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DECISION OF THE HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMISSION 

 
MAJOR HISTORIC DESIGN REVIEW CASE NO. HIS17-34 
 

APPLICATION NO. : 17-113355-DR 
 

NOTICE OF DECISION DATE: SEPTEMBER 22, 2017 
 

SUMMARY: A proposal to replace the front porch, deck and windows at the Falk 
House (1876).  
 
REQUEST: Major historic design review of a proposal to replace the front porch, 
deck and windows at the Falk House (1876), a locally listed resource, on property 
within RS (Single Family Residential) zoning, and located at 210 Candalaria Blvd. S 
(Marion County Assessors Map and Tax Lot number: 073W34CC04400). 
 
APPLICANT: Matt Sturzinger, CBI Development Inc. for Mary Placek  
 

LOCATION: 210 Candalaria Blvd. S 
 
CRITERIA: Salem Revised Code (SRC) Chapter 230.080 Individually Listed Resources 
and 230.025 Standards for Historic Contributing Buildings in Residential Districts 
(g)Alterations and Additions. 
 
FINDINGS: The findings are in the attached Decision dated September 22, 2017.  
 
DECISION: The Historic Landmarks Commission APPROVED Historic Design 
Review Case No. HIS17-34. 
 

VOTE:   Yes 7  No 0    Abstain 0    Absent 2 (Morris, Larson) 
 

 
Kevin Sund, Chair 
Historic Landmarks Commission 
 

This Decision becomes effective on October 10, 2017. No work associated with this 
Decision shall start prior to this date unless expressly authorized by a separate 
permit, land use decision, or provision of the Salem Revised Code (SRC).  
 

The rights granted by the attached decision must be exercised, or an extension 
granted, by October 10, 2019 or this approval shall be null and void.  
 

Application Deemed Complete: July 26, 2017 
Public Hearing Date: September 21, 2017  
Notice of Decision Mailing Date:  September 22, 2017 
Decision Effective Date:  October 10, 2017  
State Mandate Date: November 23, 2017  
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Case Manager: Kimberli Fitzgerald, kfitzgerald@cityofsalem.net; 503.540.2397 

 

This decision is final unless written appeal from an aggrieved party is filed with the City of 
Salem Planning Division, Room 305, 555 Liberty Street SE, Salem OR 97301, no later than 
5:00 p.m., Monday, October 9, 2017.  Any person who presented evidence or testimony at 
the hearing may appeal the decision.  The notice of appeal must contain the information 
required by SRC 300.1020 and must state where the decision failed to conform to the 
provisions of the applicable code section, SRC Chapter 230. The appeal must be filed in 
duplicate with the City of Salem Planning Division. The appeal fee must be paid at the time 
of filing.  If the appeal is untimely and/or lacks the proper fee, the appeal will be rejected.  
The Salem Hearings Officer will review the appeal at a public hearing.  After the hearing, the 
Hearings Officer may amend, rescind, or affirm the action, or refer the matter to staff for 
additional information. 
 
The complete case file, including findings, conclusions and conditions of approval, if any, is 
available for review at the Planning Division office, Room 305, City Hall, 555 Liberty Street 
SE, during regular business hours. 

 
 
 

http://www.cityofsalem.net/planning 
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DECISION OF THE SALEM HISTORIC LANDMARKS COMMISSION  
 
CASE NO. Historic Review Case No. HIS17-34 / AMANDA No. 17-113355-DR 
 
FINDINGS: Based upon the application materials, the facts and findings in the Staff Report 
incorporated herein by reference, and testimony provided at the Public Hearing of September 
21, 2017, the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) finds that the applicant adequately 
demonstrated that their proposal complies with the applicable provisions of the Salem Revised 
Code (SRC) 230.025 as follows: 
 
Criteria: 230.025 (g) Standards for Historic Contributing Buildings in Residential Districts 
(g)Alterations and Additions  
 
FINDINGS 
 
230.025(g) Alterations and Additions.  Additions to and alterations of the historic contributing 
building is allowed. 
(1)  Materials.  Materials for alterations or additions: 
(A)  Building materials shall be of traditional dimensions. 
 
Finding: The HLC finds that the applicant is proposing to utilize building materials that include 
concrete, wood, glass and weather resistant wood composite, which have traditional 
dimensions. The HLC finds that SRC 230.025(g)(1)(A) has been met. 
 

(B)   Material shall be of the same type, quality and finish as original material in the building.   
 
Finding: The HLC finds that materials such as the concrete, wood and glass are similar to the 
original material in the building. The weather resistant composite materials, while not available 
during the period of significance for this resource, have a similar quality and finish as this 
original material. The HLC finds that SRC 230.025(g)(1)(B) has been met. 
 

(C)  New masonry added to a building shall, to the greatest extent feasible, match the color, 
texture and bonding pattern of the original masonry. 
 
Finding: The HLC finds that the applicant is not proposing to add any new masonry to the 
building itself and that the proposed new retaining wall is of concrete, matching the material 
utilized in the retaining wall located on the western perimeter of the site. The HLC finds that 
SRC 230.025(g)(1)(C) has been met. 
 

(D)  For those areas where original material must be disturbed, original material shall be 
retained to the maximum extent possible.   
 
Finding: The HLC finds that the applicant is proposing to replace or remove 12 of the building’s 
32 windows, due to their poor condition, and that the applicant will be retaining and restoring the 
original material on the exterior of the frames for all of these windows. Two additional windows 
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will be removed on the south façade, to be replaced with French doors. The HLC finds that this 
façade is not visible from the right of way, minimizing the adverse impact of this alteration. The 
HLC finds that SRC 230.025(g)(1)(D) has been met. 
 
(2)  Design.  Alterations or additions shall: 
(A)  Be located at the rear, or on an inconspicuous side, of the building. 
 
Finding: The HLC finds that the only alteration work the applicant is proposing is located at the 
rear of the building, and includes removal of two windows and the installation new French doors 
on the ground floor of the south façade. The remaining work relates to replacing existing 
features throughout the building which are in poor condition. The HLC finds that SRC 
230.025(g)(2)(A) has been met. 
 
(B)  Be designed and constructed to minimize changes to the building. 
 
Finding: The HLC finds that the applicant is proposing to replace doors and windows which are 
in poor condition, and to reconstruct the rear deck and trellis. No new alterations are proposed 
which will increase the overall building footprint of the resource. An existing window opening at 
the rear of the resource will be enlarged to accommodate a new French door. The HLC finds 
that this alteration is located at the rear of the building, minimizing its impact. The HLC finds that 
SRC 230.025(g)(2)(B) has been met. 
 
(C)  Be limited in size and scale such that a harmonious relationship is created in relationship to 
the original building. 
 
Finding: The HLC finds that the applicant is proposing alterations that are limited in size and 
scale and that no new alterations are proposed which will increase the overall building footprint 
of the resource. The HLC finds that the alterations proposed to the building are located at the 
rear of the resource, and will be minimal and that SRC 230.025(g)(2)(C) has been met. 
 
(D)  Be designed and constructed in a manner that significant historical, architectural or cultural 
features of the building are not obscured, damaged, or destroyed. 
 
Finding: The HLC finds that the applicant is proposing to replace doors and windows which are 
in poor condition and reconstruct the rear deck and trellis. All new features will replicate the 
design of the original. The HLC finds that no significant architectural features of the building will 
be obscured, damaged or destroyed and that SRC 230.025(g)(2)(D) has been met. 
 
(E)  Be designed to be compatible with the size, scale, material, and character of the building, 
and the district generally.   
 
Finding: The HLC finds that the applicant is proposing one alteration that is located at the rear 
of the building, and includes removal of two windows and the installation of new French doors 
on the ground floor of the south façade. The remaining work relates to replacing existing 
features throughout the building which are in poor condition. All the proposed new site work, 
including installation of new fencing, gate, and the retaining wall, are located at the rear and 



HIS17-34 
September 22, 2017 
Page 3 

 

perimeter of the site, and are compatible with the building. HLC finds that SRC 230.025(g)(2)(E) 
has been met. 
 
(F) Not destroy or adversely impact existing distinctive materials, features, finishes and 
construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that are part of the building. 
 
Finding: The HLC finds that the applicant is proposing to replace doors and windows which are 
in poor condition, and to reconstruct the rear deck and trellis. While two existing window 
openings at the rear of the resource will be removed in order to accommodate a new French 
door, these windows are not distinctive, and this alteration is located at the rear of the building, 
minimizing the adverse impact. HLC finds that SRC 230.025(g)(2)(F) has been met. 
  
(G)  Be constructed with the least possible loss of historic materials. 
 
Finding: The HLC finds that the applicant is proposing to replace or remove 12 of the building’s 
32 windows, due to their poor condition. The applicant will be retaining and restoring the original 
material on the exterior of the frames for all of these windows, minimizing the loss of the historic 
material associated with these windows. HLC finds that SRC 230.025(g)(2)(G) has been met. 
 
(H)  Not create a false sense of historical development by including features that would appear 
to have been part of the building during the period of significance but whose existence is not 
supported by historical evidence shall not be added to the building. 
 
Finding: The HLC finds that the Falk House has an addition located at the southern end of the 
building that was constructed in 1994. The replacement deck and trellis material in this location 
are of bamboo wood composite, which are compatible with the resource, but serve to clearly 
demonstrate that this portion of the resource was not constructed within the historic period. HLC 
finds that SRC 230.025(g)(2)(H) has been met. 
 
(I)  Be designed in a manner that makes it clear what is original to the building, and what is new. 
 
Finding: The HLC finds that the applicant is proposing to replace doors and windows which are 
in poor condition. The replacement of two windows with a new French door and the 
reconstruction of the rear deck and trellis utilizes materials that are compatible with the 
resource, yet clearly new. HLC finds that SRC 230.025(g)(2)(I) has been met. 
 
(J)  Be designed to reflect, but not replicate, the architectural styles of the period of significance. 
  
Finding: The HLC finds that the reconstruction of the deck and trellis at the rear of the resource 
do not replicate the Queen Anne architectural style of the original resource, yet their style and 
design are compatible with the remainder of the resource. HLC finds that SRC 230.025(g)(2)(J) 
has been met. 
 
(K)  Preserve features of the building that has occurred over time and has attained significance 
in its own right. 
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Finding: The HLC finds that the building does not have any features that have attained 
historical significance, as the newer addition and alterations to the building were constructed in 
1994. HLC finds that SRC 230.025(g)(2)(K) is not applicable to the evaluation of this proposal. 
 
(L)  Preserve distinguishing original qualities of the building and its site. 
 

Finding: The HLC finds that overall, the proposal is intended to restore features of the resource 
that are in poor condition, retaining and restoring the distinguishing architectural features of the 
Falk House. No new alterations are proposed which will increase the overall building footprint of 
the resource. The alterations proposed to the site are located at the rear of the resource, and 
will be minimal. HLC finds that SRC 230.025(g)(2)(L) has been met. 
 
DECISION: The Historic Landmarks Commission APPROVES the HIS17-34 proposal. 
 
 
VOTE: YES 7     NO 0   ABST 0 ABSENT 2 (Larson, Morris) 
 
  

 

Attachments: A.   Vicinity Map  
 B.  Excerpt from National Register Historic Resource Document  
 B1. Historic Photo  
 C.  Applicant’s Submittal Materials 
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Vicinity Map 
210 Candalaria Blvd. S. 
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8/10/17


Historic Commission


This letter is in support of the application to replace the selected windows at 210 Candalaria 
Blvd S.  


Approximately 20 years ago,  two thirds of the house’s windows were updated.  This boosted 
the energy and safety of those rooms.  Our renovation would update the windows that received 
no attention in the past.  


Our home has some unique features, on the second floor two of the windows are at ground 
level (less than 6 inches off the ground).  These windows were designed to only open from the 
bottom, are single paned and contain non-tempered glass.  This poses a serious safety risk for 
our young children should they bump into these windows with even minimal force.  This is 
compounded by the fact that those two windows are located in our oldest son’s room.  This 
problem must rectified by replacing the windows with double paned windows with tempered 
safety glass which will greatly reduce the risk of the windows breaking.  The new windows will 
also open from the top which will greatly reduce the risk of children falling out of the open 
window.  Additionally, these windows are so loosely fit in their frames that we continually have 
flies and other insects entering through the gaps in the window frame.  New windows with 
properly fit screens will eliminate this problem.


We plan to update five windows on the main floor.  Of these five, only three are able to open 
however for two these window the weights which hold the windows open are missing or 
broken.  While all of these windows pose a safety risk if broken because they are non-
tempered, the risk of the two functioning windows are even greater, because they are prone to 
slamming shut with an enormous amount of force.


During rain storms a few of these windows leak water and wind causes the windows to rattle 
and shake, highlighting their energy inefficiency.  The glass itself in most of the windows has 
sagged, pitted and/or cracked in several places.  


Our basement is a daylight basement, and designed to be an area that is used frequently.  
While three of the four windows in the basement of our home currently open, the same safety 
and energy concerns are still valid. Likewise proper air circulation and ventilation are of a 
greater priority due to the location of our gas powered furnace and risk of mould.  


Below is a list of specific concerns with each window.  


Main Floor 

North Wall 
2 windows guest bedroom

	 -only 1 window opens

	 -missing hardware, locks, weights and handles are missing

	 -glass is sagging, pitted and cloudy

	 -single pane, non-temepered glass extreme safety hazard

	 -missing screens

	 -rattle when wind blows, extremely drafty


1 window living room

	 -broken hardware, ropes holding weight is broken therefore will not stay open




	 -glass is sagging, pitted and cloudy

	 -single pane, non-temepered glass extreme safety hazard

	 -missing screen

	 -rattle when wind blows, extremely drafty


East Wall 
2 window living room

	 -only 1 window opens

	 -handles are broken and non functional

	 -glass is sagging, pitted and cloudy

	 -single pane, non-temepered glass extreme safety hazard

	 -missing screens

	 -rattle when wind blows, extremely drafty


Second Floor 

North Wall 
1 window bedroom

	 -glass is sagging, pitted and cloudy

	 -missing handle, lock and weights to hold window open

	 -single pane, non-temepered glass extreme safety hazard

	 -missing screens

	 -window is extremely loose and drafty, allows easy entry for insects


East Wall 
1 window bedroom

	 -window does not open

	 -missing hardware, lock, handle and weights are absent

	 -glass is sagging, pitted and cloudy

	 -single pane, non-temepered glass extreme safety hazard

	 -missing screens

	 -window is extremely loose and drafty, allows easy entry for insects


1 window stairway

	 -window does not open

	 -glass is sagging, pitted and cloudy

	 -single pane, non-temepered glass extreme safety hazard

	 -missing screens

	 -window is extremely loose and drafty, allows easy entry for insects


Basement 

North Wall 
2 windows bedroom

	 -windows open but will not stay open on their own and must be supported

	 -missing hardware, locks and weights are absent

	 -single pane, non-temepered glass extreme safety hazard

	 -missing screens

	 -window is extremely loose and drafty, allows easy entry for insects


1 window dining room

	 -window opens but will not remain open and must be supported




	 -single pane, non-temepered glass extreme safety hazard

	 -missing screen


1 window dining room

-missing screen 

As you can judge, the windows we are asking to replace are in extremely poor condition, highly 
energy inefficient and pose serious safety risks to the occupants and visitors to the home.  We 
bought this home because of its historic nature and wish to maintain its historic value 
whenever possible.  However, these windows are simply unfit to be in any occupied home, 
historic or otherwise.  Given all of the problems listed here, the safety concern being of 
paramount importance, we feel full replacement of the windows is not only the best option but 
the only option to adequately address the problems listed in this letter.  


Thank you for your time and consideration.


Sincerely 


Brandon and Mary Placek
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