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November 25, 2008 

 

 

Nan Stolzenburg, AICP 

Community Planning and Environmental Associates 

152 Stolzenburg Road 

Berne, New York 12023 

 

 

Re: Hamlet of Ancram 

Transportation Review and Improvements 

Town of Ancram, New York    

 

Dear Ms. Stolzenburg: 

 

On October 14, 2008, Laberge Group met with representatives of the Town to review concerns regarding 

transportation operations at two intersections: 

 

 NYS Route 82 and County Route 7 in Ancram, New York 

 NYS Route 82 and County Route 8/3 in Ancramdale, New York 

 

This letter report gives a general description of the studied intersections and outlines the transportation 

issues at each.  In addition, possible transportation system improvements are discussed for each location 

as well. 

 

NYS Route 82 and County Route 7 in Ancram, New York 

 
Intersection Description: 

 

The intersection of SR 82 and CR 7 is a 

4-legged intersection with SR 82 

traveling east-west.  CR 7 intersects with 

approaches southbound and northeast 

bound.  Each roadway is 2-way 

undivided with a 35 mph speed limit.  

The intersection is two-way stop sign 

controlled with signs on the CR 7 

approaches.  In addition, a flashing 

beacon has been erected at this location, 

flashing yellow for SR 82 and flashing 

red for CR 7.  An overhead view of the 

intersection is pictured in Figure 1. 

 

Though not readily apparent in this 

Figure, grade changes are significant at 

this intersection. 

 

STOP 

STOP 

SR 82 

CR 7 

CR 7 

Figure 1 – Intersection Layout: SR 82 and CR 7 

 



Ms. Nan Stolzenburg, AICP 

November 24, 2008 

Page 2 of 6 

 

Transportation Issues: 

 

Two main issues exist at the intersection of SR 82 and CR 7.  The first is sight distance for the 

southbound traffic on CR 7, and the second being the skewed angle of the northeast bound approach. 

Generally, capacity appears adequate and improvements to increase traffic capacity are not needed. 

 

Sight Distance – Because of the downslope on SR 82 exiting the intersection to the east, a northside 

retaining wall has been erected to maintain a higher ground elevation in front of the building on the north-

east corner.  That retaining wall causes significant sight distance restrictions.  In its current configuration, 

the sight distance looking east for southbound traffic is restricted to approximate 100’ before being 

obscured by the wall.  Looking over the wall, sight distance picks up again at about 380’, but the area 

between 100’ and 380’ is a blind spot that cannot be seen from the intersection.  To complicate matters, a 

local dining establishment is within that zone and vehicles leaving that location cannot be seen by a 

southbound car stopped at the intersection until they are within 100’ of the intersection. 

 

Looking west from the southbound approach, site distance is restricted by the hill and vegetation, but to a 

lesser degree.  However, sight distance is still limited to just under 200’.  Considering the stopping sight 

distance for 35 mph, the speed limit on SR 82, is 250’, the southbound approach has critically limited 

sight distance in both directions. 

 

Skewed Approach – As seen in Figure 1, the northeast bound approach is severely skewed at its 

intersection with SR 82.  This skew causes drivers to look far over their shoulder to check for oncoming 

traffic, which is an awkward movement that makes clearing the intersection more difficult than at an 

unskewed intersection.  In addition the location of this approach and the curvature of SR 82 cause a 

confusing condition for westbound traffic, who may be unclear as to which leg to travel as they come up 

the hill. 

 

Improvement Recommendations: 

 

A review of both traffic volumes and accident data was undertaken to determine the possible need for 

signalization at the intersection.  The data showed that less than 1,600 vehicles enter the intersection on 

an average day, significantly lower than what would justify a traffic signal, and that only two accidents 

could be attributed to the intersection, one rear end and one right angle.  Based upon the data, this 

intersection does not warrant signalization.  

 

With that said, there are other ways to improve the safety and operations at this location.  These 

improvements include measures to: 

 

 Increase Intersection Awareness 

 Reduce Sight Constraints 

 Provide Better Alignment 

 

Increase Intersection Awareness – With the sight distance being critically limited in both directions along 

Route 82, improved awareness of the intersection and the need for caution should be increased along the 

highway.  The most effective way to achieve this is through “intersection ahead” warning signs (MUTCD 

No. W2-1) with advisory speed plaque (MUTCD No. W13-1), supplemented by flashing yellow beacons.  

The advisory speed should be based on the ability to stop within the sight distance available. For existing 

conditions, the advisory speed would be 30 mph in the eastbound direction and 20 mph in the westbound 

direction.  These signs will be placed in advance of the intersection to notify drivers of the condition and 
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the need for increased vigilance.  If these signs are hardwired for power, not solar powered, they can be 

installed for under $10,000 each.   

 

Reduce Sight Constraints – The grade changes on either side of the southbound approach cause sight 

distance restrictions.  Looking east from that approach a retaining wall blocks the field of vision and 

looking west there is a hill going up to a private residence and vegetation blocking the view.  Both of 

these conditions should be eliminated.   

 

For the northwest corner, stairs leading to the intersection should be redirected to the parking area to the 

west of the property and the hill should be cut back to allow better sight distance, this will require 

reconstruction of the retaining wall running along the west side of CR7 and the construction of additional 

retaining wall along the property frontage.   

 

To improve the sight line looking east, the existing retaining wall should be removed.  The feasibility of 

retaining the existing building was not investigated as part of this study and it may be possible to pull 

back the retaining wall and rehabilitate the building, but the most cost effective way to achieve the 

necessary sight line is to remove both the building and retaining wall and to regrade the slope between the 

two roadways.  This should eliminate any sight distance constraints in that direction and allow improved 

traffic operations. 

 

A detailed cost estimate was not performed for these improvements, since cost could vary greatly based 

on field conditions and the nature of the design, but an order of magnitude estimate would be between 

$50,000-$100,000 for the northwest corner improvements.  For the northeast corner the cost would be 

around $50,000 plus the cost to purchase the property.  See figure 2 for a conceptual sketch of this 

improvement 

 

 

 
 

It should be noted that once the sight distance improvements listed above are made, the “intersection 

ahead” warning signs previously recommended could be removed. 

 

Provide Better Alignment – The intersection skew and the curvature of Route 82 through the intersection 

cause some confusion and reduce the operational performance of the intersection.  Reducing the curvature 

of Route 82 and realigning County Route 7 should be investigated to help alleviate these operational 

deficiencies.  On October 24, 2008, Laberge Group met with Synthesis, Inc., who are developing a 

Figure 2 – Conceptual Sight Constraint Improvements 

Remove Building/Retaining 
Wall and Regrade 

Relocate Stairs and 
Construct Retaining Wall 

Away from Roadway 
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Conceptual Visioning Plan for the Town, and reviewed their Conceptual layout for the Hamlet core.  We 

found that the CR 7 road realignment proposed in their plan would provide the changes necessary for 

improved intersection operations.   

 

However, the Visioning Plan is a major change from what currently exists and will require significant 

time and money to implement.  Until such time as it can be implemented by the Town, low cost 

improvements to help reduce confusion should include: 

 

 Provide a dotted yellow centerline through the intersection. 

 Provide a far side Route Sign for SR 82 with diagonal arrow auxiliary sign at the island nose. 

 

The improved guidance provided by these items, which is estimated to cost less than $500 will help 

reduce the confusion experienced by many westbound SR 82 drivers, and in conjunction with the other 

improvement recommendations made above, should provide greatly improved traffic operations and 

safety at this intersection. 

 

NYS Route 82 and County Route 8/3 in Ancramdale, New York 
 

Intersection Description: 

This intersection has four approaches, the eastbound and northbound are State Route 82, the westbound is 

County Route 8/3 and the southbound approach is a dead end dirt road with no significant traffic.  Traffic 

is controlled by Stop Signs on the northbound and southbound approaches.  All roadways are two-way 

undivided with a 35 mph speed limit. 

 

East of this intersection, across a small bridge, is the intersection split between CR 8 and CR 3.  This 

location is stop sign controlled on the westbound and southbound approaches, but free flow for eastbound 

traffic.  See Figure 3 for the Intersection layout at this location. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 3 – Intersection Layout: SR 82 and CR 8/3 
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It should be noted that a 2%-3% downgrade exists eastbound on Route 82 as it leads to the intersection. 

 

Transportation Issues: 

 

The issue at this location, as explained by Art Bassin, Chairman of the Ancram Comprehensive Planning 

Committee, is that eastbound downgrade leading to the intersection contributes to higher than desirable 

speeds at the intersection and reduces the braking ability of vehicles entering the intersection from that 

direction.  This hampers the driver’s ability to easily make the right turn to continue on Route 82, and it 

makes it more difficult for eastbound through traffic to stop if a northbound vehicles pulls out. 

 

Improvement Recommendations: 

 

A field review conducted on October 14, 2008 revealed that reasonable sight lines exist at this 

intersection and that traffic operations are well within capacity.  In addition to the field review, Laberge 

Group obtained traffic volume and accident data from the NYS Department of Transportation for further 

analysis.   

 

The traffic count information confirmed that traffic was fairly low, with a 770 annual average daily traffic 

(AADT) on the southern leg and a 1,520 AADT on the western leg.  These volumes are far below those 

that would require a traffic signal. 

 

A review of the accidents revealed that a significant number of right angle (4 crashes) and left turn (5 

crashes) accidents have occurred in the 3-year period between January 2005 and December 2007.  This 

indicates an accident cluster that should be investigated.  Further examination showed that these accidents 

are mostly north-to-west left turn vehicles being hit by either eastbound SR 82 traffic, or southbound CR 

3 traffic.  These accidents are most likely a result of confusion over vehicular right-of-way.  It is possible 

that collisions with eastbound vehicles could result from northbound left turn vehicles tending to cut in 

front of eastbound vehicles that they feel may be turning, since many of the vehicles in that direction do 

so.  It is also possible that because of the offset configuration between northbound SR 82 and southbound 

CR 3 and no stop control between them, that northbound traffic may enter the traffic stream just after CR 

3 traffic does, not being aware that they should yield. 

 

Developing a tighter 4-way stop intersection at SR 82 and realigning CR 3 farther away could 

significantly reduce the accident types currently found at this intersection that result from this confusion.  

The following recommendations are made to improve the situation. 

 

 Install a stop sign (MUTCD No. R1-1) on the eastbound approach with an advance warning “stop 

sign ahead” (MUTCD No. W3-1) sign.  This will warn eastbound traffic to slow down and 

require them to stop, significantly reducing the possibility for right angle accidents.  Since a 

significant number of eastbound vehicles are turning right to remain on SR 82, vey little 

additional delay would be experienced as a result of this change. 

 Move the CR 8 stop sign closer to SR 82 and realign CR 8 to intersect CR 3 further to the east.  

This will prevent CR 3 traffic from entering SR 82 without control and will bring westbound 

traffic more into the field of vision for northbound drivers. 

 

The improvement recommendations listed above for this location are shown on Figure 4.  The cost of 

installing and relocating the traffic signs should be under $500,  Where the realignment of County Route 

3 is roughly estimated at $100,000-$150,000. 
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Summary 
 

This letter report suggests several concepts that can be used to improve traffic operations and safety at the 

studied intersections.  Key to State Route 82 and County Route 7 is improving awareness in advance of 

the intersection, creating better sight lines and reducing confusion that results from poor alignment. 

 

For the State Route 82 and County Route 8/3 intersection, improved definition of the intersection and 

reduced confusion concerning vehicular right-of-way assignments is necessary.  Once implemented, these 

improvements will make traffic operations more efficient and improved traffic flow and reduced 

accidents should result. 

 

Should the community wish to pursue any of the transportation improvements listed above, a detailed 

investigation into design and cost will be required.  Laberge Group would be happy to provide a scope 

and fee to provide these design services at your request. 

 

If you have any question, or if you, or the community, need more information concerning the 

recommended improvements, please give us a call. 

 

      Very truly yours, 

      LABERGE GROUP 

 

 

 

      By:         

       Michael R. Wieszchowski, P.E., PTOE 

       Senior Transportation Engineer  

MRW 
J:\28087\Reports\Transportation\Draft Ltr Rpt 11-25-08.doc  

Figure 4 – Conceptual Intersection Improvements 
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March 19,2009 

Ms. Nan Stolzenburg 
Community Planning & 
Environmental Associates 
152 Stolzenburg Road 
Berne, NY 12023 

Re:	 Addendum to Ancram Structures Report 
Town of Ancr:l'-'.m'-'-,--'-N-'-'e=--w'-'-Y'-o=ro..:k."-- _ 

Dear Ms. Stolzenburg: 

Please accept this letter as an Amendment to the attached general ~;tTlJct:Jral evaluation of three buildings 
prepared by A.S. Bell Engineering. The Bell report identified that the buildings are all structurally stable 
at the pr~sent time although much work is required to restore Illt'1T\ to practical use. There are three 
options available to the property owners for each of these buildings, namely demolition, demolition and 
rebuild, and restoration. Each of these options has advantages and disadvantages depending upon the 
future use of the structure. 

Demolition: 

This option would assume that the structure will be completely removed from the site and the site 
put to reuse for other purposes. Demolition typically inc!lldes removal and disposal of the 
structure and burial of the foundation materials after l)Iea!~ing up concrete floors and the 
foundation walls two feet below grade. Depending upon il0W the site will be reused. the 
foundation may need to be completely removed and thf cellar filled with suitable backfill 
mat~rial. Examples of such reuses wou Id be for new structi.lfG', roadw3y or parking areas or any 
other use that wi II be negatively affected by settlement. . 

Demolition and Reconstruction: 

As is obvious, this option requires the removal of the exisi'ng structure and some or all of the 
exisitng foundation depending upon the condition and typ~ of ;:onstruction of the foundation and 
the footprint of the building to be rebuilt. The major advantage associated with this option is that 
the new building wili meet current building and life safety codes, be relatively energy efficient 
and require much reduced maintenance. Depending upon the- intent to duplicate the appearance 
of the exisitng structures as they were originally construclcd, the cost of the building \ovill be 
higher than normal. . 

Restoration: 

The restoration of the structures would encompass the removal of a portion or all building 
systems such as heating, electrical and plumbing and replacement with new material and 
equipment. In addition, all portions of the structure that have degraded must be replaced. 
Restoration of the structure is the best option if the intent is to maintain as much of the historic 

4 Computer Dri.ve West· Albany, ew York 12205 . (518) 458-7112 . Fax (518) 458-1879 
www.labergegroup.com 
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portions of the structure as possible, however, it is difficult to gage the cost of restoration until the 
structure is reduced to its skeleton and the amount of work actually required is unknown. In 
addition, older structures are rarely plumb and square resulting in additional time and materials to 
make building components fit properly. Restoration in many cases does not allow the structure to 
meet current codes for items such as handicap accessibility. 

The following are our basic recommendations for each of the three structures. The recommendation is 
based upon the costs to replace or restore the structure using adjusted industry averages. Depending upon 
the intended use of the property, the demolition option is viable for all three structures. 

Tinsmith House: 

Even though this structure is the best candidate for reconstruction as mentioned in the Bell report, 
this structure will require significant restoration effort in order to provide a useful lifetime. The 
absence of a foundation under much of the structure, the need to remove and replace the porches, 
evidence of insect damage of this single story structure and poor masonry stability will make 
restoration of the structure quite expensive. Providing a proper foundation will likely necessitate 
the lifting of the building to provide access for construction of new foundation walls intermediate 
SUPPOltS. 

Based upon the size of the structure and easy access, it is estimated that demolition of the 
structure will cost approximately $30,000 to $40,000. The sloped side and absence of a full 
foundation will make regarding the site relatively easy after removal of the structure. 

Reconstruction of the 1,200 +/- square foot structure can be expected to cost between $200 to 
$250 per square foot for a range of $240,000 to $300,000. Actual cost will depend upon the level 
of finishes and equipment provided within the structure. 

Restoration of the structure is expected to cost in the range of $130 to $180 per square foot for a 
total of $156,000 to $216,000. 

Both the reconstruction and restoration option assume that the basement will not be finished and 
that the structure will be built to residential standards. 

Stiehl House: 

This structure will require extensive selective demolition and construction if it is to be restored 
and as such should not be considered for restoration unless there is a driving reason to save this 
structure. 

As with the Tinsmith house, complete demolition is expected to cost in the range of $30,000 to 
$40,000. 

Reconstruction of the 1,500 +/- square foot structure can be expected to cost between $200 to 
$250 per square foot for a range of $300,000 to $375,000. Actual cost will depend upon the level 
of finishes and equipment provided within the structure. 
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Restoration of this structure is expected to cost in the range of $130 to $160 per square foot 
assuming the exisitng foundation is in adequate condition. If not, the cost will increase by 
roughly $40,000 to replace/repair the foundation. Overall restoration cost therefore will range 
from $195,000 to $280,000. 

Porter House: 

This structure has extensive water and structural damage and as presented in the Bell report is the 
least likely candidate for restoration. 

As with the other two structures demolition will cost between $30,000 to $40,000. 

Reconstruction of the 1,500 +/- square foot structure can be expected to cost between $200 to 
$250 per square foot for a range of $300,000 to $375,000. Actual cost will depend upon the level 
of finishes and equipment provided within the structure. 

Summary Table of Costs 
(All Dollar Amounts in 1,000's) 

Approx SF Demolition Restoration Reconstruction 

Tinsmith House 1,200 30 to 40 150 to 216 240 to 300 
Stiehl House 1,500 30 to 40 195t0280 300 to 375 
Porter House 1,500 30 to 40 NR 300 to 375 

NR= Not Recommended 

The cost figures presented above are based on adjustment of industry averages and do not represent actual 
cost estimates. They are intended as a guide to determine what direction wi 11 be pursued for each of the 
structures discussed. Additional study, planning and measurement of the structures are required to more 
accurately provide an opinion of cost to restore or replace these structures. 

Please do not hesitate to call if you have any questions regarding the information contained in this report. 

Very truly yours, 
LABERGE GROUP 

Ronald J. Laberge, P.E. 
Vice President 

RJL: jln 
Enc 

J:\28087\Repons\SlruclurallAddendum I.doc 



BELL ENGINEERING
 
A.S.BELL ENGINEE G, PC
 

I. INTRODUCTION
 
On October 14, 2008 personnel from A.S.BELL ENGINEERfNG, PC, and LABERGE 
GROUP toured the area surrounding the intersection of Columbia Route 7 with NYS 
Route 82 in Ancram for the purposes of evaluating the intersection for traffic 
improvements and determining the general structural integrity of three buildings adjacent 
to the intersecting roads. The buildings are known locally as the Tinsmith House, the 
Stiehl House and the Porter Building. Each of the three buildings are of wood frame 
construction and have degrees of severe deterioration, and are uninhabited. This report 
will address the feasibility or steps required for rehabilitation. 

II. DISCLAMER 
The inspection performed was a visua~ inspection of each building, and only those aspects 
of the building actually accessed. In most cases the main structural elements such as floor 
joists or wall studs could not be inspected due to finishes, or lack of access. This 
inspection was not an in-depth inspection, and is only provided as a general asse sment for 
planning purposes. 

III. BUILDING DESCRIPTIONS 

A. Tinsmith House 
This building is located at the southeast comer of the intersection, and has frontage on both 
Co. Route 7 and NYS Route 82. This building was locked and inaccessible. From the 
outside of the building and from peering though broken windows or other openings it was 
possible to obtain a general structural condition assessment. This is a single story building 
with laid-up stone foundation on the north and probably on the east. The front porch, 
which faces NYS Route 82 is in poor condition and needs to be removed. The underside 
of this front porch has no foundation. Farther away from the road, at the front of the actual 
building there is no foundation, but rather the front of the building is supported on w od 
posts and concrete pads. There was no visible foundation under the front half of the south 
wall either. Approximately half-way back from the road there appeared to be a full-height 
foundation wall ru,nning north to south. The remainder of the house to the east is probably 
supported on minimal depth or little foundation. The porch on the east side of the house 
facing County Route 7 is in poor condition, with rotten floor boards and needs to be 
removed. The chimney on the south wall is bowing out away from the side of the house 
and needs repair or replacement. At the east porch doorway there were rotten and insect 
damaged sill plates. The roof over the majority of the building (except the porches), was 
metal and in good condition, and has protected the majority of the building, which appears 
to be in good condition, and repairable. 

B. Stiehl House 
This building is located on the west side of NYS Route 82, directly across Route 82 from 
the intersection and the Tinsmith House. The main part of the building parallels route 82 
and is two stories with an attic. The back portion of the building appears to be an addition, 
is in extremely poor condition, and partially collapsed. There is a porch along the front of 
the building which is also in poor condition and in need of replacement. The main portion 
of the building was accessible through a door at the rear of the building, and was generally 

5895 Johnston Road, Slingerlands, New York· bell.engineering@verizon.net. ph/fax (518) 357-0313 



in good condition. There were cracks in the inside wall lath and plaster finishes which 
may indicate settlement. There were several recently installed metal cross braces both on 
the exterior and interior end walls. The roof was in poor visual appearance, and in need of 
replacement. In the attic at the southwest comer, there was light showing through the roof. 
The basement (if it exists) of the main portion of the house was inaccessible from within 
the house, and due to the partial collapse of the rear of the house, it was unsafe for any 
further exploration. Therefore the condition ofthis portion of the house foundation is 
unknown. 

C. Porter Building 

This building is located along the east side ofNYS Route 82, just south of the Ti11smith 
House. This is a two story building with full attic, and no basement. There is a small area 
of partial depth crawl space on the south end of the building, accessible through a 
deteriorated Bilco type hatchway. This building appears it could have been a small hotel 
or multi-resident establislunent at one time. The back southeast comer of the building has 
an addition which has partially collapsed. There is a large portion of the roof at the 
nOithwest comer which is deteriorated and missing, allowing the elements to come pouring 
in at this location. All other areas of the building not previously mentioned appear to be in 
good condition, except for some moisture damage. The floor joists in the back northwest 
comer were exposed, and in like-new condition. The framing of this building is clearly 
post and beam, and these elements are readi1y inspected in the attic area. On the front of 
the building there is a bow in the face near the level of the second floor framing, and it 
appears the framing is disconnected at this point. The uncovered front porch is in poor 
condition and in need of replacement. 

IV. BUILDING RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on our limited inspection, all of these buildings could be rehabilitated given enough 
financial resources. POitions of all the buildings need to be removed and rehabilitated. 
The feasibility of rehabilitation of each is discussed below. 

A. Tinsmith House 

Of the three (3) buildings inspected, this building is the best candidate for saving and 
rehabilitation. The roof system appears to be working well and sheltering the interior of 
the structure from further deterioration. There is evidence that a fair amount of 
rehabilitation has already occurred such as the replacement supports in the front area. 
However there needs to be structural lifting to replace sills, porch replacement, chimney 
stabilization, and other expensive work items. Further delays will add to deterioration. 

B. Stiehl House 

This building in it's present condition is dangerous, and an attractive nuisance. The back, 
partially-collapsed portion needs to be removed. There are temporary metal cross braces 
which have been installed inside and out to stabilize the front portion. The roof system on 
the front portion is failing, as light can be seen through the roof. Further delays will add to 
deterioration. 

A.S. BEll E GINEERlNG, PC 
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C. Porter Building 

Of the three(3) buildings inspected, this is the least likely candidate for rehabilitation. 
There is a large hole in the roof in the front ofthe building, allowing the elements to pour 
in and destroy the two floors below. There are areas in the back of the building already 
collapsed. The foundation of laid up stone is only visible for approximately 10% of the 
perimeter. The floor system is disconnected from the front of the building at the first floor 
ceiling level, and the wall is bowing out. The floors are sagging from long-term creep. 
The front porch is deteriorated and dangerous to walk on. There is little or no parking 
adjacent to the building, so even if it were rehabilitated, the visitors would have to park 
elsewhere and walk. Further delays will add to deterioration. This building should 
probably be completely demolished. 

A.S. BEll ENGINEERING, PC 

5895 Johnston Road, Slingerlands, New York • bell.engineering@verizon.nel • ph/fax (518) 357-0313 



Photo 1 - Tinsmith House - West Elevation 

Photo 2 - Tinsmith House - Side Porch Condition 



Photo 3 - Tinsmith House ~ Front Porch Condition 

Photo 4 ~ Tinsmith House - Side Porch Condition and Rotten Sills 



Photo 5 - Tinsmith House - Chimney Pulling Away 



Photo 6 - Stiehl House East Elevation 

Photo 7 - Stiehl House - North Elevation - Note Cross Bracing 



Photo 8 - Stiehl House - Collapsed Rear Addition 



Photo 9 - Porter Building - Note bow in Front Wall 



Photo 10 - Porter Building - Hole in Roof - Northwest Comer over Second Floor 

Photo 11 - Porter Buildin - Water Damage on First Floor Due to Hole in Roof 
~~~...---r-----, 



Photo 12 - Porter Building - Second Floor Framing Near Back Wall at Northeast Corner 

Photo 13 - Porter Building - Collapsed Rear Addition 
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