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Jason’s response below.  I told him that we would discuss the options internally and then form a plan
for public input. As he said below and emphasized on the phone, he will help us walk through any
step that is needed, including the public discussion piece. 
 
Again, there is no option that is forbidden. Some options will require more mitigation than others. 
We talked about some other scenarios, but I feel it would be beneficial for us to have a meeting and
discuss it in more detail than to send multiple emails. 
 
Let me know how you would like to move forward from here (next steps)
 
 

 Angela Clegg | Associate Planner
Community and Economic Development Dept.
City of Sweet Home
3225 Main Street
Sweet Home, OR 97386
p:541-367-8113
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From: ALLEN Jason * OPRD <Jason.Allen@oregon.gov> 
Sent: Friday, August 21, 2020 3:55 PM
To: Angela Clegg <aclegg@sweethomeor.gov>
Subject: Sankey Park Bandstand
 
Hi Angela,
 
Thanks for the call today, I appreciate you filling me in on the details of the situaYon and orienYng me with
regard to this very interesYng structure. Here’s an overview of what we discussed in terms of opYons for
going forward. As I menYoned, the regulaYon we’re operaYng under in Oregon Revised Statute (ORS)
358.653, which, for all its merit in intenYon, does not have any implemenYng rules. Because of that, we look
to the federal regulaYon, the SecYon 106 of the NaYonal Historic PreservaYon Act, and it’s implemenYng
regulaYon (36 CFR 800) to inform the process. I want to start by being clear that neither of these regulaYons
is intended to STOP a project, and in reality, nether of them can do that. It also doesn’t allow our office, or
any other agency to dictate the course of acYon – this is an enYrely local decision, and we respect that the
best decision for the community will be made at the community level. That said, from a historic preservaYon
perspecYve, there are beber outcomes and less-beber outcomes, as they relate to the historic building, and

https://www.facebook.com/cityofsweethome/
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCqoNH2BKfRb6iG9qHimzflA?view_as=subscriber
https://twitter.com/CityofSweetHome
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the regulaYons encourage adopYon of the beber outcomes by incorporaYng a miYgaYon element if the less-
beber outcomes end up being selected. From a reality standpoint, there are a lot of inputs that the
community must consider in deciding the best path forward, but for the purposes of our review, we have to
keep our focus on the inputs that relate specifically to the preservaYon of the historic building. If we end up
in a spot where miYgaYon becomes a necessary part of the project (in the regulatory language, an “adverse
effect” to the historic structure is found to result from the project), we do try to create miYgaYon that is of
benefit to the project, and aligns with the goals of the project to the extent possible. What miYgaYon looks
like is a maber of consultaYon, but there are guidelines that provide us with sideboards to keep things
reasonable and relevant. That’s for later, though.
 
In our conversaYon, I sort of laid out a spectrum of approaches that the community is likely to consider,
based on what you had said the conversaYons were revolving around. Most of those were based in basic
quesYons like, repair/vs replace, engineering consideraYons, cost, and whether the bandstand in its current
locaYon conYnues to serve the funcYon the community wishes it to. With those consideraYons in mind, here
were the broad approaches I menYoned, in the order of what’s best from a historic preservaYon perspecYve
only. These do not include the other consideraYons that will, along with these, guide the community
decision.
 
Best

1. Repair the building in-kind, as it is today. This means repairing exisYng materials to the extent possible,
and replacing with exact match the pieces that cannot be repaired. ConYnue to use the bandstand as.

2. Repair the building, adding engineering values to strengthen the building. This means inserYng steel or
other materials in such a way as to make the building appear as though it is unchanged, while sYll
providing improved structural strength. This could be things like inserYng steel members among the
roof structure in as sneaky a way as possible, painYng the pieces black or dark brown to help them
hide, or boring out the log posts and inserYng steel posts, such that the steel bears the weight of the
roof structure, and the wood becomes a sheath around it. ConYnue to use the bandstand as the
primary performance stage.

 
Very Good

3. Doing either #1 or #2, and construcYng a new amphitheater to be the primary venue for
performances. ConYnue using the bandstand as a stage, secondarily to the new amphitheater, or
repurposed for some other use that does not require alteraYon, like as a picnic shelter.

 
Good

4. Doing 1 or 2, and moving the bandstand to another, nearby locaYon in the park, and keeping the
bandstand in use as a performance stage.

5. Doing 1 or 2, and moving and/or repurposing the bandstand to some other use.
 
Less good

6. Making alteraYons to the bandstand that are conspicuous, change the design or size of it, or that
change the overall character of the structure.

 
Bad

7. Demolishing the bandstand.
 
If the community selects 1 through 5, I think we can avoid an adverse effect (perhaps with some careful
design work if alteraYons are a part of that), and avoid miYgaYon. Like I said, though, if miYgaYon does
become necessary, we are interested in ways of doing that which would support the community effort. For
example, documentaYon of the Bandstand before it gets demolished or significantly altered, perhaps a bit of
memorializaYon or interpretaYon talking about the bandstand, the CCC and its work here and around Sweet
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Home, and an approach that looks to salvage key elements of the bandstand to incorporate into the new
stage (such as using the façade as the backdrop for the stage, etc.).
 
As you’re having that discussion at the community level, please feel free to reach out if you have quesYons,
concerns, or want to bounce some ideas around. We’re here to help you through the process, but we may
also be able to provide some informaYon from our experience and experYse that may help the decision-
making process.
 
Cheers, and have a great weekend,
-Jason

 

J a s o n  M .  A l l e n  |  Survey & Inventory Program Coordinator
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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