 6.050(D) requires that “the following standards shall be used to review 

exterior alteration requests.  The standards summarized below involve the 
balancing of competing and conflicting interests.  The standards are not intended 
to be an exclusive list, but are to be used as a guide in the Historic Landmark 
Commission's deliberations.” 

 
  1. Section 6.050(D)(1) states that “every reasonable effort shall be made to 

provide a compatible use for a property which requires minimal alteration of 
the building, structure, or site and its environment, or to use a property for 
its originally intended purpose.” 

 
   Finding: The structure was originally built as a furniture and department 

store with JC Penny occupying the building from 1928 to 2018. Astoria 
Vintage Hardware has re-located from Marine Dr. to this site and will 
continue the retail sales use in the building. The additional storefront 
windows and doors on Duane would enhance this use and provide a more 
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EX22-10 / 1380 Duane (also 1343 Commercial) 

“storefront” appearance on the south side rather than a “rear” entry to the 
Commercial Street business. The City finds that the original intended use 
will continue. 

 
 2. Section 6.050(D)(2) states that “the distinguishing original qualities or 

character of a building, structure, or site and its environment shall not be 
destroyed.  The removal or alteration of any historic material or distinctive 
architectural features should be avoided when possible.” 

   Finding: The building was constructed in 1923. The rear facade was altered 
during a 1939 remodel, which included the installation of a mezzanine level.  
The applicants are removing the mezzanine level and restoring the rear 
elevation closer to its 1923 appearance. The 1939 design is 83 years old 
and is now considered as historic. Returning the building to a design 
consistent with its original historic design would respect the architects 
original design of the building. The 1939 design was needed to 
accommodate the newly constructed mezzanine level. The property is within 
the Downtown National Register Historic District which has the primary 
construction period dating from 1923, just after the 1922 Downtown Fire 
destroyed the downtown. While the existing facade features have some 
historic significance to the history of the building, the City finds that 
restoration to a design more consistent with the 1923 original design is 
appropriate. 

 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  3. Section 6.050(D)(3) states that “all buildings, structures, and sites shall be 

recognized as products of their own time. Alterations that have no historical 
basis and which seek to create an earlier appearance shall be 
discouraged.” 

Existing 1939 design 

Original 1923 design 
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EX22-10 / 1380 Duane (also 1343 Commercial) 

 
   Finding: The proposed alterations do not seek to create an earlier 

appearance than the date of construction. The alterations are proposed to 
be more consistent with the earlier 1923 design of this specific building.  
The City finds this criteria is met. 

 
  4. Section 6.050(D)(4) states that changes “which may have taken place in the 

course of time are evidence of the history and development of a building, 
structure, or site and its environment.  These changes may have acquired 
significance in their own right, and this significance shall be recognized and 
respected.” 

 
 Finding: There were changes to the front facade of the building in 1939 to 

the 1940’s that would not be affected by this request. The rear facade was 
altered in 1939 when the mezzanine was added and other renovations took 
place. The windows were infilled many years ago, boarded over, and in 
2009 (EX09-11) were infilled again with CMU block for weatherization and 
security. The request would change the 1939 appearance but would be 
more consistent with the 1923 design. The 1939 alterations have acquired 
historic significance. 

 
 Due to the changes over the years and the desire to return closer to the 

1923 design, the City finds that the proposed alteration will respect the 
original design of the building. To preserve the history of the 1939 
alterations, the applicant shall provide the City with architectural drawings 
showing dimensions and materials and photos of the building facade in its 
current condition prior to removal of these features (Condition 1).  Creating 
a business storefront that improves the economic vitality and streetscape of 
the Duane Street area is in the best interest of the City. The City finds that 
with the condition as noted, the changes that have occurred over time will 
be recognized and respected. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1939-2009 Current 
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  5. Section 6.050(D)(5) states that “distinctive stylistic features or examples of 
skilled craftsmanship which characterize a building, structure, or site shall 
be treated with sensitivity.” 

 
Finding: The building has two entrances with frontage on two major 
streets. The rear of the building, while currently designed more as the “rear” 
is part of the streetscape for the commercial activity on Duane Street.  
Therefore, it is not economically or visually appropriate to have a blank wall 
or “rear” appearance. The building originally had more of a storefront 
appearance. The Sunflower Building to the west had transom windows and 
overhead doors for a dairy operation.   
 
The transom, storefront windows and all window trim are proposed to be 
wood. Most of the transoms will be fixed, but a few will be pivot windows to 
allow opening of the transom. The double doors will be full lite wood doors.  
The new windows and transoms shall be installed to the typical historic 
depth of storefront windows (Condition #2).  The facade will be repaired in 
concrete with stucco similar to the original and existing facade. 
 
Lighting over the entry door is 
proposed to be similar to the fixture 
on the Commercial Street facade is 
proposed.   
 
The City finds that distinctive 
stylistic features or examples of 
skilled craftsmanship which 
characterize a building, structure, or 
site shall be treated with sensitivity.  
 

  6. Section 6.050(D)(6) states that “deteriorated architectural features shall be 
repaired rather than replaced, wherever possible.  In the event replacement 
is necessary, the new material should match the material being replaced in 
composition, design, color, texture, and other visual qualities.  Repair or 
replacement of missing architectural features should be based on accurate 
duplications of features, substantiated by historic, physical, or pictorial 
evidence rather than on conjectural designs or the availability of different 
architectural elements from other buildings or structures.” 

 

 Finding: The request is for a redesign of the entire facade and not a repair 
and/or replacement of deteriorated architectural features. This criteria does 
not apply. 

 
  7. Section 6.050(D)(7) states that the “surface cleaning of structures shall be 

undertaken with the gentlest means possible.  Sandblasting and other 
cleaning methods that will damage the historic building materials shall not 
be undertaken.” 

 

   Finding: Cleaning is not proposed. 
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  8. Section 6.050(D)(8) states that “every reasonable effort shall be made to 

protect and preserve archaeological resources affected by or adjacent to 
any project.” 

 
   Finding:  Archaeological resources, if any, will be protected and preserved. 
 
  9. Section 6.050(D)(9) states that “contemporary design for alterations and 

additions to existing properties shall not be discouraged when such 
alterations and additions do not destroy significant historical, architectural, 
or cultural material, and such design is compatible with the size, scale, 
color, material, and character of the property, neighborhood or 
environment.” 

 
   Finding:  The original door was a single door with a storefront window to 

the side, located toward the east side of the facade. The proposal is for a 
recessed double door with storefront side lites located in the center of the 
building facade. Historically, both single and double doors would be found 
on commercial storefronts of buildings similar to this site. The applicant is 
proposing a design that is consistent with historic features, such as, 
materials, dimensions and design, similar to the original 1923 drawings. 
Other buildings in this area have undergone restoration and/or changes 
over the years. The majority of the neighboring buildings have storefronts 
along Duane Street, making it an economically viable street rather than the 
“back” street to Commercial Street. The building will be painted; however, 
the color of the proposed materials is not permanent, nor under review. 

 
    The City finds that the alterations do not destroy significant historical, 

architectural, or cultural material and are compatible with the size, scale, 
color, material, and character of the property, neighborhood, or 
environment. 

 
  10. Section 6.050(D)(10) states that “wherever possible, new additions or 

alterations to structures shall be done in such a manner that if such 
additions or alterations were to be removed in the future, the essential form 
and integrity of the structure would be unimpaired.” 

 
   Finding:  The 1939 facade will be completely removed. As noted above, 

the intent is to construct a storefront design more consistent with the 1923 
design. The proposed facade will be on the same plane as the existing wall.  
To preserve the history of the 1939 alterations, the applicant shall provide 
the City with architectural drawings and photos of the building facade in its 
current condition prior to removal of these features (Condition 1).  With the 
condition noted, the City finds the essential form and integrity of the 
structure would be unimpaired. 
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 V. CONCLUSION  

 
The request, in balance, meets the applicable review criteria.  Staff recommends 
approval of the request based on the findings of fact as addressed above with the 
following conditions: 

 
 1. To preserve the history of the 1939 alterations, the applicant shall provide the City 

with architectural drawings showing dimensions and materials and photos of the 
building façade, in its current condition, prior to removal of these features. 

 
 2. The storefront windows and transoms shall be installed to the typical historic depth 

of storefront windows in the Downtown area. 
 
 3. Significant changes or modifications to the proposed plans as described in this 

Staff Report shall be reviewed by the Historic Landmarks Commission. 
 
 4. The applicant shall obtain all necessary City and building permits prior to the start 

of construction. 
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NPS Fonn 10-800--8
(8-85)

United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service

National Register of Historic Places
Continuation Sheet

OMB ApprovedNo. 1024-0018

Section number 7 Page 151

DWNTWN NR - R-75

HIST. NAME: Morton Nelson Building
COMMON NAME: J. C. Penny Co. Inc.
ADDRESS: 1343 Commercial Street

DATE OF CONSTRUCTION: 1923
ORIGINAL USE: -retail
PRESENT USE: retail

CITY:

OWNER:

Astoria, 97103

J. C. Penney Co. Inc. #109-9
Property Tax Office
PO Box 10001
Dallas TX 75301

ARCHITECT: Jo4n E. Wicks
BUILDER: Thomas Muir

THEME: commerce & urban dev
STYLE: Late Commercial/Moderne

T/R/S: T8N/R9W/S8
MAP NO.: 80908CA TAX LOT: 6800
ADDITION: Shively's Astoria
BLOCK: 136 LOT: 2 QUAD: Astoria

CLASSIFICATION: secondary

xBLDG STRUC DIST SITE OBJ

NO. OF STORIES: one-an~-one-half

BASEMENT: yes_
PLAN TYPE/SHAPE: rectangular
FOUNDATION MATERIAL: conc/wood posts
ROOF FORM & MATERIALS: flat/built-up
WALL CONSTRUCTION: reinforced concrete STRUCTURAL FRAME: reinf conc
PRIMARY WINDOW TYPE: fixed in rolled metal sash
EXTERIOR SURFACING MATERIALS: stucco over brick veneer
STRUCTURAL STATUS: xGOOD FAIR POOR MOVED (DATE)

DECORATIVE FEATURES: decorative brick in pilaster capitals
OTHER: art deco light fixtures in foyer, ceramic tile on foyer floor

HISTORICAL INTEGRITY: few remaining features (1923); slightly altered (1940)
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NPS Fann 10-800--8
(8-85)

United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service

National Register of Historic Places
Continuation Sheet

OMB ApprovedNo.1024-0018

."""

Section number 7 Page 152

EXTERIOR ALTERATIONS/ADDITIONS: Half Modern structure remodeled with
Moderne flair: frieze and brick veneer stuccoed over, five horizontal windows cut just below
frieze, transom windo~s.reduced in height (1940); transom windows covered by corrugated
metal

NOTEWORTHY LANDSCAPE FEATURES: none
ASSOCIATED STRUCTURES: none
KNOWN ARCHAEOLOGICAL FEATURES: none

SETTING: south side of Commercial Street, near 14th Street; two elevations exposed, back
elevation faces Duane Street

SIGNIFICANCE: architecture

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE: Portland Contractor Thomas Muir was awarded the
contract to construct this building for Morton F. Nelson in January of 1923. In May, 1923,
Morton. Nelson opened his Astoria Furniture Company store. On)anuary 11, 1924, it was
announced that W.H. Fellman had purchased the business and the building from Nelson and
would open Fellman's Department Store. The building was remodeled, a mezzanine was
added and a grand opening of the new department store was held Saturday, March 15, 1924.
In 1928, Fellman moved his store and the J.C. Penney Company moved into the building and
their opening was held October 26, 1928. The building was remodeled again in 1949 and on
May 31, 1940, J.C. Penney's held a formal opening to show the public the alterations and
improvements that had been made. The building continues to house the J.C. Penney
Company.

This building is significant for its association with John E. Wicks. His careful redesign of this
building still contributes to a cohesive historic streetscape. It is locally significant for its long
term tenant J. C. Penny Co. Inc.

SOURCES: Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps; Astoria Evening Budget, January 22, 1923, March
31, 1923, May 22, 1923, January 11, 1924, March 14, 1924; The Morning Astorian, October
26, 1928, February 12, 1929; Evening Astorian-Budget, May 30 r 1940; Astoria and Clatsop
County Telephone Directory; Polk's Astoria and Clatsop County Directory
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R-75
OREGON INVENTORY OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES

HISTORIC RESOURCE SURVEY FORM
COUNTY: CLATSOP

PROPERTY:J.C. Penney
ADDRESS: 1343 Commercial
TAX I.D.:51074

T/R/S: T8N/R9W/S8
MAP NO.: 80908 CA
QUAD. : Astoria

NEGATIVE NO.: R 2,. N:2.3
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TOPOG. DATE: 1967

GRAPHIC & PHOTO SOURCES: N.C.L.C.; CITY OF ASTORIA, ENGINEERING DEPT.
S.H.P.O. INVENTORY NO.:
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
 

YOU ARE RECEIVING THIS NOTICE BECAUSE THERE IS A 
PROPOSED LAND USE APPLICATION NEAR YOUR PROPERTY IN ASTORIA 

 
 
To participate remotely in public hearings, go to https://www.astoria.or.us/LIVE_STREAM.aspx for connection options and instructions. 
You may also use a telephone to listen in and provide public testimony. At the start of the meeting, call (253) 215-8782 and when 
prompted enter meeting ID# 503 325 5821.  
 
The City of Astoria’s Historic Landmarks Commission will hold a public hearing on Tuesday, October 18, 2022 at 
5:30 p.m. in the Astoria City Hall, Council Chambers, 1095 Duane Street, Astoria. The purpose of the hearing is to 
consider the following requests: 
 
1. New Construction Request (NC22-07) by Thomas Janac to reconstruct an existing non-historic bunker garage at 1267 

Jerome Ave (Map T8N R9W Section 17BA, Tax Lot 1400; Lot 3, Block 116, McClure) in the R-1 Zone (Low Density 
Residential). The structure is adjacent to structures designated as historic in the Shively-McClure National Register 
Historic District. Development Code Standards in Sections 2.015 to 2.050 (R-1 Zone), Articles 6 (Historic Properties), 
9 (Administrative Procedures) and Comprehensive Plan Sections CP.005 to CP.028 (General Policies), CP.040 to 
CP.045 (Central Area), CP.215 to CP.230 (Housing), CP.240 to CP.255 (Historic Preservation), are applicable to the 
request.   

 
2. New Construction Request (NC22-06) by EMA Architecture for AFH Equity LLC to construct a solid waste disposal 

enclosure within the City River Trail right-of-way (Map T8N R9W Section 8CA, Tax Lot 7200) on the north side of 
1136-1152 Marine Drive (Map T8N R9W Section 8CA, Tax Lot 1700; Lots 11 & 12, south portion of Lots 3 & 4, Block 
56.5, McClure) in the C-4 (Central Commercial) and UCO (Urban Core Overlay) Zones. The structure is adjacent to 
structures designated as historic in the Downtown National Register Historic District. Development Code Standards in 
Sections 2.425 to 2.445 (C-4 zone), 14.175 to 14.200 (Urban Core Overlay), 3.215 (Outdoor Storage Area Enclosure), 
Articles 6 (Historic Properties), 9 (Administrative Procedures) and Comprehensive Plan Sections CP.005 to CP.028 
(General Policies), CP.050 to CP.055 (Downtown Area), CP.067 to CP.068 (Riverfront Vision Overlay), CP.240 to 
CP.255 (Historic Preservation), CP.190 to CP.210 (Economic) are applicable to the request.   
 

3. Exterior Alteration Request (EX22-10) by EMA Architecture for Astoria Vintage Hardware to remove south elevation 
wall and boarded windows and replace with storefront windows and door on an existing commercial building at 1343 
Commercial / 1380 Duane Street (Map T8N R9W Section 8CA, Tax Lot 6800; Lot 2, Block 136, Shively, and vacated 
portion of Commercial Street) in the C-4 Zone (Central Commercial). The structure is designated as historic in the 
Downtown National Register Historic District. Development Code Standards in Sections 2.425 to 2.445 (Central 
Commercial), Articles 6 (Historic Properties), 9 (Administrative Procedures) and Comprehensive Plan Sections 
CP.005 to CP.028 (General Policies), CP.040 to CP.045 (Central Area), CP.240 to CP.255 (Historic Preservation), 
CP.190 to CP.210 (Economic) are applicable to the request.   

 
 A copy of the application, all documents and evidence relied upon by the applicant, the staff report (published 7 days prior 

to the hearing), and applicable criteria, are available for inspection at no cost and will be provided at reasonable cost. All 
such documents and information are available by contacting the Community Development Dept. by mail at 1095 Duane 
Street, Astoria, OR 97103, by email at planning@astoria.or.us or by phone at (503) 338-5183. 

 
The location of the hearing is accessible to the handicapped. An interpreter for the hearing impaired may be requested 
under the terms of ORS 192.630 by contacting the Community Development Department 48 hours prior to the meeting at 
(503) 338-5183. 
 

All interested persons are invited to express their opinion for or against the request(s) at the hearing, or by letter 
addressed to the Historic Landmarks Commission, 1095 Duane St., Astoria OR 97103. Email transmissions may be sent 
to planning@astoria.or.us  Testimony and evidence must be directed toward the applicable criteria identified above or 
other criteria of the Comprehensive Plan or land use regulation, which you believe, apply to the decision. Failure to raise 

1095 Duane Street  Astoria, OR 97103  Phone (503) 338-5183  www.astoria.or.us  planning@astoria.or.us 

 CITY OF ASTORIA 
Founded 1811 ● Incorporated 1856 
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an issue with sufficient specificity to afford the Historic Landmarks Commission and the parties an opportunity to respond 
to the issue precludes an appeal based on that issue. 
 

The Historic Landmarks Commission’s ruling may be appealed to the City Council by the applicant, a party to the hearing, 
or by a party who responded in writing, by filing a Notice of Appeal within 15 days after the Historic Landmarks 
Commission’s decision is mailed. Appellants should contact the Community Development Department concerning specific 
procedures for filing an appeal with the City. If an appeal is not filed with the City within the 
15-day period, the decision of the Historic Landmarks Commission shall be final.  

 
 The public hearing, as conducted by the Historic Landmarks Commission, will include a review of the application and 

presentation of the staff report, opportunity for presentations by the applicant and those in favor of the request, those in 
opposition to the request, and deliberation and decision by the Historic Landmarks Commission. The Historic Landmarks 
Commission reserves the right to modify the proposal or to continue the hearing to another date and time. If the hearing 

 is continued, no further public notice will be provided. 
 
 THE CITY OF ASTORIA            MAIL: September 22, 2022 

 
 
 
 

 Tiffany Taylor 
 Associate Planner 

 

 
Public Hearings have resumed to meeting in the City Council Chambers at City Hall, 1095 Duane Street, 
Astoria. Check dates, times and location at: www.astoria.or.us                                                                                             
You may also view/listen and fully participate remotely by using the following connection options: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
At start of our Public Meetings you will be able to join our online ZOOM meeting using your mobile or desktop device and watch the 
live video presentation and provide public testimony. 

Step #1:  Use this link: https://www.astoria.or.us/zoom/ 
Step #2:  Install the Zoom software on your mobile device, or join in a web browser 
Step #3:  If prompted, enter the Meeting ID number: 503 325 5821 

Note: Your device will automatically be muted when you enter the online meeting. At the time of public testimony, when prompted you 
may choose to select the option within the ZOOM software to "raise your hand" and notify staff of your desire to testify. Your device will 
then be un-muted by the Host and you will be called upon, based on the name you entered within the screen when you logged in. 

 

 
At start of our Public Meetings you will be able to dial-in using your telephone to listen and provide public testimony. 

Step #1:  Call this number: 253-215-8782 
Step #2:  When prompted, enter the Meeting ID number: 503 325 5821 

Note: Your phone will automatically be muted when you enter the conference call. At the time of public testimony, when prompted, you 
may dial *9 to "raise your hand" and notify staff of your desire to testify. Your phone will then be un-muted by the Host and you will be 
called upon based on your phone number used to dial-in. 
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