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Al Mowrer Ginny White 
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Historic Preservation Board Agenda 
Regular Meeting* 

Fort Lupton City Hall – 130 S. McKinley Ave. 
Thursday, June 3, 2021 – 6:15 P.M. 

(Order & Contents Subject to Change by Action of the Historic Board) 
 

Call to Order – Roll Call   

Approval of Agenda  

Consent Agenda – Consent Agenda items are considered to be routine and will be enacted 
by one motion and vote.  There will be no separate discussion of Consent Agenda items 
unless a member so requests, in which case the item may be removed from the Consent 
Agenda and considered at the end of Discussion Items.  

a. Approval of the Minutes of the May 6, 2021 Meeting 

Public and Visitor Input – This portion of the Agenda is provided to allow members of the 
audience to present comments to the Board.  The Board may not respond to your comments 
this evening, rather they may take your comments and suggestions under advisement or 
your question may be directed to the appropriate staff member for follow-up.  

Action Items 

a. HAM2021-004: Request for Report of Acceptability for Seymour and Birdie 
Rhode House at 149 Denver Avenue 

b. HAM2021-005: Request for Report of Acceptability for Ottesen Grain Co. at 815 
7th Street 

Discussion Items  

a. Monthly Historic Review Quiz 

Future Business                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

a. Next Board Meeting on July 1, 2021 

Adjourn 
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RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS 
FORT LUPTON HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 

May 6, 2021 
 
The Historic Preservation Board of the City of Fort Lupton met in session at the City Hall, 
130 South McKinley Ave., the regular meeting place of the Historic Preservation Board and 
virtually via GoToMeeting, on Thursday, May 6, 2021. Chair Kathy Kvasnicka called the 
meeting to order at 6:15 pm. 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
Those present were Chair Kathy Kvasnicka, Vice Chair Penny Rankin and Members Amy 
Adkins, Al Mowrer, and Ginny White. Also present was Planning Director Todd Hodges, City 
Planner II Alyssa Knutson and Administrative Assistant Magaly Morales-Tejada. 
 
APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 
 
Al Mowrer made a motion to approve the agenda and Penny Rankin seconded.  
Motion passed unanimously. 
 
APPROVAL OF THE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
Ginny White made a motion to approve the consent agenda and it was seconded by Al 
Mowrer.  
Motion passed unanimously. 
 
PUBLIC AND VISITOR INPUT 
 
It was noted that there were no members of the public in person or on the online platform 
present to make comments not otherwise related to the agenda; the public comment portion 
was closed. 
 
ACTION ITEM 
 
HAM2021-003 (Public Hearing): Application for Rescission of Local Historic 
Designation of the Seymour and Birdie Rhode House Located at 149 Denver Avenue 
to the Fort Lupton City Council. 
 
Prior to discussion of HAM2021-003, Chair Kathy Kvasnicka recused herself due to her 
participation in the Planning Commission discussion of this item on March 11, 2021. 
 
Vice-Chair Penny Rankin gave a brief explanation of the procedure of a public hearing. She 
then asked staff if they had a presentation for the Board. 
 
Planner Alyssa Knutson presented the item. She stated that this application is to rescind 
historic designation of the property at 149 Denver Ave. and remove it from the local historic 
registrar. She stated that the property was historically designated in 2008 and is historically 
known as the Seymour and Birdie Rhode House. Ms. Knutson stated that this property was 
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RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS 
FORT LUPTON HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 

May 6, 2021 
 
found to have significance at the local and national level based on 2 criteria – that it embodies 
the distinctive features of the Queen Anne style of architecture and that Seymour and Birdie 
Rhode founded the first bank in Fort Lupton where Birdie’s role as a female bank president 
was unusual at the time. She stated that the application to rescind was submitted by the 
property Owner, Salvador Flores, who was present at the hearing. She stated that all 
notification requirements had been met. Ms. Knutson stated that the process for removing a 
designation from the local registrar is the same as adding the property – it is a 3 step process, 
the first being a meeting before the Planning Commission to provide a recommendation to 
the Historic Preservation Board. She stated that the Planning Commission meeting was held 
on March 11, 2021 and it was voted unanimously to deny recommending approval of de-
designation. Ms. Knutson stated that the next step in this process is tonight’s public hearing, 
where the Board shall provide a reasonable opportunity to all interested parties to voice 
their opinions regarding this matter. After this hearing the Board shall transmit its 
recommendation to City Council for final consideration. Ms. Knutson stated that the 
applicant’s wife was present and may wish to provide a presentation on behalf of the 
application.  
 
Esmeralda Flores, 149 Denver Ave, Salvador Flores’ wife provided a brief presentation to 
the Board. She stated that the property had originally been designated by Mr. Flores’ ex-
wife and provided additional background to the original designation. She stated that Mr. 
Flores was told by his ex-wife that they would be able to receive financial help to make 
repairs to the house. Ms. Flores stated that since she has lived at property, since March 
2016, they have made several repairs to the exterior of the home, citing repairs done to the 
water fountain, synthetic grass, and overall upkeep on the three yards of the home. Ms. 
Flores stated that her husband is frustrated with the City as he has received no financial 
support and feels as though they have to report all changes done to their property to the 
City. Ms. Flores stated their intention is to improve the home’s appearance, but that they 
don’t want to have to receive Board approval before every minor project. Ms. Flores stated 
that they don’t believe it is fair that the City has a say in what repairs get done in the home 
if the City is not helping fund said repairs. 
 
Member Al Mowrer stated that there is funding available to assist with home repairs, but 
proper paperwork needs to be provided and it does take time to receive funding. 
 
Ms. Flores stated that they were told that there is no funding available. She stated that Mr. 
Flores’ ex-wife had applied for these benefits but they never received anything. 
 
Planner Alyssa Knutson stated that there is no funding from the City for historically 
designated properties, but there is funding from the State. Ms. Knutson added that there is 
funding from the Fort Lupton Urban Renewal Authority, which provides up to a 50% match 
for exterior improvements. She stated that information for this funding has been directly 
provided to Mr. Flores and there have been yearly postcards sent to their home every time 
the grant is open for applications. Ms. Knutson stated that they have not applied for this 
grant.  
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RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS 
FORT LUPTON HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 

May 6, 2021 
 
Ms. Flores stated that they are under the impression that they would have to pay this 
money back based on comments from the Planning Commission meeting and therefore did 
not want to apply if they would be liable to pay this money back in the future. 
 
Planning Assistant Magaly Morales-Tejada explained that the comment made at the 
Planning Commission was actually a clarifying question on whether the applicant is liable 
for any funds that have been awarded for repairs to the property, and the answer was no. 
She stated that this can be referenced back to in the minutes from said Planning 
Commission meeting. 
 
Member Mowrer reiterated that it is a long process to apply and receive funding, but that it 
is available. He stated that this had been previously been explained to the applicants. 
 
Planner Knutson stated that the process to receive funding from the State may be a long 
process, however receiving funding from the Urban Renewal Authority is a fairly simple 
process, but it does require that the applicant follow through with submitting the 
paperwork. Ms. Knutson added that a lot of the issues for the property owners have come 
from failure to receive building permits from the building department, not just the Historic 
Preservation Board. 
 
Ms. Flores stated that they are up to date with all of their permits with the building 
department. 
 
Ms. Knutson stated that in most of those cases, work was done prior to applying for any 
building permits. 
 
Planning Director Todd Hodges stated that he appreciates the work that has been done on 
the home and that while the permits are now up to date, much of the work was started 
before obtaining proper permits and that is why their projects have been stopped by the 
City. Mr. Hodges stated that while there is an additional step for properties that are 
historically designated, the Board is always willing to work with applicants.  
 
Vice- Chair Penny Rankin asked if the Board members had any comments and questions. 
 
Member Ginny White stated that she understands property rights and understands that it’s 
hard feeling as though it’s not your home, however there is a process that needs to be 
followed by everybody.  
 
Member Amy Rankin agreed with Member White, she stated that while she understands 
the frustration, proper permits will still be needed through the City whether or not the 
building is historically designated. 
 
Member Al Mowrer stated that he agrees with what has been said by the other members 
and stated that he himself has often been stopped by the City for starting a project without 

Page 4 of 48



RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS 
FORT LUPTON HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 

May 6, 2021 
 
the proper permits, so he understands that it can be frustrating however he also 
understands that there is process to doing things properly. 
 
Vice-Chair Rankin stated that she agrees with the Board but would like to point out Article 
XVII of the Preservation Plan where it is stated that the Board would not designate a 
property without owner consent. 
 
Planning Director Todd Hodges stated that from a staff perspective that is written in the 
Code due to the fact that properties can be designated without owner approval. 
 
Planner Alyssa Knutson reiterated that a property can be historically designated without 
owner consent and believes that that statement was added in order to clarify that it is not 
the Board’s intention to initially designate a property without owner consent. She added 
that the wording is subject to interpretation of the Board.  
 
Member Al Mowrer asked if all changes to the home needed to come to the Board for 
approval. 
 
Ms. Flores stated that she wanted to reiterate that they do not intend on making any big 
changes to the exterior of the home. 
 
Planning Director Hodges stated that all work on the exterior of the home needs to come to 
the Board for approval, however work on the interior only requires permits from the 
building department. 
 
Member Mowrer stated that the Board is willing to work with applicants and asked if the 
applicants are willing to follow through with the application process and work with the 
board. 
 
Ms. Flores stated that her husband has several health issues and due to that he does not 
want to go through long processes to acquire permits and continue work on his home.  
 
Seeing no more questions or comments from the Board, Vice-Chair Penny Rankin called for 
a motion to approve HAM2021-003. Al Mowrer motioned to approve, Penny Rankin 
seconded. Motion to recommend approval of the rescission of designation to City Council 
was denied unanimously by a roll call vote. 
 
DISCUSSION ITEMS 
 
Saving Places Conference Recap 
 
Member Ginny White stated that she really enjoyed the conference and specifically enjoyed 
being able to see what other communities are doing with their historic main streets.   
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RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS 
FORT LUPTON HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 

May 6, 2021 
 
Chair Kvasnicka agreed with Member White and added that she enjoyed the presentation 
on the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and always learns a lot watching 
the debates take place. 
 
Planner Knutson stated that she enjoyed Joe Minicozzi’s presentation and the visuals that 
show the high property value of downtowns and the influence that downtown 
revitalization has on the rest of the community. 
 
Chair Kvasnicka stated that his presentation would be a good thing to bring up to the Fort 
Lupton Urban Renewal Authority.   
 
Monthly Historic Review Quiz 
 
There was no historic review quiz this month. 
 
FUTURE BUSINESS 
 
Next Board meeting on June 3, 2021 at 6:15pm. 
 
ADJOURN  
 
Chair Kathy Kvasnicka adjourned the meeting at 6:52pm. 
 
Submitted by 

 
      
Magaly Morales-Tejada, Planning Assistant  
 
 

Approved by Historic Preservation Board 

 
      
Kathy Kvasnicka, Chair   
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Historic Preservation Board 

 
130 S. McKinley Avenue              Phone: 303.857.6694 
Fort Lupton, CO 80621                     Fax: 303.857.0351 

www.fortlupton.org 
 
 

 
 
 

HAM 2021-004 
 

APPROVE A REQUEST FOR REPORT OF ACCEPTABILITY FOR THE SEYMOUR AND 
BIRDIE RHODE HOUSE (149 DENVER AVENUE) FOR A CONCRETE PATIO  

  
             

              
   I. Agenda Date:  Board Meeting – June 3, 2021 
 
II. Attachments: A. Request for Report of Acceptability & Attachments 

B. Architectural Inventory Form 
C. Exhibit A to this HAM: Standards for Rehabilitation & 

Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings Applicable to 
the Patio Addition. 

 
 

      
III. Issue/Request: 

 
On May 13, 2008, the Fort Lupton City Council approved the historical designation of the 
Seymore and Birdie Rhode House at 149 Denver Avenue. Exterior work to historically 
designated properties within the City requires prior approval from the Historic Preservation 
Board, as regulated by Article XVII of Chapter 18 to the Municipal Code. 

 
Salvador Flores, the owner of this historic site has submitted a request to convert an ADA 
ramp on the northern portion of the residence to a patio. The proposed work requires a 
building permit. Please see Section VI. Legal / Political Considerations of this document 
for further information on requirements prior to permitting exterior work to historic sites 
within the City of Fort Lupton.  
 
Additional information on this proposed work is attached for your reference. 
 

VI. Legal / Political Considerations: 
 

Pursuant to Section 18-354 of the Municipal Code, a report of acceptability is required 
prior to work requiring a building permit for the alteration or reconstruction of or addition 
to the exterior of any improvement which constitutes all or part of a historic site.  

 
The proposed work requires building permits and therefore qualifies for review under the 
following two phase review: 
 
(1) Conceptual review. Conceptual review is an opportunity for applicants to discuss 
requirements, standards and policies that apply to historic sites…Problems can be 
identified and solved prior to final review of the application. After review of the application 
by the Historic Preservation Board, the Planning Commission shall furnish the applicant 
with written comments regarding the conceptual review. Conceptual approval of any 

Page 7 of 48

http://www.fortlupton.org/


 
 

proposed work may be limited to certain portions of the work as deemed appropriate by 
the Board. Conceptual approval does not guarantee final approval of proposed work. If 
upon review of proposed work, the Board determines that conceptual review is not 
necessary given the absence of a significant impact on the historic site…it may be waived 
by the Board and the Board may then proceed to consider the proposed work on final 
review at the same meeting. 
 
If the Board chooses to waive conceptual review and go directly to final review, then: 
 
(2) Final review. If an application or parts thereof are conceptually approved, it shall be 
finally reviewed by the Historic Preservation Board at a subsequent meeting of the Board. 
During final review, the Board shall consider the application or parts thereof that have 
received conceptual approval and any changes made by the applicant since conceptual 
review.  

 
Pursuant to Section 18-354 of the Municipal Code that addresses work requiring a building 
permit on a historic site:  
 
(a) Action on an application for a building permit, including any permit for demolition of a 
building, shall be deferred by the Building Inspector except as provided in Section 18-359 
[relating to remedying of dangerous conditions], until the application is accompanied by a 
report of acceptability from the Historic Preservation Board for the proposed work when 
the proposed work involves the following: 
 
(1) Alteration or reconstruction of or addition to the exterior of any improvement which 
constitutes all or part of a historic site; 
 
(2) Demolition or relocation of any improvement or object which constitutes all or part of a 
historic site; or 

 
(3) Construction or erection of or addition to any improvement upon any land included on 
a historic site.   

 
The Board should then take into consideration each of the following criteria when 
determining whether to approve the proposal:  
 
1. The effect of the proposed work upon the general historical and/or architectural 

character of the historical site, landmark or district; 
 

2. The architectural style, arrangement, texture and materials of existing and 
proposed structures and their relation to the structures in the district; 
 

3. The effects of the proposed work in creating, changing or destroying the exterior 
architectural features of the structure upon which such work is to be done; 
 

4. The effect of the proposed work upon the protection, enhancement, perpetuation 
and use of the historic site or district; 
 

5. The Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic 
Buildings (see Exhibit A to this Memorandum for applicable standards); and 
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6. Such additional criteria, as established by the Historic Preservation Board, which 
it deems to be in the best interests of the City. 

 
VII.  Alternatives/Options: 
 

The Board has the following options: 
 
1. Approve the request for report of acceptability, or approve with conditions; 
2. Do not approve the request for report of acceptability; 
3. Delay a decision in order to request additional information.  

 
VIII. Financial Considerations: 

 
None. 

 
IX. Staff Recommendation: 

 
The Board must make a determination if this review requires conceptual and final review, 
or should go directly to final review. Staff believes the proposal could move directly to final 
review for both the proposed patio.  
 

 Staff recommends that the Historic Preservation Board review the Standards for 
Rehabilitation and Guidelines that are attached as Exhibit A to this Memorandum. The 
complete set of Guidelines can be found at http://bit.ly/soiguidelines. It is recommended 
to also review these prior to the meeting.   
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EXHIBIT A 
STANDARDS FOR REHABILITATION & GUIDELINES FOR REHABILITATING 

HISTORIC BUILDINGS APPLICABLE TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT  
 

STANDARDS FOR REHABILITATION 
 STANDARD STAFF COMMENT 
1. A property will be used as it was historically or 

be given a new use that requires minimal 
change to its distinctive materials, features, 
spaces and spatial relationships.  

The overall proposed work complies with this 
standard.  

2. The historic character of a property will be 
retained and preserved. The removal of 
distinctive materials or alteration of features, 
spaces and spatial relationships that 
characterize the property will be avoided. 

The overall proposed work complies with this 
standard.  

3. Each property will be recognized as a 
physical record of its time, place and use. 
Changes that create a false sense of 
historical development, such as adding 
conjectural features or elements from other 
historic properties, will not be undertaken. 

The overall proposed work complies with this 
standard.  

4. Change to a property that have acquired 
historic significance in their own right will be 
retained and preserved. 

N/A. 

5. Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and 
construction techniques or examples of 
craftsmanship that characterize a property will 
be preserved.  

The overall proposed work complies with this 
standard.  

6. Deteriorated historic features will be repaired 
rather than replaced. Where the severity of 
deterioration requires replacement of a 
distinctive feature, the new feature will match 
the old in design, color, texture and, where 
possible, materials. Replacement of missing 
features will be substantiated by documentary 
and physical evidence. 

N/A. Although it is noted from the photos that bricks 
appear to be damaged and/or deteriorating. Although 
not part of this application, if the proposed ramp work 
will further affect brick that should be avoided. It is 
recommended to repair the damaged brick with 
matching brick, or if needed replace with matching 
brick.  

7. Chemical or physical treatments, if 
appropriate, will be undertaken using the 
gentlest means possible. Treatments that 
cause damage to historic materials will not be 
used. 

N/A. 

8. Archeological resources will be protected and 
preserved in place. If such resources must be 
disturbed, mitigation measures will be 
undertaken. 

N/A. 

9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related 
new construction will not destroy historic 
materials, features, and spatial relationships 
that characterize the property. The new work 
will be differentiated from the old and will be 
compatible with the historic materials, 
features, size, scale and proportion, and 
massing to protect the integrity of the property 
and its environment. 

The overall proposed work complies with this 
standard. 
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10. New additions and adjacent or related new 
construction will be undertaken in such a 
manner that, if removed in the future, the 
essential form and integrity of the historic 
property and its environment would be 
unimpaired. 

The overall proposed work complies with this 
standard. 
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From: Magaly Morales-Tejada
To: Shannon DeVries
Cc: Alyssa Knutson
Subject: FW: ILC- Porch layout and picture if shad painted
Date: Friday, May 28, 2021 11:35:51 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Esmeralda Flores just sent these in – the permit extension was for the fence not related to the ramp as far as I can tell. She said the pictures of the ramp are to show where they want to fill in the slope.
She also attached pictures of brick that needs to be repaired – I will let her know they need a separate report of acceptability for that, but does that need a building permit?
 
Magaly Morales-Tejada
Planning assistant
130 S. McKinley Ave.
Fort Lupton, CO 80621
Direct: 720-466-6111

 
From: 1 1 [mailto:salvadorflores999@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 28, 2021 11:25 AM
To: Magaly Morales-Tejada <MMTejada@Fortluptonco.gov>
Subject: Re: ILC- Porch layout and picture if shad painted
 
Buenos días Magaly ,soy Esmeralda ,  aquí está la carta con la extensión del permiso que firmó Shannon DeVries y también le estoy mandando fotos de la ramp donde le queremos rellenar para hacerla porch , la rampa esta pegada a la casa y arreglar la pared que se le tiene que hacer unos rellenos 
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On Fri, May 21, 2021 at 12:04 PM 1 1 <salvadorflores999@gmail.com> wrote:

Thank you so much for forwarding those pictures and you’re right,. We still have to do the top and the tapered paper off ,. I will send you a recent one as soon as all that is done .. thank you again
 
On Fri, May 21, 2021 at 12:02 PM Magaly Morales-Tejada <MMTejada@fortluptonco.gov> wrote:

Esmeralda,
 
Thank you for these items, I have forwarded the site plan and ILC to Shannon for her review. I have also forwarded the photo of the shed to Code Enforcement, who will keep it on file for the court date, is this the most recent photo of the shed? The roof looks unfinished.
 
Thank you!
 
Magaly Morales-Tejada
Planning assistant
130 S. McKinley Ave.
Fort Lupton, CO 80621
Direct: 720-466-6111

 
From: 1 1 [mailto:salvadorflores999@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 21, 2021 11:45 AM
To: Magaly Morales-Tejada <MMTejada@Fortluptonco.gov>
Subject: ILC- Porch layout and picture if shad painted
 
Good Morning Magaly here is the Improvement Location Certificate, Porch layout and the picture of the shad painted ,. Please let me know how much will be for the porch permit so I can go in and pay it , Thank you   Esmeralda Flores 720-333-0144
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Historic Preservation Board 

 
130 S. McKinley Avenue              Phone: 303.857.6694 
Fort Lupton, CO 80621                     Fax: 303.857.0351 

www.fortlupton.org 
 
 

 
 
 

HAM 2021-005 
 

APPROVE A REQUEST FOR REPORT OF ACCEPTABILITY FOR THE OTTESEN GRAIN CO. 
(815 7TH STREET) FOR SIGNAGE AND DECK REPLACEMENT  

  
             

              
   I. Agenda Date:  Board Meeting – June 3, 2021 
 
II. Attachments: A. Request for Report of Acceptability & Attachments 

B. Architectural Inventory Form 
C. Exhibit A to this HAM: Standards for Rehabilitation & 

Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings Applicable to 
the Patio Addition. 

 
 

      
III. Issue/Request: 

 
On November 5, 1998, the Ottesen Grain Company Feed Mill, 815 7th Street, was listed 
on the National Register of Historic Places. Inclusion of a property within City limits on the 
National Register is construed as local historic site designation, and is subject to the same 
protections as any local historic site. Exterior work to historically designated properties 
within the City requires prior approval from the Historic Preservation Board, as regulated 
by Article XVII of Chapter 18 to the Municipal Code. 
 
Robert Vigil, the owner of the property, has submitted a Request for a Report of 
Acceptability for exterior work. The proposed work is for a project that requires a building 
permits. Please see Section VI. Legal / Political Considerations of this document for further 
information on requirements prior to permitting exterior work to historic sites within the City 
of Fort Lupton.  
 
The following work on the Ottesen Grain Mill located at 815 7th Street has been proposed: 
 

• Adding new exterior signage. This signage has been added 
already, so this will be a retroactive review of that signage. 

• Replacement of a deck. 
 

Additional information on this proposed work is attached for your reference. 
 

VI. Legal / Political Considerations: 
 

Pursuant to Section 18-354 of the Municipal Code, a report of acceptability is required 
prior to work requiring a building permit for the alteration or reconstruction of or addition 
to the exterior of any improvement which constitutes all or part of a historic site.  
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The proposed work requires building permits and therefore qualifies for review under the 
following two phase review: 
 
(1) Conceptual review. Conceptual review is an opportunity for applicants to discuss 
requirements, standards and policies that apply to historic sites…Problems can be 
identified and solved prior to final review of the application. After review of the application 
by the Historic Preservation Board, the Planning Commission shall furnish the applicant 
with written comments regarding the conceptual review. Conceptual approval of any 
proposed work may be limited to certain portions of the work as deemed appropriate by 
the Board. Conceptual approval does not guarantee final approval of proposed work. If 
upon review of proposed work, the Board determines that conceptual review is not 
necessary given the absence of a significant impact on the historic site…it may be waived 
by the Board and the Board may then proceed to consider the proposed work on final 
review at the same meeting. 
 
If the Board chooses to waive conceptual review and go directly to final review, then: 
 
(2) Final review. If an application or parts thereof are conceptually approved, it shall be 
finally reviewed by the Historic Preservation Board at a subsequent meeting of the Board. 
During final review, the Board shall consider the application or parts thereof that have 
received conceptual approval and any changes made by the applicant since conceptual 
review.  

 
Pursuant to Section 18-354 of the Municipal Code that addresses work requiring a building 
permit on a historic site:  
 
(a) Action on an application for a building permit, including any permit for demolition of a 
building, shall be deferred by the Building Inspector except as provided in Section 18-359 
[relating to remedying of dangerous conditions], until the application is accompanied by a 
report of acceptability from the Historic Preservation Board for the proposed work when 
the proposed work involves the following: 
 
(1) Alteration or reconstruction of or addition to the exterior of any improvement which 
constitutes all or part of a historic site; 
 
(2) Demolition or relocation of any improvement or object which constitutes all or part of a 
historic site; or 

 
(3) Construction or erection of or addition to any improvement upon any land included on 
a historic site.   

 
The Board should then take into consideration each of the following criteria when 
determining whether to approve the proposal:  
 
1. The effect of the proposed work upon the general historical and/or architectural 

character of the historical site, landmark or district; 
 

2. The architectural style, arrangement, texture and materials of existing and 
proposed structures and their relation to the structures in the district; 
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3. The effects of the proposed work in creating, changing or destroying the exterior 
architectural features of the structure upon which such work is to be done; 
 

4. The effect of the proposed work upon the protection, enhancement, perpetuation 
and use of the historic site or district; 
 

5. The Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic 
Buildings (see Exhibit A to this Memorandum for applicable standards); and 
 

6. Such additional criteria, as established by the Historic Preservation Board, which 
it deems to be in the best interests of the City. 

 
VII.  Alternatives/Options: 
 

The Board has the following options: 
 
1. Approve the request for report of acceptability, or approve with conditions; 
2. Do not approve the request for report of acceptability; 
3. Delay a decision in order to request additional information.  

 
VIII. Financial Considerations: 

 
None. 

 
IX. Staff Recommendation: 

 
The Board must make a determination if this review requires conceptual and final review, 
or should go directly to final review. Staff believes the proposal could move directly to final 
review for both the signage and deck replacement.  
 

 Staff recommends that the Historic Preservation Board review the Standards for 
Rehabilitation and Guidelines that are attached as Exhibit A to this Memorandum. The 
complete set of Guidelines can be found at http://bit.ly/soiguidelines. It is recommended 
to also review these prior to the meeting.   
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EXHIBIT A 
STANDARDS FOR REHABILITATION & GUIDELINES FOR REHABILITATING 

HISTORIC BUILDINGS APPLICABLE TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT  
 

STANDARDS FOR REHABILITATION 
 STANDARD STAFF COMMENT 
1. A property will be used as it was historically or 

be given a new use that requires minimal 
change to its distinctive materials, features, 
spaces and spatial relationships.  

The overall proposed work complies with this 
standard. The use was previously a brewery, and it 
will now be occupied by a restaurant.  

2. The historic character of a property will be 
retained and preserved. The removal of 
distinctive materials or alteration of features, 
spaces and spatial relationships that 
characterize the property will be avoided. 

The deck is in a location at the northwest corner of 
the property, and is not visible from the street 
frontage. An engineer’s report and the building 
department have required the replacement deck to 
meet current code. 

3. Each property will be recognized as a 
physical record of its time, place and use. 
Changes that create a false sense of 
historical development, such as adding 
conjectural features or elements from other 
historic properties, will not be undertaken. 

The overall proposed work complies with this 
standard. 

4. Change to a property that have acquired 
historic significance in their own right will be 
retained and preserved. 

N/A. 

5. Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and 
construction techniques or examples of 
craftsmanship that characterize a property will 
be preserved.  

The overall proposed work complies with this 
standard. 

6. Deteriorated historic features will be repaired 
rather than replaced. Where the severity of 
deterioration requires replacement of a 
distinctive feature, the new feature will match 
the old in design, color, texture and, where 
possible, materials. Replacement of missing 
features will be substantiated by documentary 
and physical evidence. 

The original age of the deck is uncertain, however an 
engineer has determined that it must be replaced to 
meet code requirements. The proposed new deck 
will be similar to the existing deck. The overall 
proposed work complies with this standard. 

7. Chemical or physical treatments, if 
appropriate, will be undertaken using the 
gentlest means possible. Treatments that 
cause damage to historic materials will not be 
used. 

N/A. 

8. Archeological resources will be protected and 
preserved in place. If such resources must be 
disturbed, mitigation measures will be 
undertaken. 

N/A. 

9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related 
new construction will not destroy historic 
materials, features, and spatial relationships 
that characterize the property. The new work 
will be differentiated from the old and will be 
compatible with the historic materials, 
features, size, scale and proportion, and 
massing to protect the integrity of the property 
and its environment. 

The overall proposed work complies with this 
standard. 
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10. New additions and adjacent or related new 
construction will be undertaken in such a 
manner that, if removed in the future, the 
essential form and integrity of the historic 
property and its environment would be 
unimpaired. 

The overall proposed work complies with this 
standard. 
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Sent from my iPhone
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