
 

 
Persons planning to attend the meeting who need sign language interpretation, translation services, assisted listening 
systems, Braille, taped material, or special transportation, should contact the City Clerk’s Office at 303 335-4574 or 
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City of Louisville 
Community Development     749 Main Street        Louisville CO 80027 

303.335.4594 (phone)          www.LouisvilleCO.gov 

  
Historic Preservation Commission 

Agenda 
Monday, August 18, 2025 

City Hall, 2nd Floor Council Chambers 
749 Main Street 

6:30 PM 
 
Members of the public are welcome to attend and give comments remotely; however, 
the in-person meeting may continue even if technology issues prevent remote 
participation. 

• You can call in to +1 253 215 8782, Webinar ID # 831 7647 9579 
Webinar ID #424734 

• You can log in via your computer. Please visit the City’s website here to link to 
the meeting: www.louisvilleco.gov/hpc. 

The Commission will accommodate public comments during the meeting. Anyone may 
also email comments to the Commission prior to the meeting at 
Planning@LouisvilleCO.gov. 
 

1. Call to Order 
2. Roll Call 
3. Approval of Agenda 
4. Public Comments on Items Not on the Agenda 
5. Probable Cause: 720 Grant Street 
6. Grant Update – Proposed Approach and Next Steps  
7. 2025 Annual Contingency/Emergency Reserve Funds (HPF) 

8. 1016 Main Street Acquisition 
9. Work Plan & Subcommittee Updates 

10. Updates from staff 
11. Updates from Commission Members 
12. Adjourn 

http://www.louisvilleco.gov/hpc
mailto:Planning@LouisvilleCO.gov


 
 
 
ITEM: 720 Grant Street Probable Cause Determination  
 
APPLICANT: David Finamore 
 720 Grant Street 
 Louisville, CO 80027 
  
OWNER:  
 David Finamore 
 720 Grant Street  
                                                      Louisville, CO 80027 
 
PROJECT INFORMATION: 
ADDRESS: 720 Grant Street 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Lots 6-7, Block 7 Pleasant Hill 
DATE OF CONSTRUCTION: ca. 1904 
 
REQUEST: A request to find probable cause for a landmark 

designation to allow for funding of a historic structure 
assessment for 720 Grant Street. 

VICINITY MAP: 
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SUMMARY: 
The applicant requests finding probable cause for landmark designation to allow for 
funding of a historic structure assessment for 720 Grant Street. Under Resolution No. 
17, Series 2019, a property may be eligible for reimbursement for a historic structure 
assessment (HSA) from the Historic Preservation Fund (HPF) if the Historic 
Preservation Commission finds “probable cause to believe the building may be eligible 
for landmarking under the criteria in section 15.36.050 of the Louisville Municipal Code.” 
Further, “a finding of probable cause under this Section is solely for the purposes of 
action on the pre-landmarking building assessment grant request, and such finding shall 
not be binding upon the HPC, City Council or other party to a landmarking hearing.” 
 
HISTORICAL BACKGROUND: 
Information from Gigi Yang, Louisville Historical Museum 
 
The history of 720 Grant highlights two notable families in Louisville History. The earliest 
history of the Robinson and Ferguson families that spans 46 years and the role of 
George Robinson in significant historical events during the Long Strike and the murder 
of Victor Helburg. Also notable is the second phase of the house as a parish for the 
United Pentecostal Church in the 1950s-1960s.  
 
The earliest deed for Lots 6 & 7, Block 7 of the Pleasant Hill Addition is from Orrin 
Welch to John George Robinson in 1904. Robinson, who went by George (1872-1927) 
was born in Northumberland, England and came to the US in 1878 as a young boy with 
his parents. Robinson was the Town Marshal when Deputy Marshal and Justice of the 
Peace, Victor Helburg was shot and killed by Frank Balistrere in 1915. George 
Robinson was also involved in the United Mine Workers and the fight at the Hecla Mine 
that occurred in April of 1914, shortly after the Ludlow Massacre. By all accounts, 
George Robinson was well-loved and respected in the Louisville community. He was a 
member of the Knights of Pythias, the Methodist Church, and the Boulder Elks Lodge. 
His wife, Margaret Ferguson, was also actively engaged in the social life of the town 
with an interest in domestic life and charity. Throughout the 1920s, she led sewing 
projects, made hats, and dress forms to aid rural communities. Most of the Robinson 
children lived in Louisville until the 1940s. After their deaths, the children sold 720 Grant 
to Thomas Davies and Rachel Ann Penry Davies in 1950. 
 
In 1952, the United Pentecostal Church or Apostolic Church purchased the house at 
720 Grant from the Thomas Davies estate for use as a parsonage. The first pastor to 
live at 720 Grant was William LaRue who came from Pueblo, CO with his wife and 18-
month-old son. In 1975, the United Pentecostal Church sold the property to Tony 
Evanoff, Jr. and Pamela Sue Domenico Evanoff. 
 
The Evanoffs only lived at 720 Grant for two years before moving to Rock Springs, WY. 
However, Tony Evanoff’s grandparents (Stephen and Eva Drake Evanoff) came from 
Bulgaria and had lived in Louisville since 1922. Pamela Sue Domenico moved from 
Longmont to Louisville as a teenager in the 1960s. Pamela and Tony married in 1967 



while Tony served in the Navy during the Vietnam War. After the war, the Evanoffs were 
active in the Louisville community with Tony chairing the Fall Festival in 1974. In 1977, 
Tony and Pamela Evanoff transferred ownership of 720 Grant to Robin Wille and 
Steven Alman. Robin Wille sold the property to the current owner, David Finamore, in 
1983. 
 
Please see the attached Social History Report for a more detailed history. 
 

  
Photo of 720 Grant Street, Boulder County Assessor Card from 1948. 
 



                                              
Street view of 720 Grant Street (August 2025) 



 
Street view of 720 Grant Street (August 2025) 
 
ARCHITECTURAL INTEGRITY:  
720 Grant is not included in the PaleoWest "100 Architectural Inventories for the City of 
Louisville” (2023). “Stories in Places: Putting Louisville’s Residential Development in 
Context” (2018) identifies 720 Grant as a National Folk (Victorian) House Architectural 
Type constructed in 1904. No further analysis is included on the building. The National 
Folk (Victorian) Architectural Type is described as:  
 

National folk house forms were associated with railroads and worker housing in 
general (McAlester 2017:134–147). They were popular from the 1870s to 1930s 
and are the dominant residential type in Louisville from that time. Housing forms 
and styles were strongly influenced by the presence of railroads, in that railroads 



facilitated the transport of construction materials...Folk Victorian houses, which 
are National folk houses that have Victorian stylistic elements added to them, are 
common in Louisville….The gabled roofs of standard National houses are usually 
relatively lower-pitched in comparison with those of Folk Victorian houses, with 
which they could potentially be confused… 

 
The structure appears to have maintained the original building footprint since the 
Boulder County Assessor Card from 1948. Building permit records include a new roof in 
2019, pergola and patio added in 2009, a 2-story addition (800 sq ft) and unfinished 
basement (941 sq ft) added in 1999, and new fence added in 1997. 
 
HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE ANALYSIS AND CRITERIA FOR FINDING 
PROBABLE CAUSE FOR LISTING AS LOCAL LANDMARK: 
Under Resolution No. 17, Series 2019, a property may be eligible for reimbursement for 
a historic structure assessment (HSA) from the Historic Preservation Fund (HPF) if the 
Historic Preservation Commission finds “Probable cause to believe the building may be 
eligible for landmarking under the criteria in section 15.36.050 of the Louisville Municipal 
Code.” Further, “A finding of probable cause under this Section is solely for the 
purposes of action on the pre-landmarking building assessment grant request, and such 
finding shall not be binding upon the HPC, City Council or other party to a landmarking 
hearing.”  
 

Staff analysis of the criteria is as follows: 

CRITERIA FINDINGS 
Landmarks must be at 
least 50 years old 

720 Grant was constructed ca.1904 making it 
approximately 121 years old.  
 
 

Staff find the age of the structure meets the 
criteria.  
 

https://library.municode.com/co/louisville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT15BUCO_CH15.36HIPR_S15.36.050CRDE
https://library.municode.com/co/louisville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT15BUCO_CH15.36HIPR_S15.36.050CRDE


Landmarks must meet 
one or more of the criteria 
for architectural, social or 
geographic/environmental 
significance 

Social Significance - Exemplifies cultural, political, 
economic, or social heritage of the community. 
The social history of 720 Grant includes association 
with: 

• Housing for community members that 
contributed to Louisville through mining, 
social, and cultural activities, and significant 
historical events.  
 

Staff find that the structure meets the cultural and 
social heritage of the community and there is 
probable cause to meet the criterion for social 
significance.   
 
Architectural Significance – Represents a built 
environment of a group of people in an era of history 
that is culturally significant to Louisville. 

• The house consists of Folk Victorian style 
architecture, reflecting the mining history 
and immigrant community at the time. 

 Staff find that the location of the structure does have 
probable cause to meet the criteria for architectural 
significance in its current form. 
 

Landmarks should meet 
one or more criteria for 
physical integrity 

Physical Integrity - Shows character, interest or value 
as part of the development, heritage or cultural 
characteristics of the community, region, state, or 
nation.  
 

• Interesting building character shaped by its Folk 
Victorian style.    

 

 

 

Remains in its original location, has the same historic 
context after having been moved, or was moved more 
than 50 years ago. 
 

• 720 Grant appears to have maintained its 
historic footprint from 1948, possibly earlier. 
 

Staff find probable cause that the structure meets the 
criteria for physical integrity. 

 
 



PRESERVATION MASTER PLAN: 
The Preservation Master Plan was adopted in 2015 and includes goals and objectives 
for the historic preservation program. A finding of probable cause would meet the 
following goals and objectives: 
 
Goal #3: Encourage voluntary preservation of significant archaeological, historical, and 
architectural resources 

Objective 3.3 - Encourage voluntary designation of eligible resources  
Objective 3.4 - Promote alternatives to demolition of historic buildings 

 
Goal #5: Continue leadership in preservation incentives and enhance customer service 

Objective 5.1 - Promote availability of Historic Preservation Fund grants and 
other incentives 

 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The finding of probable cause allows for a grant of up to $7,500 for a Historic Structure 
Assessment (HSA) from the Historic Preservation Fund. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends a finding of Probable Cause under the criteria in section 15.36.050 of 
the LMC, making the properties eligible for the cost of a historic structure assessment. 
The current maximum amount available for an HSA is $7,500. Staff recommend HPC 
approve a grant not to exceed $7,500 to reimburse the costs of a historic structure 
assessment. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Application 
2. 720 Grant Street - Social History 

https://www.louisvilleco.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/5467/637411211432670000




Gigi Yang 
 Louisville Historical Museum 

Department of Cultural Services 
City of Louisville, Colorado 

August 2025 

 

 

 

720 Grant Ave. History 

 

Legal Description: LOTS 6-7 BLK 7 PLEASANT HILL 

Year of Construction: 1904 

Summary: The history of 720 Grant highlights two notable families in Louisville History. The earliest 
history of the Robinson and Ferguson families that spans 46 years and the role of George Robinson in 
significant historical events during the Long Strike and the murder of Victor Helburg. Also notable is the 
second phase of the house as a parish for the United Pentecostal Church in the 1950s-1960s. 

Development of the Pleasant Hill Addition  

The subdivision in which this house is located, Pleasant Hill Addition, was platted in 1894. The 
subdivision was developed in the name of Orrin Welch, the half-brother of Charles C. Welch. Charles 
Welch was the person most responsible for the establishment of Louisville in 1878 after he established 
the first coal mine in what would become Louisville in 1877. Orrin Welch is not known to have ever lived 
in Colorado, and it is Charles C. Welch who is thought to have been the de facto developer. 

 

Robinson Family Ownership, 1904-1950 

The earliest deed for Lots 6 & 7, Block 7 of the Pleasant Hill Addition is from Orrin Welch to John George 
Robinson in 1904. Robinson, who went by George (1872-1927) was born in Northumberland, England 
and came to the US in 1878 as a young boy with his parents, Benjamin Robinson (1852-1900) and Ann 
Whitman Robinson (1852-1908). George was the oldest of six siblings (David b. 1878, Jane b. 1882, 
Benjamin b. 1887, Henry b. 1888, and Helen b. 1894). Based on where his siblings were born, it appears 
that the Robinson family moved around to Michigan, West Virginia, Missouri, and Mexico, before coming 
to Louisville in 1892. 

In Louisville, George’s father worked as a coal miner until his early death in 1900 at age 48. His mother 
Ann, continued to live in Louisville with her two oldest children, David and Jane, until her death in 1908. 



The 1910 census shows George’s two brothers Benjamin and Henry living together and taking care of 
their youngest sister Helen, age 12.  

Between 1892 and 1896, George Robinson spent time between Louisville and working at mine camps in 
Summerville, CO – a gold mining camp northeast of Boulder. He must have already met Margaret 
Ferguson in Louisville and they married in 1896. A humorous announcement of their engagement 
appeared in the August 3, 1896 issue of the Boulder Daily Camera. 

 

Margaret was the daughter of James R. Ferguson (1835-1892) and Jane Brown Ferguson (1838-1911), 
Scottish immigrants who came to the US in 1870. They first lived in Illinois with their four oldest children 
(Janet b. 1860, Robert b. 1864, Jane b. 1867, and Maxwell b. 1868). Margaret (1875-1948) and her 
younger sister Sarah (b. 1879) were born in Illinois. The Ferguson family moved to Louisville around 1888 
when Margaret was 13 years old. Her father, James Ferguson worked as a coal miner in Illinois and then 
in Louisville until his death in 1892. Margaret and her siblings put down roots in Louisville and 
descendants of the Ferguson family still live in Louisville today. 

In 1904, when George Robinson purchased Lots 6 & 7 Block 7, The Robinsons had one daughter, Eliza (b. 
1897). George’s uncle, William Robinson had purchased the neighboring Lots 8 & 9 the same year and 
his parents lived nearby in the Little Italy neighborhood. Margaret also had brothers living just a few 
blocks away on Grant and Jefferson.   

It is assumed that George and Margaret Robinson built the house at 720 Grant in 1904. The Drumm’s 
Wall Map of 1909 shows a structure on the property and the 1948 Boulder County Assessor card notes 
the year of construction as 1904.  

 

Drumm’s Wall Map of 1909 showing Lots 6 & 7, Block 7 of the Pleasant Hill Addition. 



The Robinsons eventually had five children in total. Georgina [Georgene] (b. 1905), Benjamin (b. 1907), 
Jane (b. 1912), and Margaret Ann (b. 1913) all would have grown up in the house at 720 Grant. During 
their early residency, the house was identified with different addresses including being listed as Spruce 
St. in the 1910 Census and as 227 Grant in the 1916 City Directory before the address numbering system 
changed in the late 1930s.  

In the early years of their marriage, George, like his father, brothers, and brothers-in-law worked as a 
coal miner. Perhaps the difficult work and poor working conditions prompted him to seek other 
employment. In 1912 he ran for a law enforcement position in Louisville and from 1912-1921 he held 
various titles including Constable, Special Policeman, Night Marshal, and Town Marshal. These were 
tumultuous times in Louisville and newspaper accounts show Robinson was busy addressing crimes large 
and small from the theft of shingles and lumber to disorderly drunkenness and stabbings during saloon 
fights.  

Most notably, Robinson was the Town Marshal when Deputy Marshal and Justice of the Peace, Victor 
Helburg was shot and killed by Frank Balistrere in 1915. The murder occurred in the middle of the day on 
the corner of Pine and Main, after an altercation between Helburg and Balistrere over a vendor permit. 
George Robinson, as Town Marshal, organized the search for Balistrere who had escaped immediately 
after the shooting. The search continued the following days as sightings of Balistrere were reported in 
Longmont and Denver. Robinson is noted as sending a heavily armed posse to Longmont which failed to 
locate Balistrere.  

 

November 1, 1915 Boulder Daily Camera article. 

 

George Robinson was also involved in the United Mine Workers and the fight at the Hecla Mine that 
occurred in April of 1914, shortly after the Ludlow Massacre. His exact involvement is unclear, but he 
was charged with conspiracy and murder. However, as general support in Louisville was overwhelmingly 
in favor of the striking miners, he retained a positive standing in the town that did not impact his 
election to office as constable or marshal.  



            

Photo of George Robinson and Boulder Daily Camera article from May 20, 1914 on the Hecla Mine. 

 

By all accounts, George Robinson was well-loved and respected in the Louisville community. He was a 
member of the Knights of Pythias, the Methodist Church, and the Boulder Elks Lodge. He died in 1927 
from Bright’s Disease – an affliction of the kidneys. His funeral was described in the Boulder Daily 
Camera as “one of the largest ever held in that town.”  

Margaret Ferguson was also actively engaged in the social life of the town with an interest in domestic 
life and charity. Throughout the 1920s, she led sewing projects, made hats, and dress forms to aid rural 
communities. She continued to live at 720 Grant after George’s death until 1943 when she moved to 
Denver to live with her daughter Georgina and be closer to the rest of her children who had also moved 
to Denver. Margaret passed away in 1948. 

Most of the Robinson children lived in Louisville until the 1940s. The daughters, Eliza, Georgina, Jane, 
and Margaret Ann took part in women’s clubs, the Methodist Church, and aid projects during WWII. 
Georgina and Margaret became teachers. Georgina taught various grades at the Louisville Grade School 
from 1933-1943. Margaret taught at Mandalay in Broomfield and in Erie schools. She died at age 31 in 
1944.  

Benjamin Robinson worked for the railroads in Denver and served in north Africa during WWII. He was 
tragically injured during the war and lost his eyesight. 

After the deaths of George and Margaret Robinson, their children sold 720 Grant to Thomas Davies and 
Rachel Ann Penry Davies in 1950. 

 

 



 

 

1948 Assessor photo of 720 Grant, the year of Margaret Robinson’s death. 

 

 

Floorplan for 720 Grant from the 1948 Assessor Card. 



Thomas and Rachel Ann Davies Ownership, 1950-1951 

The Davies purchased 720 Grant when they were in their sixties and both passed away after only a year, 
in 1951. Thomas and Rachel Ann were Welsh immigrants who came to the US in 1913 and 1920. Thomas 
worked as a coal miner in the Pluto and Eagle mines in Canfield and Erie. They had four daughters. 
Thomas’ brother John Davies lived in Marshall and that may have brought them to the Louisville area. 
The Davies are noted as participating in a large musical Welsh celebration of St. David’s Day (the patron 
saint of Wales) in 1925. In December of 1951, Rachel died from a stroke while Thomas was already in the 
hospital from an illness. Thomas died five days later.  

  

United Pentecostal Church Ownership, 1952-1975 

In 1952, the United Pentecostal Church or Apostolic Church purchased the house at 720 Grant from the 
Thomas Davies estate for use as a parsonage. The Apostolic Church itself was built in 1946 and was 
located roughly a block away at 833 La Farge. More information about the Apostolic Church can be found 
in the December 2024 building report on 833 La Farge. 

The first pastor to live at 720 Grant was William LaRue who came from Pueblo, CO with his wife and 18-
month-old son. LaRue lasted less than a year during which he organized a youth rally and the shed on 
the property burned down while the family was burning trash in the ash pit. A series of pastors then 
followed with most staying between 3-4 years. They led youth rallies, Sunday schools, and partnered 
with other churches and businesses on community events and fundraisers. Membership in the 
Pentecostal Church was reported as 1.9% of the Louisville population in 1955, which was approximately 
35 people. 

Other pastors mentioned in the Louisville Times who lived at the parsonage include: 

o 1961 – William Ray Lowe 
o 1964 – Lloyd Moreau 
o 1968 – John Harris 

In 1975, the United Pentecostal Church sold the property to Tony Evanoff, Jr. and Pamela Sue Domenico 
Evanoff. 

 

Recent Ownership 

The Evanoffs only lived at 720 Grant for two years before moving to Rock Springs, WY. However, Tony 
Evanoff’s grandparents (Stephen and Eva Drake Evanoff) came from Bulgaria and had lived in Louisville 
since 1922.  Pamela Sue Domenico moved from Longmont to Louisville as a teenager in the 1960s. 
Pamela and Tony married in 1967 while Tony served in the Navy during the Vietnam War. After the war, 
the Evanoffs were active in the Louisville community with Tony chairing the Fall Festival in 1974. In 1977, 
Tony and Pamela Evanoff transferred ownership of 720 Grant to Robin Wille and Steven Alman. Robin 
Wille sold the property to the current owner, David Finamore, in 1983. 

 



 

Current Boulder County Assessor photo of 720 Grant. 

 

The preceding research is based on a review of relevant and available online County property records, census 
records, oral history interviews, Louisville directories, and Louisville Historical Museum maps, files, and obituary 
records. 

 

 

  



 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

PURPOSE 
The purpose of this item is to:  

1. Summarize previous research, analysis, HPC feedback, and community 
engagement conducted in Q1-Q2 2024; 

2. Provide an overview of the Historic Preservation Fund (HPF) revenue and grant 
expenditures between 2019-2025; 

3. Present the proposed updated grant limits informed by construction inflation data 
and current cost estimates; and 

4. Present income, equity considerations, and process improvement updates to the 
grant program. 

BACKGROUND 
The Historic Preservation Fund (HPF) was established in 2008. The purpose of the fund 
is to incentivize landmarking in the City and supplement eligible preservation, restoration, 
and rehabilitation costs with matching grant funds. The HPF is not intended to pay for all 
costs but support the financial viability of historic preservation projects as an incentive to 
landmark a property. A 1/8% sales tax funds the HPF, which will sunset on December 
31, 2028.  Staff anticipate requesting to extend the HPF tax of 1/8% by ballot in 2026 to 
continue the program into 2029 and beyond. 

The last comprehensive update to the HPF was in 2019. Resolution No 17, Series 2019 
(Attachment No. 1) incorporated all previous resolutions for the program into one. This 
update also aimed to simplify the grant program from previous years by creating one 
bucket for restoration, rehabilitation, and preservation projects.  

In 2024, the maximum historic structural assessment (HSA) grant amounts (non-
matching) were increased from $4,500 to $7,500 for residential structures and from 
$9,000 to $10,000 for commercial structures. Resolution No 17, Series 2019 also 
includes maximum grant limits for residential structures, new residential additions, 
commercial structures, new commercial additions, and conservation easements; these 
have not been increased since 2019. “Extraordinary circumstances” are often requested 
above the established grant limit amounts, signaling that these may be misaligned with 
current market and economic conditions; including inflation, rising material, construction, 
labor, and professional design costs.  

A key project in the 2024/2025 Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) Work Plan is 
providing a recommendation to Council to update the HPF grant program. After several 
years of implementation of the resolution, there are opportunities to clarify the criteria 
and establish new grant limits that are intended to better reflect current costs, be 
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impactful in achieving historic preservation goals, and assist with financial viability of 
projects over the next 3 years before the sales tax sunsets at the end of 2028. Should 
the sales tax be extended, these updates can also lay the foundation for the grant 
program to continue.  
 

Past Work Completed  
 
The analysis and staff recommendations incorporate the research, scoping and analysis 
already conducted by the HPC and staff in Q1-Q2 2024, which was paused due to a staff 
vacancy. This work includes: 

HPC Retreat                                                                                                                                       
In January 2024, staff and the HPC discussed ideas and goals for the new grant 
program at a retreat. Two goals for the update emerged from these discussions, which 
inform the overarching discussion and analysis in this report:  

1. Increase grant amounts to reflect rising costs; and 
2. Explore adding new grants for specific project types and applicant groups.  

Discussion Direction                                                                                                                     
The May 20, 2024, staff report (Attachment No. 2) followed up on HPC feedback 
received at the retreat and included an estimation of remaining landmarks in the City, 
explored the creation of additional grant types, and provided a sample of some past 
residential and commercial projects costs. Points of discussion from the May 20, 2024 
HPC meeting for further evaluation included:  

• A potential financial cap per property on total individual commercial grant requests; 
• More clarity for the extraordinary circumstances definition; 
• Incorporating income and equity considerations into the update; and 
• Request for additional analysis of inflation data.  

Community Engagement                                                                                                              
An HPC subcommittee prepared a User Experience Survey (Attachment No. 3) to gather 
input on the existing grant program in 2024. Key topics and themes gathered from seven 
(7) residents and architect interviews are summarized in Attachment No. 4.   

ANALYSIS 

Summary and Use of HPF Fund - 2019-2025    

The current unincumbered HPF fund balance is approximately $3.5M. Annual revenues 
and expenditures since 2019 are summarized in Table 1.   

 

 

https://louisville.ompnetwork.org/embed/sessions/293800/05-20-24-historic-preservation-commission-meeting
https://louisville.ompnetwork.org/embed/sessions/293800/05-20-24-historic-preservation-commission-meeting


Historic Preservation Commission 
Staff Report  

August 18, 2025 

3 
 

Table 1: Annual HPF Revenue (1/8% Sales Tax) 

Year 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 

Revenue $788,635 $708,524 $849,494 $922,807 $986,119 $1,053,168 $1,013,119* 

Grant 
Expenditures 

$117,753 $355,346 $316,108 $44,286 $731,600 $203,917 $177,130** 

Annual % 
Change 

 

n/a -11% 17% 8% 6% 6% 

 

tbd 

*Adjusted budget; actual tbd                                                                                                                                 
**Current to August 2025                    

The balance of the HPF has been historically larger than requests received. 2022 
experienced the lowest fund requests, followed by the highest utilization of the fund in 
2023. 2024 requests were low in comparison to the sales tax generated for the fund that 
year, prompting discussions to increase community outreach while also updating the 
program.  

Extraordinary circumstances are often requested as projects exceed the grant limits 
established by Resolution No 17, Series 2019. Extraordinary circumstances are broadly 
defined, discretionary and have no financial limitations other than what is available in the 
HPF, potentially making current and future requests for grant funds difficult for the HPC 
and Council to prioritize. This also provides flexibility to consider unanticipated conditions 
when awarding grant funds.  

While the fund has been historically underutilized, staff anticipate reviewing multiple 
commercial grant applications for more than $1 million in 2025/2026. Council also 
approved a contract on August 5, 2025, to purchase 1016 Main for $1,400,000 using 
HPF funds with the intent of landmarking the property, reselling it, and reimbursing the 
HPF. This reflects how large-scale projects may have the potential to significantly 
deplete the fund.  

Resolution No 17 has a provision (Section 3) that requires that the HPC recommend an 
annual contingency reserve to City Council for incentives and property acquisitions for 
exigent circumstances.  

Current Cost Estimates  

1. Landmarked Residential Project Costs 

Between 2019-2025, the City received 9 requests for small residential preservation and 
restoration grants (under $40,000 grant match). During the same time, the City received 
10 requests for large (more than $40,000) projects. Total project costs, adjusted for 5% 
inflation, and matching grants awarded during this time are summarized in Table 4.  
             



Historic Preservation Commission 
Staff Report  

August 18, 2025 

4 
 

 
Table 4: Summary of Large ($40k+) Residential Project Costs – 2019-2025 

 
Year Address Total 

Project 
Cost 

Inflation 
Adjusted  

Approved 
Matching 

Grant 

Inflation 
Adjusted 
Matching 

Grant  
2024 917 Rex $342,892.00 

 
$360,036 

 
$162,446 $170,568 

2024 1209 Main $94,250 $98,963 
 

$40,000 $42,000 
 

2023 1045 Front $359,550 
 

$377,527 
 

$132,000 $145,530 
 

2021 701 Grant $248,094 $301,560 
 

$124,047 $150,780 

2020/ 
21 

833 
Jefferson 

$208,000 $265,466 Grant: $55,00 
Loan: $100,000 

$70,195 
$127,628 

 
2020 925 

Jefferson 
$273,375 $347,627 $98,000 $125,075 

 
2020 1200 

Jefferson 
n/a n/a $61, 600 $78,618 

 
2020 633 La 

Farge/1201 
Lincoln 

$313,700 
 

$400,370 
 

$85,000 $108,484 
 

2020 908 Rex $96,000 $122,523 $76,775 $97,986 
2020 1016 Grant $86,000 $109,760 $55,000 $70,195 
Total 

Average 
  $251,373 $95,137 $107,914 

 
A cursory analysis of line-item costs from past residential projects (not adjusted for 
inflation) and 2025 market research (Attachment No. 5) are summarized in Table 5 and 
6.  

Table 5: Typical Costs for Residential Structural/Code Work  
Item Cost Range 

Foundation/Crawlspace $9,000 - $60,000 
Grading and Drainage $3,000 - $15000 

Framing $8000 - $14,000 
Roofing $5000 – $13,000 

Floor Structure $4000 - $35,000 
Mechanical systems $35,000 – 50,000 
Electrical systems $25,000 – $35,000 
Plumbing systems $15,000 – $40,000 

Total Range of Cost Estimates $104,000 - $262,000 
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Table 6: Typical Costs for Residential Restoration/Rehabilitation Work 
 

Items Cost Range 
Windows $4000- $30,000 

Doors $8000 – 10,000 
Soffit & Fascia, Ornamentation, Trim $18,000 -$22,5000 

Exterior Masonry $3500 - $10,000 
Exterior Appendages $1500- $12,000 

Siding $1600 - $7300 
Hazardous Materials Abatement $12,000 - $40,000 
Total Range of Cost Estimates $48,600 - $131,800 

 
The data shows that the average/typical residential project costs between 2019-2025 
(adjusted for 5% inflation) are between $251,373 - $271,00. This average includes 4 
projects above $350,000. The line-item cost estimates demonstrate that a project could 
range from $104,000 - $262,000 for structural work and between $48,600 - $131,800 for 
restoration/rehabilitation work; for a total residential project cost of $152,600 – $393,000. 
 

2. Commercial Project Costs 

Commercial costs are difficult to estimate due to variables in building size, condition, and 
economic intent. Table 7 summarizes recent costs and grant requests/awards for 
commercial projects and corresponding approved HPF funds. 
 

Table 7: Summary of Commercial Project Costs – HPF Fund - 2011-2025 
 

Year Address/Description Total 
Project 

Cost 

Inflation 
adjusted 

Approved 
Matching 

Grant 

Inflation 
Adjusted 
Matching 

Grant 
2020 809 Main  

(Tebo Properties) 
25 ft preservation & 
new 2 story addition 

$2,070,000 $2,656,552 $492,083 $628,036 

2011 817 Main (Rex 
Theater/Waterloo) 

Conservation 
easement (façade) 

$162,500 $312,738 $62,573 $123,890 

Total 
Average 

 $1,116250 $1,484,645 $277,328 $375,963 

 
Other recent commercial project cost examples are summarized in Table 8. These 
projects did not landmark or request HPF grant funds, but are shown to demonstrate 
potential commercial project costs.  
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Table 8: Summary of Recent Commercial Project Costs (Not Landmarked) 
 

Year Address/Description Total 
Project 

Cost 

Inflation 
adjusted 

Approved 
Matching 

Grant 

Inflation 
Adjusted 
Matching 

Grant 
2025  947 Pine (Birdie Bar) 

728 sq ft addition 
$1,417,000 $1,417,000 N/A N/A 

2019 824 South Street 
(South Street Market) 

New 2 story build 

$3,401,245 $4,557,993 N/A N/A 

Total 
Average 

 $1,701,331 $2,987,497 N/A N/A 

 
Inflation Calculations 

Cost indexes from Engineering News Record and US Bureau of Labor Statistics were 
used to calculate construction and consumer inflation data between 2019-June 2025 to 
inform proposed grant amount updates. The selected indexes include the following:  

• Construction Cost Index (CCI): Includes the 20-city average of common labor rates 
and material costs (steel, cement, and lumber). The CCI can be used where labor 
costs are a high proportion of total costs. 

• Building Cost Index (BCI): Includes the 20-city average of skilled labor (i.e. 
bricklayers, carpenters and structural ironworkers rates), plus material costs 
(structural steel shapes cement and lumber). The BCI is more applicable for 
structures. 

• Consumer Price Index (CPI): Represents changes in the prices of all goods and 
services purchased for consumption by urban households. 

The compounded trends are included in Graph 1: 
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The average inflation per year between 2019- 2025 for each index is as follows: 

• BCI: 5% 
• CCI: 3% 
• CPI: 3%  

Methodology for Calculating Grant Increase Amounts       
                                                                                    

Based on the cost index analysis, an adjusted inflation rate of 5% was chosen to 
increase base amounts of all grant categories, exempting HSAs. This percentage 
reflects the inflation rate of the building cost index between 2019-2025, which is the most 
appropriate index for structures. Grant amounts were calculated through to 2026, and 
additional incentive increments of 5%, 10%, 15%, 20% were added for options 
(Attachment No. 6). The staff recommendation is for a 10% incentive, and these 
amounts are presented in Table 7 and 8.  

RECOMMENDATION 

The staff recommendations address HPC and community input while providing more 
predictability in the HPF. As previously noted, the HPF is not intended to pay for all costs 
but support the financial viability of historic preservation projects as an incentive to 
landmark a property. 

Overall Grant Increases and Tiers 
Using inflation and costs estimates, staff propose the new grant amounts in Table 7 for 
residential projects and Table 8 for commercial projects. These increases were 
calculated with an adjusted inflation of 5% applied to 2019 base amounts, and a 10% 
incentive was added.  
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Table 7: Proposed Residential Grant Amounts 

Type Proposed Amount Existing Amount Increase 

Residential Landmark 
Incentive 

$7,700 $5,000 $2,700 

Tier 1  

Residential (Matching) $62,000 $40,000 $22,000 

Additional Structural 
(Matching) 

$20,000 $0 $20,000 

New Construction 
(Matching) 

$23,000 $15,000 $8,000 

(Tier 1 Subtotal) $105,000 $55,000 $50,000 

Tier 2  

Extraordinary 
Circumstances Cap (Match) 

$22,300 No limits Potentially 
less $ due to 

cap  

(Tier 2 Subtotal) $127,300 N/A N/A 

Tier 3  

Exceptional Circumstances 
(Match)  

Unlimited (pending 
criteria met) 

N/A N/A 

Total Grant Funds 
Available Per Residential 
Property* 

$136,000 (plus 
unlimited 

exceptional 
circumstances 
under Tier 3) 

$60,000              
(plus unlimited 
extraordinary 

circumstances) 

$52,700              
(plus Tier 2 
and Tier 3) 

*Total includes landmark incentive  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Historic Preservation Commission 
Staff Report  

August 18, 2025 

9 
 

Table 8: Proposed Commercial Grant Amounts 

Type Proposed Amount Existing 
Amount 

Increase 

Commercial Landmark 
Incentive 

$77,000 $50,000 $27, 000 

Tier 1    

Commercial (Match) $232,000 $150,000 $82,000 

New Commercial 
Construction (Match) 

$111,000 $75,000 $36,000 

Tier 1 Subtotal:  $343,000 $225,000 $118,000 

Tier 2   

Extraordinary 
Circumstances Cap (Match) 

$80,000 No limits Potentially 
less $ due to 

cap  

Tier 2 Subtotal: $500,000 N/A N/A 

Tier 3    

Exceptional Circumstances 
(Match) 

Unlimited 
(pending criteria 

met) 

N/A N/A 

Total Grant Funds 
Available per Commercial 
Property* 

$500,000                        
(plus unlimited 

exceptional 
circumstances 
under Tier 3) 

$275,000              
(plus unlimited 
extraordinary 

circumstances) 

$145,000 
(plus Tier 2 
and Tier 3) 

OR    

Conservation Easement $77,000 $50,000 $27, 000 

*Total includes landmark incentive  
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Tier 1: Base Funding  
 
Under the Tiered approach, properties can access different levels of funding depending 
on project eligibility. All landmarked residential and commercial projects are eligible for 
consideration of Tier 1 base funding. Each residential project would be eligible for a 
maximum of $105, 000 in matching grant funds. Each commercial project would be 
eligible for a maximum of $343,000 in matching grant funds. If a project exceeds 
requests under Tier 1, additional funding could be considered under Tier 2, pending 
eligibility. 
 

Tier 2: Extraordinary Circumstances 
 

Tier 2 is for extraordinary circumstances, which maintains some aspects of the current 
program structure. The definition for extraordinary circumstances is proposed to be 
changed from Section 12.d.c. in Resolution No 17, Series 2019 to the following definition 
for both residential and commercial projects:  
 

These grant limitations described above may be exceeded upon a showing of 
extraordinary circumstances that: 
 
a) Preserve, restore, and rehabilitate the integrity of historic architectural features 

and materials of the exterior of the building, including but not limited to historic 
windows, doors, siding, and other historic features, that without the fund, would 
be replaced by new materials; and/or, 

b) Vital structural work and building code compliance-related work that exceed Tier 
1 grant amounts if identified in an approved HSA.   

In contrast to the current program, extraordinary circumstances are proposed to be 
capped at $22,300 for residential properties and $80,000 for commercial properties. The 
purpose of this is to maintain some flexibility for projects that go above Tier 1 baseline 
requests, while providing some predictability for the fund. Properties eligible for Tier 2 
funding could receive a match of up to $127,300 for residential projects and $500,000 for 
commercial projects.  
 
A match of up to $127,300 funds would represent a grant contribution equal to 32% of a 
total residential property project costing $393,000. For a commercial project, a match of 
up to $500,000 could represent a grant contribution of up to or 16% for a 3 million dollar 
commercial project, or up to 33% for a 1.5 million dollar commercial project.  
 
Projects that exceed these requests for Tier 2 funding could be eligible for additional 
funding under a new category: Tier 3 Exceptional Circumstances.  
 

Tier 3: Exceptional Circumstances 
  
Exceptional Circumstances is a new category intended to provide flexibility in rare cases 
for commercial or residential projects that:  
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• Demonstrate exceptional architectural style or social history contributing to the 
historic fabric of Louisville; and 

• Demonstrate exceptional uniqueness in the City of Louisville; and  
• Availability of funds that will not be detrimental to the HPF.  

There is no cap on exceptional circumstances. 
 

Revolving Loan Program                                                                                                                   
 
Staff consider the loan program to be generally working well and do not propose any 
changes. Engagement results indicated that some users were not aware of the loan 
component of the program, which staff plan to address in future community outreach.  
 

Income Considerations                                                                                                            

Staff recommend adding income related criteria supporting residential grant and loan 
requests for households earning 120% or below the Area Median Income (AMI). This 
aligns with the City’s recently adopted Housing Plan recommendations to provide relief 
for households in this income range. Property owners seeking to access grant funds for 
general maintenance would need to meet this income qualification. Income qualified 
applicants may also seek a cash match waiver of up to 50% of the existing matching 
requirement.  

Contingency/Emergency Reserve                                                                                                                    
 
Section 3 of Resolution 17 establishes an annual Contingency Reserve, to be evaluated 
by the Commission and City Council on an annual basis. Staff recommend amending 
this section to establish an annual contingency of 20% of the annual operating budget, 
which is consistent with best practices of the City’s Finance Department and comparable 
to such funds administered by other City departments. This would then automatically set 
the reserve without having to take formal action on an annual basis. 
 

Timeframe                                                                                                                                      

Staff recommend no change to the current timeframe to receive grant applications after 
landmarking (36 months) and for property owners to request grant reimbursements for 
approved funds (60 months) to remain consistent with the intent of the overall program, 
which is to incentivize landmarking.   

Equity Considerations                                                                                                              

The proposed increased upper limits are intended to reflect more accurate costs, and 
caps on extraordinary circumstances are intended to also address equity considerations 
in the maximum total disbursement of funds per property. As discussed above, an 
income qualifier is also proposed to be incorporated to make the program more 
accessible to property owners, including long term Louisville property owners that may 
have household incomes below 120% AMI.  
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SUMMARY 

The staff recommendation is to:  

1. Update the grant limits for residential and commercial properties to the amounts 
in Table 7 and Table 8.  
 

2. Amend Extraordinary Circumstances to:  

These grant limitations described above may be exceeded upon a showing of 
extraordinary circumstances that: 
 

a. Preserve, restore, and rehabilitate the integrity of historic architectural 
features and materials of the exterior of the buildings, including but not 
limited to historic windows, doors, siding, and other historic features, that 
without the fund, would be replaced by new materials; and/or, 

b. Vital structural work and building code compliance-related work that 
exceed Tier 1 grant amounts if identified in an approved HSA.   

 
3. Add Exceptional Circumstances for residential and commercial properties and 

the criteria:  
a. Demonstrate exceptional architectural style or social history contributing 

to the historic fabric of Louisville; and 
b. Demonstrate exceptional uniqueness in the City of Louisville; and  
c. Availability of funds that will not be detrimental to the HPF.  

 
4. Add an income qualifier prioritizing residential grants for households earning 

120% or below AMI to: 
a. Access grants and loans for maintenance purposes; and 
b. Request a cash match waiver of up to 50% for matching grant types  

 
5. Amend the process for establishing an annual contingency fund to be 20% of 

the adjusted annual budget.  

 
ALTERNATIVES 

1. Update the grant limits to an alternative amount presented in Attachment No 6. 
2. Other direction to be considered by staff as directed by the Historic Preservation 

Commission.  
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NEXT STEPS 

1. Staff plans to draft a new resolution with the recommendations presented for HPC 
to review and provide a formal recommendation to Council at an HPC meeting later 
in 2025.  

2. Staff and the HPC plan to conduct community outreach to inform residents, realtors 
and property owners about the grant program and upcoming 1/8% sales tax ballot 
in Q1-Q2 2026, following adoption of any changes.  

3. Staff to report back on preliminary implementation of the grant program update to 
the HPC in mid to late 2026.  

ATTACHMENTS  
1. Resolution No 17, Series 2019 
2. May 20, 2024, Staff Report – Grant Program Code Update – Research Update 
3. User Experience Stakeholder Interviews 
4. 2024 Engagement Results – Summary of Key Topics and Themes 
5. Typical Cost Estimates in 2025 for Historic Louisville Residential Properties 
6. Inflation and Incremental Incentive Calculations  

 

 
 
 
 
 



RESOLUTION NO 17

SERIES 2019

A RESOLUTION REPEALING RESOLUTIONS IMPLEMENTING THE HISTORIC

PRESERVATION FUND BY REENACTING INTO A SINGLE RESOLUTION

INCORPORATING ALL PREVIOUS RESOLUTIONS, PROVIDING UPDATES FOR

THE RECENT BALLOT MEASURE, AND INCREASING CERTAIN INCENTIVES

WHEREAS, histonc properties and buildings of character in the City of Louisville ( the
City") are major contributors to the character and quality of life of our City; and

WHEREAS, the City Council, pursuant to the City Charter, established a Historic
Preservation Commission to assist it in the preservation and landmarking of these properties, and

WHEREAS, when properties are locally landmarked they are preserved for future
posterity and enjoyment and continue to contribute to the unique character of the City; and

WHEREAS, at the November 4, 2008 election, the voters approved Ballot Issue 2A to

levy a one- eighth of one percent ( 1/ 8%) sales tax for purposes of historic preservation purposes
within Historic Old Town Louisville through December 31, 2018, and

WHEREAS, at the November 2, 2010 election, the voters approved a Ballot Issue 2D to

levy a permanent use tax of 3. 50%, to supersede the City' s then -current use tax, of which one - 
eighth of one percent ( 1/ 8%) of the use tax was dedicated to historic preservation purposes
consistent with Ballot Issue 2A, and

WHEREAS, at the November 7, 2017 election, the voters approved a Ballot Issue 2F, 

which extended the expiration date of the temporary sales tax of one -eighth of one percent for
histonc preservation from December 31, 2018 to December 31, 2028, and

WHEREAS, City Council by Ordinances No 1544, Senes 2008 and No 1743, Series
2017 imposed the tax approved by the voters, established the Historic Preservation Fund

HPF"), and codified the financial incentives set forth within Ballot Issues 2A (2008), 2D

2010), and 2F (2017), and

WHEREAS, City Council by Resolution No. 20, Series 2009, Resolution No 20, Series
2010, Resolution No 2, Series 2012, and Resolution No. 2, Series 2014, adopted provisions
related to the administration and uses of HPF, and established grant programs and incentives to
assist property owners in the rehabilitation and restoration of historic properties and new
buildings of character; and

WHEREAS, City Council by Resolution No 4, Series 2014, Resolution No. 21, Series
2016, adopted resolutions establishing a revolving loan program within the HPF to encourage
landmark designations and rehabilitation ofhistoric properties in the City of Louisville; and

WHEREAS, a core value of the City in the 2013 Comprehensive Plan promotes: " A

Connection to the City's Heritage where the City recognizes, values, and encourages the
promotion andpreservation ofour history and cultural heritage, particularly our mining and
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agricultural past." and enhancing the allowed histonc preservation incentives strengthens the

City's connection to its heritage; and

WHEREAS, a second core value of the City in the 2013 Comprehensive Plan promotes. 
Unique Commercial Areas and Distinctive Neighborhoods where the City is committed to

recognizing the diversity ofLouisville' s commercial areas and neighborhoods by establishing
customized policies and tools to ensure that each maintains its individual character, economic
vitality, and livable structure." and expanding the allowed historic preservations incentives will
promote and strengthen the unique individual character of Louisville; and

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to increase the maximum amounts of certain
Historic Preservation incentives to best serve the City' s core values, and

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to update the provisions related to the City' s
Historic Preservation incentives and to merge all previous administrative provisions into this
single Resolution. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE

CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO

Section 1. Historic Preservation Fund. 

There exists a Historic Preservation Fund (" HPF") in the City of Louisville, as established by
Ordinance 1544, 2008 and amended by Ordinance 1743, 2017

a. The HPF shall be funded by. 
i. Proceeds from the 1/ 8% sales tax established by 2008 Louisville Ballot Issue 2A

and Ordinance 1544, Series 2008 and extended by Louisville Ballot Issue 2F and
Ordinance 1743, Series 2017, 

ii. Proceeds from the allocation of 1/ 8% use tax for historic preservation, as
established by Louisville Ballot Issue 2D and Ordinance 1575, Series 2010; 

iii. Private and public donations, bequests, grants and funding from other sources
made to the City for histonc preservation purposes, 

iv Interfund loans from the City of Louisville; if approved by ordinance; and
v Earnings on such amounts as may be deposited in the HPF

b The City of Louisville Historic Preservation Commission ( the " Commission") shall make

recommendations regarding expenditures from the HPF, but final action shall by taken by
City Council by resolution, provided that after January 1, 2019, any expenditure of funds
outside historic Old Town Louisville is approved by the affirmative vote of not less than
five members of the entire City Council. The HPF should be managed to achieve
maximum preservation of historic structures and the character of historic Louisville. 

c. The Commission shall submit an annual statement of goals and recommendations to City
Council, and may supplement, modify or update this document throughout the year as
necessary

d. As further detailed in the Sections below, the uses of the HPF shall be consistent with the

following funds or purposes. 
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i. Administrative Funds, 

ii. Contingency/Emergency Reserve Funds, 
iii. Sales and Use Tax Proceeds to Support the Operations and Maintenance of the

Louisville Museum Campus, 

iv Acquisions Funds, and

v Incentives for Histone Preservation, to Preserve Character, and for New

Construction, including grants and loans. 

Section 2. Administrative Funds. 

Administrative Funds shall be used for purposes consistent with the establishment of the HPF, 
and shall include, but not be limited to

a. Historical building surveys, other site surveys or reconnaissance -level or intensive -level
historic and architectural surveys, 

b Staff to support the Commission and City activities in admirustenng programs funded by
the tax, including, but not limited to, interns, preservation planners, staff to conduct
research for demolition review functions by the Commission and to assist vendors in
conducting historic preservation surveys, and other support staff; 

c. Plaques or other designations to honor structures that are landmarked or add to the

character of histonc Louisville

d. Public outreach and education efforts; and

e. Funding of public- pnvate partnerships for preservation of buildings of histonc
significance

Section 3. Contingency/Emergency Reserve Funds. 

In the first year of the existence of the HPF, 20% of the funds of the HPF shall be placed in a
Contingency/Emergency Reserve. Onan annual basis, the Commission and City Council shall reevaluate
how much should be allocated to this Reserve. These funds shall be accessed only for incentives
or acquisitions that become necessary due to exigent circumstances, upon the recommendation
ofthe Commission and approvalof City Council. "Exigent circumstances" for purposes

of this section shall mean that the Commission has determined, with concurrenceofCity
Council, that without urgent action, significant damage will be done to the historic fabric or character
of Louisville. Section

4. Operation and Maintenance for the Louisville Museum Campus As

of January1, 2019, no more than twenty percent (20%) of the net annual city fiscal year proceeds
of the one -eighth percent sales and use tax for histonc preservation shall be used or the operation
and maintenanceof the Louisville Museum Campus. Section

5. Acquisitions Funds. Use

of Acquisition funds of the HPF shall include, but not be limited to 3



a. The purchase of historic properties or properties which contribute to the historic character
of Louisville. These properties, if eligible, shall be landmarked pursuant to Chapter 15. 36
of the Louisville Municipal Code and ifnot eligible, shall have a conservation easement

placed upon them to preserve the outside appearance of the structure or other historical
attributes of the structure or site. Pnor to the purchase of any property, a financial risk
analysis shall be conducted, although City Council may base its approval on
considerations other than financial. The City may perform any restoration or
rehabilitation work necessary on properties the City acquires, subject to availability of
funds therefor, and may then sell the properties unless retained for a municipal purpose. 
A conservation easement for historic preservation purposes may be placed on the
property pnor to or in connection with any sale. Any loss and any costs resulting from the
acquisition, rehabilitation and sale of the property shall be charged to the HPF, while any
profits shall be deposited to the HPF, and

b The purchase of conservation easements to protect the appearance of structures that
contribute to the character of historic Louisville. Easements funded by the City may be
held solely by the City or jointly with another govenunental entity or a third -party non- 
profit preservation organization. 

Section 6. Loan Program Funds

All loans shall be funded solely from those funds held within the HPF for such purposes, and all
loans shall be expressly contingent upon the availability of funds. 

Section 7 Grant program to conduct structural assessments of eligible structures. 

Prior to any structure being declared a landmark pursuant to Chapter 15. 36 of the Louisville
Municipal Code or the establishment of a conservation easement, the property will undergo a
building assessment to develop a preservation plan to establish priorities for the maintenance of
the property

a. At a regular meeting, the Commission shall review the building history, application, and
other relevant information to determine whether there is probable cause to believe the
building may be eligible for landmarking under the criteria in § 15. 36 050 of the

Louisville Municipal Code. If probable cause is not found by the Commission, a building

assessment grant will not be issued. If probable cause is found by the Commission, the
owner of the property shall be eligible for a building assessment grant in an amount up to

4, 000 for residential properties and $ 9, 000 for commercial properties. Such grants shall

be used solely to offset a portion or all of the cost of conducting the building assessment. 
A finding of probable cause is solely for purposes of action on the building assessment
grant request, and does not guarantee any outcome at subsequent hearings by the
Commission or City Council. 

b. The assessment shall be conducted by a qualified consultant under contract with the City, 
or by a qualified consultant of the owner' s choosing. A qualified consultant should have
significant experience in the field of histonc preservation and should be a practicing
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architect, engineer, planner, or similar profession. The City shall be provided a copy of
any assessment for which grant funds are awarded. 

c. An exception to the requirement for a building assessment pnor to landmarking or the
establishment of a conservation easement may be granted by the Commission for good
cause. 

d. Owners ofproperties landmarked prior to City Council Resolution 2 Series 2014 who
have not received grant funds for a structural assessment and are eligible to receive
preservation grant funds through the resolutions in effect at the time of their landmarking
approval may request building assessment grants in an amount up to $ 4,000 for
residential properties and $ 9,000 for comrnercial properties. Such grants shall be used
solely to offset a portion or all of the cost of conducting the building assessment. 

Section 8. Residential grants for preserving, restoring, rehabilitating, or protecting
landmarked property

For a period of 36 months from when a property is declared a landmark pursuant to Chapter
15. 36 of the Louisville Municipal Code the owner of the property shall be eligible for a grant
from the HPF in the amount of up to $ 45, 000 for residential structures. 

Grants may be approved under any of the following categories, however grant funds may not be
used for intenor improvements other than for protection, stabilization, or code -required work. 

a. Preservation is the act or process of applying measures necessary to sustain the existing
form, integrity, and materials of an historic property as they now exist. Approved work
focuses upon the repair of exterior historic materials and features rather than extensive

replacement and new construction. 

b Rehabilitation is the act or process ofmaking possible a compatible use for a property
through repair, alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or features
which convey its histoncal, cultural, or architectural values. Rehabilitation acknowledges
the need to alter or add to a historic property to meet continuing or changing uses while

retaining the property' s historic character The limited and sensitive upgradmg of
mechanical, electrical, and plumbing systems and other code -required work to make

properties functional is appropriate. 
c. Restoration is the act or process of accurately depicting the form, features, and character

of a property as it appeared at a particular period of time. Approved work focuses on
exterior work and includes the removal of features from other penods in its history and
reconstruction of missing features from the restoration period. 

The first $5, 000 of the grant will be an unmatched incentive grant as a landmark bonus. Owners
of a landmarked property will be eligible for this grant following the signing of the landmark and
grant agreements. The remaining $40,000 shall be conditioned based on the applicant matching
at least one hundred percent ( 100%) of the amount of the grant with expenditures or an
equivalent value of approved in -kind services for approved work based on the completed

structural assessment and deemed eligible for a grant from the HPF Eligible work will fall under
the preservation, rehabilitation, or restoration categories described above. 
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Applicants must complete the work covered by any grants and submit their reimbursement

requests within 60 months of the landmark declaration. Upon a showing of good cause, the
above timeline may be extended with approval of a subcommittee consisting of a designated staff
person and two randomly selected members of the commission. If the request for timeline
extension is not approved unanimously, the request forwarded to the full commission for
consideration at a public meeting. 

Section 9 Commercial grants for preserving, restoring, rehabilitating, or protecting
landmarked property

For a period of 36 months from when a property is declared a landmark pursuant to Chapter
15. 36 of the Louisville Municipal Code the owner of the property shall be eligible for a grant
from the HPF in the amount of up to $200, 000 for commercial structures. The grant timeframes
may be extended based on the procedures in Sec. 6 below

Grants may be approved under any of the following categories, however grant funds may not be
used for interior improvements other than for protection, stabilization, or code -required work. 

a. Preservation is the act or process of applying measures necessary to sustain the existing
form, integrity, and materials of an historic property as they now exist. Approved work
focuses upon the repair of exterior historic materials and features rather than extensive
replacement and new construction. 

b Rehabilitation is the act or process of making possible a compatible use for a property
through repair, alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or features
which convey its historical, cultural, or architectural values. Rehabilitation acknowledges

the need to alter or add to a historic property to meet continuing or changing uses while
retaining the property' s historic character The limited and sensitive upgrading of
mechanical, electrical, and plumbing systems and other code -required work to make
properties functional is appropriate. 

c. Restoration is the act or process of accurately depicting the form, features, and character
of a property as it appeared at a particular penod of time. Approved work focuses on
exterior work and includes the removal of features from other periods in its history and
reconstruction of missing features from the restoration period. 

The first $50, 000 of the grant will be an unmatched incentive grant as a landmark bonus. Owners
of a landmarked property will be eligible for this grant following the signing of the landmark and
grant agreements. The remaining $150,000 shall be conditioned based on the applicant matching
at least one hundred percent ( 100%) of the amount of the grant with expenditures or an
equivalent value of approved in -kind services for approved work based on the completed

structural assessment and deemed eligible for a grant from the HPF Eligible work will fall under
the preservation, rehabilitation, or restoration categories described above. 

Applicants must complete the work covered by any grants and submit their reimbursement
requests within 60 months of the landmark declaration. Upon a showing of good cause, the
above timeline may be extended with approval of a subcommittee consisting of a designated staff
person and two randomly selected members of the commission. If the request for timeline
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extension is not approved unanimously, the request will be forwarded to the full commission for
consideration at a public meeting. 

Section 10. Residential new construction grants. 

Owners of landmarked property on which additions to existing residential structures are
proposed are eligible for matching grants ofup to $ 15, 000 for new residential construction that, 

beyond mandatory requirements, substantially limits mass, scale, and number of stories, 
preserves setbacks, and protects the histonc integrity of the property and its environment by
differentiating new work from the old. Qualifying new construction must maintain the existing
height of the histonc structure over the first 1/ 3 of the overall structure and have a floor area ratio

FAR) 10% below what is allowed by zoning. 

Section 11 Commercial new construction grants. 

Owners of landmarked property on which new commercial structures or additions to existing
commercial structures are proposed are eligible for grants of up to $ 75, 000 for new commercial
construction that, beyond mandatory requirements, substantially limits mass, scale, and number
of stories, preserves setbacks, preserves pedestrian walkways between buildings, and protects the
historic integrity of the property and its environment by differentiating new work from the old. 
Qualifying new construction must limit building height to two stories or match the existing
height of the historic building if more than two stories, and have a floor area ratio ( FAR) 20% 
below what is allowed by zoning. 

Section 12. Maximum grant amounts, time limits, and procedures

The maximum combined amount of incentive and grant funding from the HPF that any property
may receive is limited to the following: 

a. $ 49,000 per property for a residential structure with landmark status
i. $ 4, 000 structural assessment

ii. $ 5, 000 landmark incentive grant
iu. $ 40, 000 matching grant

b $ 209, 000 per property for a commercial structure with landmark status
i. $ 9, 000 structural assessment

ii. $ 50,000 landmark incentive grant
iii. $150,000 matching grant

c. $ 15, 000 matching grant for eligible new residential construction that, beyond mandatory
requirements, substantially limits mass, scale, and number of stories, preserves setbacks, 
and protects the historic integnty of the property and its environment by differentiating
the new work from the old. Qualifying new construction must maintain the existing
height of the historic structure over the first 1/ 3 of the overall structure and have a floor

area ratio ( FAR) 10% below what is allowed by zoning. 
d. $ 75, 000 grant for eligible new commercial construction that, beyond mandatory

requirements, substantially limits mass, scale, and number of stories, preserves setbacks, 
preserves pedestrian walkways between buildings, and protects the historic integrity of
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the property and its environment by differentiating the new work from the old. Qualifying
new construction must limit building height to two stories or match the existing height of
the historic building ifmore than two stories, and have a floor area ratio (FAR) 20% 
below what is allowed by zoning. 

To be considered for incentives funding, the owner must complete an application and submit it to
the Commission, together with sufficient building plans, if appropnate. Applications may be
submitted at any time. Applications shall initially be reviewed by Commission staff, followed by
a recommendation to the Commission. The Commission shall make a recommendation to City

Council for final action. Any recommendation by the Commission may be to grant some, all or
none of the requested incentives. If the Commission recommendation is to grant the requested
incentives in whole or part, it shall also forward recommendations regarding the terms of an
agreement which must be met for receipt of the incentives. All recommendations are subject to

approval, rejection and/ or modification by City Council, and City Council may return
recommendations for further information or review All incentives are subject to budgetary
requirements and considerations, including review of amounts currently and foreseeably
available in the HPF and appropriation in the discretion of City Council. Additions to existing
structures may qualify for incentives if so recommended by the Commission and approved by
City Council. 

a. Applications for incentive and grant funds must be received by the Planning Department
within 36 months of the date a property is declared a landmark pursuant to Chapter 15. 36 of
the Louisville Municipal Code. 

b. Reimbursement requests for completed work approved for grant funding must be received
within 60 months of a property being declared a landmark pursuant to Chapter 15. 36 of the
Louisville Municipal Code. 

c. These grant limitations described above may be exceeded upon recommendation of the
Commission and approval by City Council upon a showing of extraordinary circumstances
relating to building size, condition, architectural details, or other unique condition compared
to similar Louisville properties. Any grant exceeding the above limitations shall be
conditioned on the applicant matching at least one hundred percent ( 100%) of the amount of

the grant with expenditures or an equivalent value of approved in -kind services that are
integral to the project that is deemed eligible for a grant from the HPF

d. Upon a showing of good cause, the above timeline may be extended with approval of a
subcommittee of the Historic Preservation Commission consisting of a designated staff
person and two randomly selected members of the Commission. If the request for timeline
extension is not approved unanimously, the request will be forwarded to the full Commission
for consideration at a public meeting. 

e. Any time extensions due to extraordinary circumstances that exceed the 36 month cap for
grant applications or the 60 month cap for reimbursement requests may require an update to
the existing Historic Structure Assessment described in Section 1 if the necessary work has
changed in that time period or if the applicants are proposing work not identified in the
Historic Structure Assessment. If deemed necessary, this update will be completed at the
expense of the applicant. 
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f. Owners of properties landmarked prior to enactment of this resolution shall have access to
the grant funds available through the resolutions in effect at the time of landmarking
approval. Such owners may also apply for additional grants through the extraordinary
circumstances process described above. 

g. The Commission will review all grant applications and make recommendations to the City
Council for approval or disapproval. The City Council may approve, deny, or return a
proposal to the Commission for further information. 

i. Grants may be given in installments upon the satisfactory completion of portions of the
project, or given in total upon the satisfactory completion of the project. Conditions for the
satisfactory completion of the project shall be given when the grant is awarded. Grants
maybe revoked if the conditions are not met. Grants given pnor to the beginning of a project
may be given only in suitable situations, as recommended by the Commission and approved
by City Council, including approval by not less than five members of City Council for grants
outside Old Town Louisville. 

h. An applicant may request that the value of stabilization, restoration or preservation work
completed on the structure pnor to landmarking be considered as a credit against the
matching requirement of this Section. Credit for such previously completed work is at the
discretion of the City Council. Credit may only be considered under the following
circumstances. 

i. Only work completed within five years prior to the effective date of landmarking may
be considered for potential credit against the matching requirement. 

ii. The work previously performed was for stabilization, restoration, or preservation of
the historic structure. No landscaping or site work may be considered for potential
credit against the matching requirement. No intenor work, except for structural work, 
sensitive upgrading of mechanical, electrical, and plumbing systems, and other code - 
required work to make the property functional, may be considered for potential credit
against the matching requirement. 

iii. Consideration for credit against the matching requirement may only be given to costs
of previously completed work which is documented by paid receipts or invoices. The
applicant shall provide the City with complete copies of all such receipts or invoices
together with proof of payment, and shall also provide any available supporting
documentation upon City request. The request for consideration of previously
completed work shall also be accompanied by applicant' s wntten certification that the
work for which credit is requested was completed and the costs thereof were incurred

and paid, and that the information in such request is true and accurate to the best of
applicant' s knowledge and belief. The value of in- kind services completed by the
applicant shall not be considered. 

iv The amount of credit given for any previously completed work shall be determined
by the City Council with input from the Commission, considering such factors as the
nature, extent and useful life of the work, the time it was completed, the appreciated

or depreciated value of the work, and such other factors as determined relevant. 

9



Section 13. Incentive grants to encourage conservation easements on properties which
contribute to the character, historical or architectural merit in Downtown Louisville and

which are not eligible to be landmarked. 

a. For a period of 18 months from when a property is designated by the City Council as a
structure ofmerit, the owner of the property shall be eligible for a grant from the HPF m
the amount of up to $ 50, 000 These grants are available for

i. Preserving, rehabilitating, restoring or protecting the property
i. Preservation is the act or process of applying measures necessary to

sustain the existing form, integrity, and materials of an historic property as
they now exist. Approved work focuses upon the repair of exterior historic
materials and features rather than extensive replacement and new

construction. 

u. Rehabilitation is the act or process of making possible a compatible use
for a property through repair, alterations, and additions while preserving
those portions or features which convey its historical, cultural, or
architectural values. Rehabilitation acknowledges the need to alter or add

to a historic property to meet continuing or changing uses while retaining
the property' s historic character The limited and sensitive upgrading of
mechanical, electrical, and plumbing systems and other code -required
work to make properties functional is appropnate. 

ui. Restoration is the act or process of accurately depicting the form, 
features,, and character of a property as it appeared at a particular period of
time. Approved work focuses on exterior work and includes the removal

of features from other periods in its history and reconstruction of missing
features from the restoration period. 

ii. Offsetting costs of preserving the structural merit of a building that is being
expanded pursuant to Sections 17 16.280 and 17.28 050 of the Louisville
Municipal Code. 

b. Grant funding may only be expended for the activities listed in this section for those
portions of a property designated to be a structure of merit. 

Section 14. Creation of a Revolving Loan Program. 

a. There is hereby established within the HPF a revolving loan fund program, utilizing
funds from the HPF as supplemented by private and public donations and grants, 
interfund loans, and any other appropnate sources of funds, all as from year- to- year
appropnated for such purposes. 

b The historic preservation revolving loan program shall be used to provide low -interest
loans for the purposes of preservation, restoration, rehabilitation and protection of
properties which are landmarked pursuant to Chapter 15. 36 of the Louisville Municipal
Code or subject to a conservation easement to preserve the character of historic
Louisville. 
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c. The City Manager is authorized to issue requests for proposals and enter into contracts
for entities to administer the loans from this program. 

d. City staff and the Commission shall develop applications, informational brochures and
other materials necessary to develop and administer the revolving loan program. The
City Manager is authorized to adopt written rules for the administration of the loan
program, the provisions of which shall be consistent with Ballot Issues 2A, 2D and 2F
and City ordinances and resolutions. 

Section 15. Loans from the Revolving Loan Fund. 

Loan requests applications shall be submitted to City staff and shall be reviewed by the
Commission at a public meeting. The Commission shall provide its recommendation on the
application before final action is taken by City Council. Final action on loans awarded to
property outside historic Old Town Louisville shall be approved by not less than five Council
Members. 

Loan requests applications may be submitted and considered in conjunction with grants from the
Histonc Preservation Fund, respecting the grant limitations established herein. The Commission
may recommend a mixture of loans and grants from the HPF even if the applicant requested only
one type of assistance, and also may recommend one type of assistance where a mixture is
requested. City Council may also decide to approve any one or a mixture of loans and grants
regardless of the number or types of assistance requested in the request application. A mixture

of loans and grants awarded to property outside historic Old Town Louisville shall be approved
by not less than five Council Members. 

Loans shall be in an amount of at least $ 2, 500 There is no specific loan limit established in this

Resolution, but the Commission and City Council shall consider the following in setting an
amount: 

a. Current amount of funds in the HPF and the needs of other projects, 
b The necessity of the work to be performed for the preservation or rehabilitation of the

structure and how the proposed work fits into the overall preservation plan for the
structure; 

c. The availability of other funding sources. 

Interest rates shall be equal to 2% below the Wall Street Journal Prime Rate as reported on the

date of city acceptance of a complete application, not to go below 1 %. The interest rate may be
increased or decreased by City Council at the time of initial approval upon a showing of
extraordinary circumstances. Any fees for loan processing shall also be established at the time of
the award. The loan repayment schedule shall also be estabhshed at the time of the award, 

provided, however, that all loans shall include a due -on -sale clause providing that any
outstanding balance on the loan shall be paid in full upon sale or transfer of the property

In connection with the processing of loan requests, the City may require such information as is
reasonably necessary to determine the state of title to and encumbrances upon the subject
property, the creditworthiness of the proposed borrower(s), and other matters relevant to loan
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award and repayment criteria. The City or loan program administrator may require applicants
provide written consents to obtain such information. 

Receipt of any loans, grants or other incentives shall require that the structure be landmarked
pursuant to Chapter 15. 36 of the Louisville Municipal Code, or if not eligible for landrnarking, 
that the owner grant the City a conservation easement to preserve the outside appearance of the
structure or other historic attributes of the structure or site. 

Loan funds may not be used for intenor improvements other than for protection, stabilization, or
code -required work. 

Loans may be approved under any of the following categories. 

a. Preservation. the act or process of applying measures necessary to sustain the existing
form, integrity, and materials of an historic property as they now exist. Approved work
focuses upon the repair of exterior histonc materials and features rather than extensive

replacement and new construction. 

b Rehabilitation. the act or process of making possible a compatible use for a property
through repair, alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or features
which convey its historical, cultural, or architectural values. Rehabilitation acknowledges
the need to alter or add to a historic property to meet continuing or changing uses while
retaining the property's histonc character The limited and sensitive upgrading of
mechanical, electrical, and plumbing systems and other code -required work to make
properties functional is appropriate. 

c. Restoration. the act or process of accurately depicting the form, features, and character
of a property as it appeared at a particular period of time. Approved work focuses on
extenor work and includes the removal of features from other periods in its history and
reconstruction ofmissing features from the restoration period. 

Section 16. Repeal and Reenactment; Effective Date. 

As of May 21, 2019, Resolutions No 20, Series 2009, No. 20, Series 2010, No 2, 2012, No 2, 
2014, No. 4, 2014, and No. 21, 2016 are hereby repealed and reenacted by this Resolution No

11, Senes 2019 Resolutions No. 20, Series 2009, No. 20, Series 2010, No 2, 2012, No 2, 
2014, No 4, 2014, and No 21, 2016 are still in effect for any incentives approved or any final
actions taken prior to May 21, 2019

4. 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 21 day of / 2019

Al JEST

Meredyth Muth, City Clerk

Robert P Muckle, Mayor
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PURPOSE 
The purpose of this update is to:  

• Present the HPC with preliminary information serving three research tasks: 
o Creating estimates of future grant expenditures 
o Studying meaningful grant increases across the board 
o Drafting options for additional grant types  

• Learn from the HPC what other data points would be helpful ahead of reviewing a 
preliminary draft of the grant program update. 

• Get early feedback from the HPC on some of the potential additions to the program. 

Specific questions for the HPC are at the end of the memo. 
 
BACKGROUND 
The main project in the 2024 HPC Work Plan is to recommend an update to the Historic 
Preservation Fund grant program, which was last updated in 2019. The HPC discussed 
ideas and goals for the new program at a “retreat” in January 2024. Based on that 
meeting, staff is pursuing two goals for the update: 

1. Increase grant amounts across the board to reflect rising costs (supported by tasks 
1 and 2). 

2. Explore adding new grants for specific project types and applicant groups 
(supported by task 1). 

RESEARCH 
 
Task 1: Creating estimates of grant expenditures in the future 
 
Estimating how many landmarks remain 
At the 2024 HPC retreat, commissioners expressed interest in creating a targeted 
landmark list to guide a proactive approach to landmarking. Staff is not proposing to 
finalize a list with HPC as part of the grant program update. However, commissioners 
and staff discussed that a general idea of how many target landmarks remain could 
inform the grant program update.  
 
Staff used the following information to estimate the remaining number of un-landmarked 
buildings that could be on a future target list: 
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Estimated Number of Targeted Landmarks 
Source Residential or 

Commercial 
# landmarks 

recommended 
Notes 

2018 “Stories in 
Places” historic 

context 

Residential – Old 
Town 

~48 Consultants 
recommended 
for outreach 

based on 
architectural 

style 
2018 “Stories in 

Places” 
Commercial – 

Downtown 
~20 Ibid 

Bella Vista 
neighborhood 

Residential ~2 Staff estimate 
based on 

architectural 
representation 

1960s/1970s 
neighborhood 

Residential ~2 Ibid 

Economic Vitality 
Memo: Priority 

Properties for Focus 

Commercial 1 Wildwood 
Guitars building 

  Total: 72  
 
The utility of these sources in providing an estimated number of targeted landmarks is 
limited, given that the “Stories in Places” context recommendations are based solely on 
creating a stylistically representative body of landmarks, and do not directly take social 
significance into account. In addition, very few of these recommended properties have 
been landmarked in the past six years, even though there have been 26 landmarks 
created in that time. Clearly, there are buildings that have historic value other than those 
included in “Stories in Places.” Note also that there are currently over 800 buildings in 
Louisville that are 50 years or older.  
 
On one hand, these factors suggest that the number of desirable landmarks is much 
higher than 72. On the other, the “Stories in Places” recommendations are predicated on 
the assumption that the goal of the program is to preserve three to five of the best 
representations of each architectural style. That number per style may be higher than 
necessary to achieve the goal of representation.  
 
Given these limitations, it may be more beneficial to estimate future costs of the program 
with other methods. Examples to consider: 

• Staff could provide estimated grant expenditures for a target of 10 more landmarks 
over the next four years (the current count is at 65).1 This is a good option if the 
HPC is interested in setting a concrete number goal to guide the program over a 
set period of time. 

 
1 Staff used the four-year horizon since the current sales tax program expires in 2028, 
around which time Louisville residents will need to vote to continue it.  



Historic Preservation Commission 
Staff Report  

May 20, 2024 
 

3 
 

• Staff could provide an estimate of potential large-scale commercial buildings and 
their redevelopment costs, since these would likely be the most expensive potential 
projects. This is a good option if the HPC is interested in prioritizing a number of 
large, high-impact properties downtown.  

• Staff could provide projected expenditures for four landmarks a year for the next 
four years. (Four landmarks per year is based on the average of the past five years, 
excluding 2020.) This is a good option to get a general sense of the future of the 
fund without a targeted outreach campaign. 

Estimating annual sales tax income for grant program versus past annual expenses 
The total balance of the unencumbered fund is approximately $3 million. However, the 
encumbered balance is lower given that not all grants that have been awarded have 
been paid out.  

The table below summarizes recent expenditures and revenue for the Fund. The table 
shows that annual revenue tends to outpace expenditures. 

 
  

Grant Expenditures Since 2020, Estimated 

These numbers are taken from staff tracking spreadsheet showing total requested, not 
total reimbursed.  Note that grants are part, but not all, of the expenditures from the 

Historic Preservation Fund. 
2020 $1 million • Included ~$400,000 in preservation and new construction 

grants to 809 Main (has been paid out) 
• Included ~$100,000 loan to 833 Jefferson 
• Included 5 other grants between $40,000 - $100,000 
• +/- 10 landmarks 

2021 $297,050 • Included ~$124,000 to 701 Grant (has been paid out) 
• +/- 4 landmarks 

2022 $33,000 • Assessment grants and landmark bonuses only. 

2023 $362,230.65 • Included ~$132,000 grant to 1045 Front 
• +/- 4 landmarks 

Recent Historic Preservation Fund Revenue 

2021 $851,213 
2022 $917,815 
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Task 2: Studying meaningful grant increases across the board 
 
Interviewees  
Staff is planning to interview 3-5 developers, homeowners, and architects with the user 
experience stakeholder interviews that the user experience survey subcommittee (Randy 
Dalia and Chrissie Burg) drafted last year (Attachment 1). The goals of these interviews 
are to learn about barriers to landmarking and total cost of projects, as well as 
crowdsource general ideas for improving the usability of the program overall. 
 
Past requests 
The table below provides residential grant awards for 2023 landmarks, which included 5 
new landmarks and one Preservation and Restoration Grant awarded to an existing 
landmark. Grants for historic structure assessments are not included. No new 
construction grants were awarded in 2023. 
 
The residential portion of the table below shows the high cost of a full restoration and 
new foundation work for a residential property (1045 Front) compared to smaller projects 
(929 Parkview and 741 Lincoln). It also provides an example of what allowing existing 
landmarks to access larger grants can cost (816 McKinley). 
 
The commercial portion of the table below shows the range of costs for past commercial 
projects, all of which would be higher than the maximum $150,000 currently allowed for 
Preservation and Restoration Grants on commercial properties.  
 

Residential 

2023 New Landmark Costs 
Property Grant 

Awarded 
SOW 

1045 Front $137,000 Restoration, structural, bonus 
929 Parkview $56,974 Restoration, structural, bonus 
741 Lincoln* $21,533 Preservation, bonus 
301 Spruce* $5,000 Bonus 
1209 Main* $5,000 Bonus 

*These properties have not maxed out their grant allowances. 
2023 Existing Landmarks Costs 

816 McKinley $58,750 Restoration, structural 

Commercial – Sample, All Time 

Property Grant 
Awarded 

SOW Year Inflation-
Adjusted*** 

809 Main $442,083 Restoration, 
structural, code 
updates, new 
construction 

2021 $527,852 
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Property Grant 
Awarded 

SOW Year Inflation-
Adjusted*** 

945 Front** $139,800 Preservation, 
structural, 

restoration, 
code updates, 

new 
construction 

2016 $184,301 

927 Main** $140,000 Rehabilitation, 
code updates, 
preservation, 
restoration, 

new 
construction 

2014 $186,932 

740 Front** $240,000 Structural, 
restoration, 

code updates, 
new 

construction 

2014 $320,455.55 

**These properties were approved under a different grant program than the 2019 
update. 
***Inflation-adjusted cost based on Consumer Price Index. 

 
Task 3: Drafting options for additional grant types 
The current iteration of the grant has one grant for restoration, rehabilitation, and 
preservation projects. This framework was adopted during the 2019 grant program 
update because staff, the HPC, and Council determined that having different buckets of 
money for these projects made navigating the program overly complicated and 
confusing. (Grants for historic structure assessments and new construction are separate 
grant types.) 
 
While simplicity is a valuable goal for the final program update, at this early stage staff is 
investigating several grant program “carve-outs” that came up during the retreat. These 
would be grants for specific applicants or types of work separate from the standard 
Preservation and Restoration Grants. 
 
Carve-outs for full restoration & structural projects 
At the retreat, commissioners expressed interest in supporting more full restoration 
projects given the stated value of restoration and creating a separate category for 
structural costs given the high cost of structural work compared to other project types. 
Creating separate grant types could emphasize the importance (and high expense) of 
these types of projects by creating specific grant types with higher maximum amounts, 
accessible to new and/or existing landmarks.  
 
The current program often requires that these projects be reviewed through the 
“extraordinary circumstances” language in Resolution 17, Series 2019, since they often 

https://www.bls.gov/cpi/
https://www.louisvilleco.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/26158/637177947687070000
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cost more than the maximum grant allowed and/or they are requested by existing 
landmarks that do not qualify for the standard grant amount. 
 
Below are the total project costs and amounts awarded for three recent large-scale 
residential restoration projects, as well as the last four residential projects that received 
funds for structural work. Note that these numbers do not include project costs and 
amounts awarded for other project work, such as for grading or building code updates.  
 

Estimates for Full Restoration Work 
Property Total Cost (approx.) Amount Awarded 

612 Jefferson $107,750 $53,875 
1045 Front $302,000 $151,000 

929 Parkview* $77,000 $38,500 
Averages $162,250 $81,125 

Estimates for Structural Work 
Property Total Cost (approx.) Amount Awarded 

612 Jefferson $56,000 $28,000 
1045 Front $250,000 $125,000 

929 Parkview* $9,274 $18,548 
600 Lincoln $29,644 $14,822 
Averages $86,229.50 $46,592.50 

*The amounts for this project do not include professional design costs or labor.  
 
Note that not all projects break down the professional costs as a separate line item. 
The amounts above attempt to divide professional costs so that the totals across 
different properties are comparable. 

  
Viability of income-based support 
At the retreat, commissioners and staff discussed the viability of income-based support. 
Staff is still investigating if and how an income-based program could work. Preliminary 
ideas are to create grants that provide income-qualified applicants with access to design 
support and grants that help offset the tax implications of large grants on lower-income 
applicants. 
 
REQUEST FOR COMMISSION FEEDBACK  
Staff is requesting feedback from the HPC on the following questions to inform next steps:  
 

1. For Task 1, which method(s) would you like staff to use in estimating future grant 
expenditures? 

2. For Task 2, after looking at the recent costs for restoration and structural projects, 
do you have any feedback on whether you want staff to provide options for separate 
grants for these project types? 

a. Relatedly, are you interested in allowing previously landmarked properties 
to have greater access to grants, such as to support restoration projects 
and/or structural work? 
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3. Commercial projects represent a much larger investment than most residential 
properties. Is the HPC interested in prioritizing commercial properties for 
landmarking and grants over the next few years? 

4. What additional information do you need to prepare to evaluate an update to the 
grant program?  

5. What ideas for changes are missing from this summary that you would like staff to 
investigate?  

ATTACHMENTS  
1. User Experience Stakeholder Interviews 



 
Historic Preservation Commission 

User Experience Stakeholder Interviews 
Spring 2023 

The Historic Preservation Commission is conducting a series of interviews and focus 
group meetings with users of the Historic Preservation Program in an effort to identify 
recommendations to make the Program more effective. No responses will be attributed 
to any of the interviewees. Thank you in advance for your participation. 

1. What project(s) have you worked on? 
○ Commercial 
○ Residential 
○ Both 

2. What was your experience working with the Historic Preservation program? 
Select all that apply. 

○ Historic Structure Assessment 
○ Landmark 
○ Alteration Certificate 
○ Preservation Grant 
○ New Construction Grant  
○ Loan 

3. What worked well with the program, from your experience? 
 

 
4. What was the most difficult part of the program? (Locating information, time to 

completion, City communications, external factors like finding and/or working with 
an architect, Marshall Fire, etc.) 

 
 

5. If you received a grant, how much of your total preservation project costs did the 
grant cover?  

 
 

6. If you did not pursue a grant, why not? What amount would you have compelled 
you to consider the program? 

 
 

7. What were the most important incentives to landmarking? Rank choice. 
○ Desire to preserve your personal history or your family’s history 



○ Desire to preserve community character 
○ Preservation and Restoration Grant 
○ Extraordinary circumstances (money received above the maximum grant 

amount. Since 2019, the maximum for residential has been $40,000 and 
the maximum for commercial has been $150,000) 

○ New construction grant 
○ Landmark bonus 
○ Floor area ratio (square footage) bonus 
○ Lot coverage bonus   
○ Other (please describe) 

 
 

8. If you have applied for an Alteration Certificate, please rank your satisfaction with 
the following (1-5): 

○ Time it took to review 
○ Clarity of communication 
○ Design review process 
○ The final design result 

9. If you applied for an Alteration Certificate for new construction (addition), did you 
apply for a New Construction Grant?  

○ Yes – Why? Please describe 
 
 

○ No – Why not?  
■ I was not aware of the New Construction Grant 
■ The design requirements were too stringent 
■ The incentive amount was insufficient 
■ Other (please describe) 

 
 

10. What other suggestions or recommendations would you make to the Historic 
Preservation Commission to make Louisville’s Historic Preservation Program 
more effective? 

 
 
Again, thank you for your participation. 

https://www.louisvilleco.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/25129/637098577083970000


Attachment 4 – 2025 Engagement Results – Summary of Key Topics and Themes  

Grant Program Update Ideas: 

• Have specific funds for highest-importance items (such as structural work
identified in an HSA)

• Pay the person/contractor doing the work directly to avoid tax implications for
property owner

• Increase grants to reflect the increased costs to restore homes in 2024
• Increase the length of time that the homeowner has to restore their homes under

the grant program
• Consider need and merit for higher financial requests
• Consider establishing merit criteria to weigh different buildings/proposals against

each other
• Prefer to keep the matching system
• Structural grant carve out is a good idea
• Award grants on a sliding scale based on project renovation costs, and possibly

a gap analysis (similar to the LRC grants for income-producing properties)
• Use a sliding scale relative to the size of the project for commercial
• The landmark incentive doesn’t go very far; $10,000 would be more realistic
• Increase funds available overall. Prices are so high after COVID.

What is working well:

• The HPF is effective at promoting historic preservation and retention of what
makes Louisville a special place

• There is a low enough bar for landmarking that property owners interested in
landmarking and preservation can usually access the program if they have a
reasonable amount of historic fabric existing

• Overall a good process
• Financial incentives are the key to voluntary landmarking
• Staff and HPC came to visit our property and kept the communication open

throughout the process
• Two recent homes that were done we wouldn't have done it without the funding
• landmark and preservation bonuses in the zoning code are helpful in saving

some historic character in Old Town
• Cost estimates in the HSA end up being pretty close to the end product



What is not working well:  

• Louisville doesn’t get the buildings that should be landmarked with our current 
approach - not all buildings are worth saving 

• Application forms could be improved 
• Didn’t know about the loan program 
• Confusing program for lay person to navigate 
• Tax implications for property owners 
• Current $40,000 residential grant is eaten up by basic costs like windows 
• If every house is going to have extraordinary circumstances, then it's not 

extraordinary 
• There are always extraordinary circumstances 
• Predictability is an issue 
• Most important parts for funding are street view, windows, siding, soffit and 

fascia, but also there is no point if it doesn't last structurally: roofs, foundations, 
sometimes flooring.  

• Facade easement portion needs to be very black and white (i.e., not as 
dependent on individual agreement language) to make it consistent with what 
can be done to the building over time.  

• $50,000 is not enough for a conservation easement  
• Materials for one project alone were over $100,000; affordability is an issue  
• It's difficult to find enough staff to conduct HSAs 
• Could consider a maximum amount for extraordinary circumstances 
• It is tough to break up the grant types because they are all connected 

Commercial Specific Feedback: 

• Commercial projects that are stressed due to rising construction costs and land 
costs would need a significant grant to make the risk worthwhile 

• Significant grant funding could represent 25-30% of a project cost, which can be 
the difference between being economically viable or not  

• Increasing the financial limits would be helpful.  

Other Considerations:  

• Administration of the program is not ‘black and white’ as there are naturally 
subjective aspects to preservation, and each property is unique. 
 
 
 
 



 
Attachment 5 - Typical 2025 Cost Estimates for Historic Louisville Residential 

Properties 
 
 

Category Scope Typical Cost 

Structural Foundation Systems  

Temporarily lift house  

Floor & Ceiling Systems  

Roof Framing Systems  

Envelope – Exterior Walls 

Exterior Wall Construction  

Envelope – Roofing & 
Waterproofing 

Roofing Systems  

Perimeter Foundation 
Drainage  

Drainage System, gutters 
& Downspouts  

Grading 

$60,000 

$30,000 

$20,000 

$10,000 

 

$10,000 

 

 

$3,000 

$3,500 

$12,500 

$5000 

Subtotal: $154,000 

Rehabilitation Electrical Systems 

Electrical Service & Panels  

Electrical Distribution 
System  

Lighting  

Mechanical Systems 

Heating & Air-Conditioning  

Water Service, Plumbing, 
& Sewer Utilities  

 

$5,000 

$15,000 

$500 

 

$40,000 

$10,000 

$40,000 



Asbestos Removal Total: $110,500 

Restoration  Exterior Details 

Soffit & Fascia  

Trim  

 Ornamentation 

Exterior Masonry  

Exterior Appendages  

Windows & Doors 

Doors  

Windows  

 

 

$7,500 

$8,500 

$5000 

$3,500 

$1,500 

 

$3000 

$25000 

Total: $54,000 

New Construction  Restoration of Garage 

Accessory Dwelling Unit 

$75,000 

$400,000+ 

Subtotal: varies 
significantly  

Source: DAJ Design 2025  

Notes on Cost Estimates:                                                                                                             
Many Louisville lots are flatter and many have drainage issues that were created when 
the old town roads were raised and paved, therefore grading costs are typical. 
Foundation costs can vary significantly depending on: 1: the type of foundation (stone, 
brick, concrete, a combination), and: 2. The approach to making foundation repairs 
(lifting the house and pouring a new foundation is the best method for concrete. 
Repairing the existing foundation is good for stone or in cases when lifting the house is 
not feasible. Framing item costs, including floor, roof, walls, exterior finishes & masonry, 
Gutters & downspouts are typical, soffit, fascia, trim, ornamentation, are all 
typical/standard costs. Exterior appendages can vary depending on how many items 
have been added to the original structure and what the approach is for repairing or 
removing them. Roofing & flashing is typical; most houses have new roofs from 2018 or 
2019 so costs may depend on quality of roof venting and insulation. Perimeter 
foundation drainage only comes into account if considering an entirely new foundation. 
Mechanical and electoral systems can vary widely, as some houses have new systems 
while others have very old systems, and many have a mix of new and old. Asbestos is 



common but the extent can vary. Having asbestos siding always increases the amount 
over having smaller amounts on the interior. 

 



Attachment 6 – Incentive Calculations 

Notes: Baseline is 5% annual inflation (compounded). Incentive categories add 
respective percent to the adjusted inflation number 

Residential Incentive
Baseline 5% Incentive 10% 15% 20%

2019 5000 5250 5500 5750 6000
2020 5250 5512.5 5775 6037.5 6300
2021 5512.5 5788.125 6063.75 6339.375 6615
2022 5788.125 6077.53125 6366.938 6656.344 6945.75
2023 6077.53125 6381.407813 6685.284 6989.161 7293.038
2024 6381.407813 6700.478203 7019.549 7338.619 7657.689
2025 6700.478203 7035.502113 7370.526 7705.55 8040.574
2026 7035.502113 7387.277219 7739.052 8090.827 8442.603
2027 7387.277219 7756.64108 8126.005 8495.369 8864.733
2028 7756.64108 8144.473134 8532.305 8920.137 9307.969

Commercial Incentive
Baseline 5% Incentive 10% 15% 20%

2019 50000 52500 55000 57500 60000
2020 52500 55125 57750 60375 63000
2021 55125 57881.25 60637.5 63393.75 66150
2022 57881.25 60775.3125 63669.38 66563.44 69457.5
2023 60775.3125 63814.07813 66852.84 69891.61 72930.38
2024 63814.07813 67004.78203 70195.49 73386.19 76576.89
2025 67004.78203 70355.02113 73705.26 77055.5 80405.74
2026 70355.02113 73872.77219 77390.52 80908.27 84426.03
2027 73872.77219 77566.4108 81260.05 84953.69 88647.33
2028 77566.4108 81444.73134 85323.05 89201.37 93079.69



 

 

 

 

Residential Structure
Baseline 5% Incentive 10% 15% 20%

2019 40000 42000 44000 46000 48000
2020 42,000.00 44100 46200 48300 50400
2021 44,100.00 46305 48510 50715 52920
2022 46305 48620.25 50935.5 53250.75 55566
2023 48,620.25 51051.2625 53482.28 55913.29 58344.3
2024 51,051.26 53603.82563 56156.39 58708.95 61261.52
2025 53,603.83 56284.01691 58964.21 61644.4 64324.59
2026 56,284.02 59098.21775 61912.42 64726.62 67540.82
2027 59,098 62053.12864 65008.04 67962.95 70917.86
2028 62,053.13 65155.78507 68258.44 71361.1 74463.75

Commercial Structure 
Baseline 5% Incentive 10% 15% 20%

2019 150000 157500 165000 172500 180000
2020 157500 165375 173250 181125 189000
2021 165375 173643.75 181912.5 190181.3 198450
2022 173643.75 182325.9375 191008.1 199690.3 208372.5
2023 182325.9375 191442.2344 200558.5 209674.8 218791.1
2024 191442.2344 201014.3461 210586.5 220158.6 229730.7
2025 201014.3461 211065.0634 221115.8 231166.5 241217.2
2026 211065.0634 221618.3166 232171.6 242724.8 253278.1
2027 221618.3166 232699.2324 243780.1 254861.1 265942
2028 232699.2324 244334.194 255969.2 267604.1 279239.1



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

New Residential 
Baseline 5% Incentive 10% 15% 20%

2019 15000 15750 16500 17250 18000
2020 15750 16537.5 17325 18112.5 18900
2021 16537.5 17364.375 18191.25 19018.13 19845
2022 17364.375 18232.59375 19100.81 19969.03 20837.25
2023 18232.59375 19144.22344 20055.85 20967.48 21879.11
2024 19144.22344 20101.43461 21058.65 22015.86 22973.07
2025 20101.43461 21106.50634 22111.58 23116.65 24121.72
2026 21106.50634 22161.83166 23217.16 24272.48 25327.81
2027 22161.83166 23269.92324 24378.01 25486.11 26594.2
2028 23269.92324 24433.4194 25596.92 26760.41 27923.91

New Commercial  
Baseline  5% Incentive 10% 15% 20% 

2019 75000 78750 82500 86250 90000 

2020 78750 82687.5 86625 90562.5 94500 

2021 82687.5 86821.875 90956.25 95090.63 99225 

2022 86821.875 91162.96875 95504.06 99845.16 104186.3 

2023 90294.75 94809.4875 99324.23 103839 108353.7 

2024 93906.54 98601.867 103297.2 107992.5 112687.8 

2025 97662.8016 102545.9417 107429.1 112312.2 117195.4 

2026 101569.3137 106647.7793 111726.2 116804.7 121883.2 

2027 105632.0862 110913.6905 116195.3 121476.9 126758.5 

2028 109857.3697 115350.2381 120843.1 126336 131828.8 



 

 

Conservation Easement
Baseline 5% Incentive 10% 15% 20%

2019 50000 52500 55000 57500 60000
2020 52500 55125 57750 60375 63000
2021 55125 57881.25 60637.5 63393.75 66150
2022 57881.25 60775.3125 63669.38 66563.44 69457.5
2023 60775.3125 63814.07813 66852.84 69891.61 72930.38
2024 63814.07813 67004.78203 70195.49 73386.19 76576.89
2025 67004.78203 70355.02113 73705.26 77055.5 80405.74
2026 70355.02113 73872.77219 77390.52 80908.27 84426.03
2027 73872.77219 77566.4108 81260.05 84953.69 88647.33
2028 77566.4108 81444.73134 85323.05 89201.37 93079.69



 

MEMORANDUM 
To:   Historic Preservation Commission  

From:  Jess Daniels, Senior Planner, AICP  

Subject:  2025 Annual Contingency/Emergency Reserve Funds (HPF) 

Date:  August 18, 2025 

 

SUMMARY:  
Attached for recommendation to City Council is a draft resolution to establish an 
annual Contingency/Emergency Reserve Fund for the Historic Preservation Fund 
(HPF) for 2025. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
Section 3 of Resolution No 17, Series 2019 (Attachment No. 2) requires the 
establishment of an annual Contingency/Emergency Reserve Fund for the HPF:  
 

In the first year of the existence of the HPF, 20% of the funds of the HPF 
shall be placed in a Contingency/Emergency Reserve. On an annual 
basis, the Commission and City Council shall reevaluate how much 
should be allocated to this Reserve. These funds shall be accessed 
only for incentives or acquisitions that become necessary due to exigent 
circumstances, upon the recommendation of the Commission and 
approval of City Council. "Exigent circumstances" for purposes of this 
section shall mean that the Commission has determined, with concurrence 
of City Council, that without urgent action, significant damage will be done 
to the historic fabric or character of Louisville.  

 
DISCUSSION: 
The language in Section 3 of Resolution No 17, Series 2019 has existed since 
the earliest resolution enacting provisions for administering the HPF in 2009 (i.e. 
Resolution No. 20, Series 2009). The Contingency/Emergency Reserve fund has 
not been consistently reevaluated by the Historic Preservation Commission 
(HPC) or Council, however the HPF has historically maintained a surplus.  
 
Community Development staff discussed an ideal percentage for the HPF 
Contingency/Emergency reserve with Finance staff. Other funds require a 
minimum reserve of 15% of the annual operating budget. A higher percentage 
typically corresponds to those budgets with more capital to maintain. To be 
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consistent with Resolution No 17, Series 19 and other City budgets, staff 
recommend establishing a 2025 Contingency/Emergency Reserve Fund for the 
HPF of 20% of the annual operating budget ($1,013,119), which equates to a 
reserve fund of approximately $202,623.80. 
 
The reserve funds could only be accessed if the HPC and City Council determine 
urgent action is needed to prevent “significant damage…to the historic fabric or 
character of Louisville.”   The proposed reserve would provide emergency funds 
available for this purpose.  If there is a desire to set a higher or different amount 
as the minimum reserve, the HPC may amend the draft resolution to recommend 
to City Council a different minimum reserve amount.    
 
As part of the 2025 HPC workplan, the grant program update may include a 
recommendation to establish an annual Contingency/Emergency Reserve in 
perpetuity for the HPF moving forward and a formula for doing so.  This would 
then automatically set the reserve without having to take formal action on an 
annual basis. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommend that the HPC recommend approval of the draft resolution to 
City Council.    
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Draft City Council Resolution Establishing a Historic Preservation Fund 
(HPF) Contingency/Emergency Reserve for 2025 

2. Resolution No 17, Series 2019 



 1 

RESOLUTION NO. 9         
SERIES 2025 

 
A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE 2025 ANNUAL CONTIGENCY/EMERGENCY 

RESERVE FUND FOR THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION FUND 
 

 
WHEREAS, Resolution No 17, Series 2019 establishes an annual 

Contingency/Emergency Reserve Fund for the Historic Preservation Fund; and  
 
WHEREAS, Section 3 of Resolution No 17, Series 2019 requires that on an annual 

basis, the Commission and City Council shall re-evaluate how much should be allocated to 
the Contingency/Emergency Reserve Fund; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Historic Preservation Commission finds that establishing the 2025 
annual Contingency/Emergency Reserve Fund at 20% of the annual operating budget of the 
Historic Preservation Fund to be consistent with Resolution No 17, Series 19 and other City 
budgets.  

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO: 
 

1. The Historic Preservation Commission recommends the City Council  
approve the 2025 annual Contingency/Emergency Reserve Fund for the 
Historic Preservation Fund in the amount of 20% of the 2025 Historic 
Preservation Fund operating budget.  

 
                      PASSED AND ADOPTED this 18th day of August, 2025. 

 
 
 
 

_______________________ 
Lynda Haley, Chairperson 

 

 
 



 

MEMORANDUM 
To:   Historic Preservation Commission Members 

From:  Community Development Department 

Subject:  1016 Main Street Acquisition 

Date:  August 18, 2025 

SUMMARY: 
At their August 5, 2025 meeting, the City Council entered into a contract to 
purchase 1016 Main Street using the Historic Preservation Fund (HPF) (see 
Attachment No. 1).  The property is currently under a six-month demolition stay, 
which is set to expire on September 1, 2025.  The intention of the City Council is 
to landmark the home and then list it for sale, with the proceeds being placed back 
in the HPF.  The home would then be protected from demolition, and the new 
owner would be able to maintain the home with the benefit of the zoning incentives 
for landmarked homes and the HPF grant program.  Staff is seeking the Historic 
Preservation Commission’s (HPC) recommendation to City Council on the 
acquisition.   
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BACKGROUND: 
At the April 21, 2015 Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) meeting, the HPC 
voted unanimously to place a maximum-allowed 180-day stay on a request for full 
demolition of the home at 1016 Main Street.  The demolition stay is set to expire 
on September 1, 2025. The demolition hearing garnered a high level of public 
interest and advocacy to preserve the historic home.  Attached are emails from the 
public hearing packet in support of preservation of the property (see Attachment 
No. 2).  There was also a significant amount of testimony at the hearing in support 
of preservation of the property.      
 
After the stay was placed, staff met with the owners to explore options to preserve 
the historic home.  Discussions with the owners included options to utilize the City’s 
financial and zoning incentives for redevelopment of the lot as a landmarked 
property or potential City acquisition of the property.  The owners were not 
interested in landmarking the home but did offer to sell the home for $1,400,000.  
The owners purchased the property in 2022 for $1,326,600 and have been renting 
it out since that time.   
 
The City’s current incentive program includes use of HPF for acquisition (see 
Attachment No. 3 for Resolution No. 17, 2019).  Section 5 of the Resolution 
governs the process for utilizing acquisition funds:  
 

Section 5: Acquisition Funds.  
 
Use of Acquisition funds of the HPF shall include, but not be 
limited to: 
 
a. The purchase of historic properties or properties which 

contribute to the historic character of Louisville. These 
properties, if eligible, shall be landmarked pursuant to Chapter 
15. 36 of the Louisville Municipal Code and if not eligible, shall 
have a conservation easement placed upon them to preserve 
the outside appearance of the structure or other historical 
attributes of the structure or site. Prior to the purchase of any 
property, a financial risk analysis shall be conducted, although 
City Council may base its approval on considerations other 
than financial. The City may perform any restoration or 
rehabilitation work necessary on properties the City acquires, 
subject to availability of funds therefor, and may then sell the 
properties unless retained for a municipal purpose.  A 
conservation easement for historic preservation purposes may 
be placed on the property prior to or in connection with any 
sale. Any loss and any costs resulting from the acquisition, 
rehabilitation and sale of the property shall be charged to the 
HPF, while any profits shall be deposited to the HPF. 



The property is one of twelve Louisville properties that were nominated for and 
received designation under the National Register of Historic Places in 1986 (see 
Attachment No. 4).  Designation under the National Register of Historic Places 
includes no restrictions on what a non-federal owner may do with their property, 
including demolition, unless the property is involved in a project that receives 
federal funding, which this property has not.    
 
HISTORICAL BACKGROUND: 
Information from Gigi Yang, Louisville Historical Museum 
 
The history of 1016 Main exemplifies the modest lives of Louisville residents in the 
late 19th and 20th centuries. The property was used by several generations of the 
Ashe and Petrelli families as a source of rental income and as a home. It provides 
a distinctive example of mail-order house construction and of the building industry. 
 
The exact year of construction cannot be determined. Boulder County Records 
give 1910 as the house’s date of construction, however, the County Assessor Card 
notes the house was 55 years old in 1950, placing the earliest date of construction 
at 1895. Numerous resources indicate that the house was constructed from a 
Sears and Roebuck kit. The Sears Catalog of Modern Homes, selling do-it-yourself 
kits for building a house, was available from 1908-1948, which would bring the 
earliest date of construction to 1908. 
 
Mary Quillian Ashe purchased the home in 1910, after having previously lived as 
a next-door neighbor. Mary and her husband, Thomas Gregory Ashe, who was a 
superintendent of the Lucas mine near Broomfield, moved to Texas with their six 
sons in 1911. However, the Ashe family retained ownership of the house for the 
next 27 years and used it as a rental until Mary’s death in 1934.  
 
In 1938, the Ashe family sold the home to Victor and Mary Petrelli. Victor was born 
in Italy and came to the US in 1910. Mary was of Italian descent and born in New 
Jersey. The Petrellis spent their early years of marriage in Italy until coming back 
to the United States with their two sons. They moved from Wyoming to Louisville 
after purchasing the house at 1016 Main, and Victor and his eldest son, Eugene, 
found work at the Louisville Lafayette Coal Company. During World War II, Victor 
worked as a loader at the Centennial mine. Mary passed away in 1948 and Victor 
in 1961. The Petrelli family retained ownership of the property until 1982, when 
their three sons sold the property. 
  
See Attachment No. 5 for complete Social History Report.  
 



 
Photo of 1016 Main Street dated ca. early 1900s. 
 

 
Photo and floor plan of 1016 Main from the 1948 Assessor’s Card. 



ARCHITECTURAL INTEGRITY: 
1016 Main Street was documented in the PaleoWest “Stories in Places” residential 
context as displaying a Queen Anne architectural style, one of three in the 
Caledonia Place subdivision. It is likely that this building was constructed from a 
Sears and Roebuck house kit.  The property exhibits a front-gabled roof and front 
porch. There is a single addition on the rear of the house that was added 1948 and 
was enclosed thereafter. Changes to the building also include a bay window and 
greenhouse on the south side, both added in 1989.   
 
The house has maintained many of its original features, including the siding, 
windows, and trim. It is unclear if the front door is original, but it may be.  Overall, 
the propery exhibits a high level of archtectural integrity.  This block of Main Street 
also includes many historical homes as well as the Louisville Historical Museum 
Campus, adding to the historic character and architectural integrity overall of this 
section of Old Town.    
 

 
Current image of 1016 Main Street.  

https://www.louisvilleco.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/22206/636831728336330000


 
Current image of 1016 Main Street.  
 
HISTORIC STRUCTURE ASSESSMENT: 
In 2024, the property owners received an HPF grant to complete a Historic 
Structure Assessment (HSA) for the property (see Attachment No.7). The HSA 
provides a detailed assessment of the history and condition of the building.  While 
there are many noted recommendations and needs for restoration and 
preservation of the home, the most significant surrounds the height and integrity 
of the foundation.  It is possible that a new foundation would be required for the 
home, which is not uncommon for the City’s historic homes of a similar age.   
 
ANALYSIS: 
Resolution No. 17, 2019 requires that a financial risk analysis be conducted before 
any acquisitions using HPF.  The guiding language also notes that the City Council 
may base its decision on considerations other than financial risk.  The City has 
hired an appraiser to provide a current appraisal of the property and provide 
analysis on estimated value post landmark designation (see Attachment Nos. 7 
and 8).   The appraisal of the property estimates the value at $1,250,000.  The 
appraiser notes there is insufficient data to estimate a value increase or decrease 
post landmark, but notes that in consideration of the grants and landmark zoning 
bonuses that there was potential to increase the value of the property.    The actual 
financial risk is unknown and could be influenced by market conditions and 
unknown physical conditions related to the home.  The current owner has asked 



for a waiver of a home inspection considering that an HSA was already conducted 
for the home.     
 
The 2024 HSA provides an extensive list of work recommended to maintain the 
home in good repair, with the most costly potential repair being the foundation. 
Several landmarked homes have received HPF grants for similar foundation 
repairs and replacements.  Staff estimates that a new foundation could cost around 
$100,000 - $150,000 based on recent grant applications for similar work, but these 
repairs could be eligible for HPF grants covering 50% of the costs.  A new 
foundation could also enable the creation of a habitable basement space as part 
of any future renovations, adding to the home’s value.      
 
Following acquisition and sale to a new owner, the new owner would be able to 
take advantage of HPF grants and zoning incentives.  These include: 

- Increase in allowed lot coverage from 30% to 40% 
- Increase in allowed Floor Area Ratio from 35% to 45% 
- $40,000 Preservation Grant for eligible restoration and preservation work.  

This may be exceeded for “extraordinary circumstances” such as significant 
foundation work.  

- $15,000 New Construction Grant for building additions.  
- $5,000 Landmark Bonus Grant which could be passed on to the new owner.  
- Low interest loans for preservation and restoration work.   

 
Any alterations or additions to the home would be subject to the City’s Alteration 
Certificate review requirements.  The HPC has the ability to review the design to 
ensure the home is maintained in a historic manner and any home additions or 
accessory buildings appropriately relate to and do not diminish the integrity of the 
historic home.   
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The current unincumbered HPF fund balance is in excess of $3.5M with around 
$1M in revenues each year.  The HPF tax will sunset in 2028 unless extended.  
Purchase of the property would reduce the fund balance to approximately $2.1M 
until the property is resold and the proceeds of the sale are placed back in the 
HPF.  There is one other active application for a commercial landmarked 
property requesting grants totaling $1.2M, which if granted could reduce the fund 
to $900k.  Staff has also been in discussions with several other HPF grant 
candidates, which could deplete the fund further until the resale of 1016 Main 
Street takes place.       
 
Section 3 of Resolution 17, Series 2019 states that the HPC and City Council are 
to establish a minimum Contingency/Emergency Reserve amount for the HPF, and 
that any grants beyond the minimum Contingency/Emergency Reserve shall only 
be used in “exigent circumstances,” that without urgent action, significant damage 
will be done to the historic fabric or character of Louisville.  The HPC and City 



Council have not set this minimum Contingency/Emergency Reserve amount in 
past years.  A separate report included on this agenda recommends setting the 
Contingency/Emergency Reserve at $202,623.80, which is 20% of the 2025 
operating budget.    
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the HPC recommend to City Council approval of the 
acquisition of 1016 Main Street.  This can be done through a motion and majority 
of vote of the HPC.  If the HPC does not support the acquisition, staff would 
recommend an alternative motion for the Chair to draft a letter to the City Council 
outlining the Commission’s recommendation.  This letter would then be presented 
at a regular meeting of the City Council for consideration prior to the closing date 
of September 30, 2025.  
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. Contract to Purchase 1016 Main Street 
2. Public Comments from Demolition Hearing 
3. Resolution No. 17, Series 2019 
4. National Register of Historic Places Form 
5. Social History Report 
6. Historic Structure Assessment 
7. 1016 Main Street Property Appraisal  
8. 1016 Main Street Post-Landmark Estimated Value 
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 RESOLUTION NO. 55 
 SERIES 2025 
 
A RESOLUTION APPROVING A PURCHASE CONTRACT TO BUY AND SELL REAL 

ESTATE AT 1016 MAIN STREET AND AUTHORIZING THE USE OF HISTORIC 
PRESERVATION FUNDS FOR THE PURCHASE PRICE 

 
 WHEREAS, the City has established an Historic Preservation Fund (“HPF”) to 
account for revenues derived from the City’s temporary 1/8 percent sales tax and 1/8 
percent use tax for historic preservation purposes; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council previously adopted Section 3.26.605 of the 
Louisville Municipal Code and Resolution No. 17, Series 2019, which include provisions 
related to the administration and use of monies from the HPF; and  
 
 WHEREAS, Resolution No. 17, Series 2019, identifies the purposes for which 
Historic Preservation Fund monies can be used, including the “purchase of historic 
properties or properties which contribute to the historic character of Louisville;” and   
 
 WHEREAS, Section 3.26.065.D of the Louisville Municipal Code further provides 
that HPF monies may be used for the “acquisition and rehabilitation of historic properties 
to be sold with conservation easements;” and  
 
 WHEREAS, the property located at 1016 Main Street in Louisville (the “Property”) 
is one of twelve Louisville properties that were nominated for and received designation 
under the National Register of Historic Places in 1986; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the Property exemplifies the modest lives of Louisville residents in the 
late 19th and 20th centuries; provides a distinctive example of mail-order house 
construction and of the building industry; and adds to the historic character and 
architectural integrity of Old Town; and  
 
 WHEREAS, following a request for demolition by the Property owners, the Historic 
Preservation Commission placed a maximum-allowed 180-day stay on the demolition 
request, which will expire on September 1, 2025; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the Property owners have offered to sell the Property to the City, and 
a purchase contract for the Property has been prepared; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the use of HPF monies to purchase the 
Property is appropriate and consistent with the purposes identified in Resolution No. 17, 
Series 2019; and  
 



Resolution No. 55, Series 2025 
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WHEREAS, the City Council desires to approve the purchase contract and approve 
other actions in connection with the acquisition of the Property. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO: 

Section 1. That certain Contract to Buy and Sell Real Estate between the City of 
Louisville and TWSS Main LLC for the City’s acquisition of the Property (the “Purchase 
Contract”), a copy of which Purchase Contract accompanies this resolution, is hereby 
approved. 

Section 2. City Council further approves the use of monies from the City’s Historic 
Perseveration Fund to purchase the Property and to pay the City’s associated closing costs.  

Section 3. The Mayor is authorized to execute the Purchase Contract, and the 
Mayor is hereby further granted the authority to negotiate and approve such revisions to the 
Purchase Contract as determined necessary or desirable for the protection of the City, so 
long as the essential terms and conditions of the Purchase Contract are not altered. 

Section 4. The Mayor, City Manager, City Clerk and City staff are further 
authorized to do all things necessary on behalf of the City to perform the obligations of the 
City under the Purchase Contract and this resolution, and are further authorized to execute 
and deliver any and all documents necessary to effect the purchase of the Property under 
the terms and conditions of said Purchase Contract and this resolution, including but not 
limited to execution and delivery of closing documents required by the Purchase Contract 
or the title company in connection with closing. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 5th day of August 2025. 

______________________________ 
Christopher M. Leh, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

______________________________ 
Genny Kline, Interim City Clerk 
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Purchase Price (or such lesser amount as the City may require).  The title 
insurance commitment shall be on a form acceptable to the City and shall include 
copies of all documents identified in the schedule of exceptions.   

 
  c. Within ten (10) days of Seller’s execution of this Contract, Seller shall 

furnish to the City, at Seller’s expense, true copies of all surface and mineral 
leases, inspection results or other reports in Seller’s possession pertaining to the 
Property, and shall disclose in writing to the City all easements, liens, licenses, or 
other matters not shown by the public records pertaining to the Property.   

 
  d. The City may at its sole expense contract for an ALTA engineering 

survey of the Property, sufficient to satisfy the requirements of the title company to 
delete the standard pre-printed exceptions from the City’s title policy. The survey 
shall be certified to the City, Seller and the title company.  

 
 4. Title Exceptions.  Title to the Property shall be merchantable in the City, 
and the title commitment and title policy shall contain no exceptions other than: 
 
  a. Taxes and assessment for the year of Closing, which shall be 

adjusted and prorated to the date of delivery of the deed, based on the most recent 
levy and assessment; and 

 
  b. Rights-of-way, easements, restrictions, oil and gas leases, mineral 

reservations, and other matters of record, acceptable to City, and those non-
recorded matters shown on the survey, if any, acceptable to City. 

 
 Taxes for the year of Closing shall be prorated to the date of Closing based upon 
the most recent levy and assessment, and such proration shall be a final settlement.  
Seller shall execute an affidavit concerning mechanic’s liens and take all other steps 
necessary to obtain the deletion of the standard pre-printed exceptions found in the title 
commitment, except that City shall have the obligation to obtain the survey, at City’s 
expense, necessary to delete the standard exceptions. 
 
 5. Title Inspection.  The City shall have the right to inspect the title documents 
and the information provided by the Seller pursuant to Paragraph 3, and to conduct such 
other reviews as it deems necessary to determine the state of title to the Property. Should 
title not be merchantable or should the title commitment include additional exceptions 
which are not acceptable to City (even though such additional exceptions would not make 
the title unmerchantable), the City shall provide Seller a written notice of the defects at 
least ten (10) days prior to Closing, and Seller shall use reasonable efforts to correct said 
defects prior to the date of Closing. If Seller fails to correct any or all such defects prior to 
Closing, the City, at its option, may complete the transaction notwithstanding the 
uncorrected defects or may, upon written notice to Seller, declare this Contract terminated, 
whereupon the Earnest Money shall be immediately returned to City, and both parties 
shall be released from this Contract. 
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 6. Access to Property.   The City, at all times during the term of this Contract 
and subject to reasonable notification to Seller, shall have access to the Property at pre-
arranged times mutually agreeable with the Seller for the purpose of conducting tests, 
studies, and surveys thereon. The City shall be responsible for all claims and liability for 
damages, loss or expenses caused by, or any injury or death to any person or damage to 
property which is connected with or results from the entry upon the Property by the City for 
the inspections permitted herein, unless caused by the sole negligence or willful and 
wanton act of Seller. 
 
 7. Representations and Warranties.  Seller hereby represents and warrants 
to the City, that as of the date of the signing of this Contract: 
 
  a. Seller has received no actual notice of, and has no other knowledge 

of, any litigation, claim or proceeding, pending or currently threatened, which in any 
manner affects the Property. 

 
  b. Seller has received no actual notice, and has no other knowledge of, 

any current, existing violations of any federal, state or local law, code, ordinance, 
rule, regulation, or requirement affecting the Property. 

 
  c. Seller has the full right, power and authority to transfer and convey 

the Property to the City as provided in this Contract and to carry out the Seller’s 
obligations under this Contract. 

 
d. Each and every document, schedule, item, and other information 

delivered or to be delivered by the Seller to the City hereunder, or made available 
to the City for inspection hereunder, shall be true, accurate, and correct to the 
best of Seller’s knowledge. 

 
  e. Seller has not entered into any agreements with any private persons 

or entity or with any governmental or quasi-governmental entity with respect to the 
Property that may result in liability or expenses to City upon the City's acquisition of 
all or any portion of the Property. 

 
f. There are no special assessments which now burden or encumber 

the Property and there are no special assessments currently proposed as to the 
Property. 

 
g. The execution and delivery of this Agreement and the performance 

of all of the obligations of Seller hereunder will not result in a breach of or 
constitute a default under any agreement entered into by Seller or under any 
covenant or restriction affecting the Property. 
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h. There are no leases, tenancies or rental agreements relating to the 
Property, or to any part thereof with the exception of a residential lease 
agreement dated October 29, 2024 by and between the Seller and Angela 
Thompson/Craig Thompson (the “Lease”), the term of which expires on 
September 30, 2025. Seller agrees not to extend the Lease term and certifies 
that the Lease will be terminated or expire on or prior to the Closing.   

 
i. Seller has not granted or created, and has no knowledge of any 

third parties who may have the right to claim or assert any easement, right-of-
way or claim of possession not shown by record, whether by grant, prescription, 
adverse possession or otherwise, as to any part of the Property, except those 
roadways, irrigation ditches, irrigation laterals, and irrigation structures, if any, which 
are in place as of the date of execution hereof. 

 
 j. To the best of Seller's knowledge, no part of the Property has ever 
been used as a landfill, and no materials have ever been stored or deposited 
upon the Property which under any applicable governmental law or regulation 
would require that the Property be treated or such materials removed from the 
Property prior to the use of the Property for any purpose which would be 
permitted by law but for the existence of said materials on the Property. 

 
k. To the best of Seller's knowledge, no underground storage tank, as 

that term is defined by federal statute or Colorado statute, is located on the 
Property which under applicable governmental law or regulation would require 
such underground storage tank to be upgraded, modified, replaced, closed or 
removed. 

 
l. To the best of Seller's knowledge, Seller has not caused or 

permitted the release of any hazardous substance on the Property. The terms 
“hazardous substance” and “release” as used herein shall have the same 
meaning and definition as set forth in Paragraphs (14), (22) and (23), 
respectively, of Title 42 U.S.C. Section 9601; provided, however, that the term 
“hazardous substance” as used herein also shall include “hazardous waste”, as 
defined in Paragraph (5) of 42 U.S.C. Section 6903. 

 
  m. Seller is not a foreign person for purposes of U.S. income taxation. 

Therefore, withholding of Federal Income Tax and Colorado Income Tax from the 
amount realized will not be made by City.  At Closing, Seller shall execute and 
deliver a Certification prepared in conformance with IRS regulations under Section 
1445 of the Internal Revenue Code and an Affirmation prepared in conformance 
with C.R.S. § 39-22-604-5, if required by the title company. 

 
Seller shall at the time of Closing certify in writing to the City that the above and 

foregoing representations and warranties remain true and correct as of the date of Closing, 
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or the Seller shall certify which representations and warranties no longer remain true and 
correct. 

 
8. Closing.  The closing for Property (the “Closing”) shall be held on 

September 30, 2025.  The specific time of the Closing shall be set by mutual written 
agreement of the parties.  The place of Closing shall be the offices of the title company or 
such other place as may be designated by mutual written agreement of the parties.  The 
Seller and the City Manager may agree in writing to extend the Closing by no more than 
thirty (30) days if they determine such extension is necessary. 
  

9. Closing Documents; Closing Costs.  City and Seller shall sign and 
complete all customary or required documents at or before Closing.  Settlement sheets 
for the Closing shall be furnished by Seller to the City at least three working days before 
the date set for Closing.  Costs and fees for real estate closing and settlement services 
shall be paid at Closing fifty percent by City and fifty percent by Seller.  

 
 10. Encumbrances.  Any encumbrance required to be paid by Seller shall be 
paid at or before the time of Closing from the proceeds of this transaction or from any 
other source. 
 
 11. Seller’s Obligations at Closing.  At the time of Closing and upon the City’s 
compliance with the terms and provisions of this Contract, Seller shall deliver: 
 
  a. A good and sufficient general warranty deed in a form acceptable to 

the City, properly executed and acknowledged, conveying the Property free and 
clear of all liens, tenancies and encumbrances except those set forth in Paragraphs 
4 and 5, above;  

 
  b. All instruments, certificates, affidavits, and other documents 

necessary to satisfy the requirements listed on Schedule B-1 of the title 
commitment;  

 
  c. If requested by the City, a good and sufficient assignment and bill of 

sale in a form acceptable to the City, conveying any rights in personal property as 
described in Paragraph 1, above;  

 
  d. An update of the title commitment, at the City’s expense, showing title 

to the Property to be subject only to the permitted exceptions determined by 
Paragraphs 4 and 5, above. Seller shall cause the title company to issue to the 
City its standard form owner's policy of title insurance insuring title to the Property 
in the City, with the standard pre-printed exceptions deleted, and subject only to 
the permitted exceptions as determined in Paragraphs 4 and 5, above.  The City 
shall at Closing pay the premium for the title insurance policy, and the costs of any 
tax certificates and desired endorsements;  
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  e. A certification that the representations and warranties of Seller 
pursuant to Paragraph 7 continue to be true and correct as of the date of Closing; 
and 

  
  f. Seller’s closing costs and any other documents required by this 

Contract to be delivered by Seller to the title company or reasonably required by 
City or the title company in connection herewith. 

 
  g. Documents acceptable to the City and the title company evidencing 

the authority of Seller to execute this Agreement and to convey the Property to 
the City.   

 
 12. City’s Obligations at Closing.  At the time of Closing and, upon Seller’s 
compliance with the terms and provisions of this Contract, the City shall deliver: 
 
  a. The Purchase Price, except Earnest Money paid upon execution of 

this Contract; and 
 
  b. The City’s closing costs and any other documents required by this 

Contract to be delivered by City to the title company or reasonably required by 
Seller or the title company in connection herewith. 

 
 13. Delivery of Property.  Possession of the Property shall be delivered to the 
City on or before the date and time of Closing. 
 

14. Time is of the Essence.  Time is of the essence.  Accordingly:  
 
  a. If the City is in default of the terms and conditions of this Contract, 

Seller may in writing declare this Contract terminated and retain the Earnest Money 
held by title company as liquidated damages.  It is agreed that the Earnest Money 
constitutes liquidated damages and Seller’s sole and only remedy for the City’s 
failure to perform the obligations of this Contract. Seller expressly waives the 
remedies of specific performance and additional damages.   

 
  b. If Seller is in default of the terms and conditions of this Contract, the 

City may elect to treat this Contract as terminated, in which case all Earnest Money 
shall be returned to City, all other things of value received hereunder shall be 
immediately returned to the parties, and both parties shall be released herefrom, or 
City may elect to treat this Contract as being in full force and effect and City shall 
have the right to an action for specific performance.   

 
c.  Anything to the contrary herein notwithstanding, in the event of any 

litigation arising out of this Contract, the court shall award to the substantially 
prevailing party all reasonable costs and expenses including attorney fees.  
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 15. Termination of Contract.  In addition to all other rights and remedies of the 
City and the Seller as set forth in this Contract, the Seller agrees that the City shall have 
the right to terminate this Contract and to make the same of no further force and effect: 
 
  a. If the representations and warranties of the Seller as set forth and 

provided for in Paragraph 7 are not true and correct as of the date of the Closing. 
  
  b. If City determines, in its sole discretion, that the cost to manage, treat, 

abate, or remove any hazardous substances found on the Property is 
uneconomical as a result of any conditions disclosed by tests conducted hereunder. 

 
  c. If any part of the Property is condemned, or if proceedings for such 

condemnation are commenced or notice of condemnation is received by Seller 
from a condemning authority other than the City prior to the date of Closing on the 
Property. 

  
  d. In the event any action whatsoever is commenced to defeat or enjoin 

the City’s performance under this Contract. 
 
 If the City elects to terminate the Contract pursuant to this Paragraph, the City shall 
provide written notice to Seller declaring this Contract terminated, whereupon all Earnest 
Money shall be returned to City, all other things of value received hereunder shall be 
immediately returned to the parties, and both parties shall be released herefrom except for 
the City’s obligations under Paragraph 6, which shall survive termination of this Contract. 
 
 16.  Real Estate Commission.  Neither party has engaged the services of any 
real estate agent or broker, and no commission is owed by either party in this transaction.  
Seller is advised to seek legal and tax counsel representation for Seller’s own account, 
and Seller shall be solely responsible for any commission or fees owned to any agent, 
broker or counsel retained by Seller. 
 

17. Property to Remain Unencumbered.  Seller agrees that Seller will not, so 
long as this Contract is in effect, encumber or burden the Property.  Seller further agrees 
that during the term of this Contract and through the date of the conveyance of the 
Property to the City, Seller shall not develop the Property in any manner, including, 
without limitation, constructing any improvements or erecting any structures on the 
Property, demolishing any structure on the Property, selling, leasing, transferring, or 
otherwise conveying mineral rights for the Property, or disturbing the surface of the 
Property. 
 
 18. Tax Consequences.  Seller acknowledges that neither the City, nor any of 
its agents or attorneys have made any representations as to the tax treatment to be 
accorded to this Contract or to any proceeds thereof by the Internal Revenue Service 
under the Internal Revenue Code or by the tax officials of the State of Colorado under 
Colorado tax law.   
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 19. Notice.  Whenever notice is required to be given hereunder, it shall be in 
writing and delivered to the party entitled thereto or mailed to the party entitled thereto, by 
hand delivery, facsimile transmission, e-mail or certified mail, return receipt requested.  If 
delivered, said notice shall be effective and complete upon delivery. If e-mailed or faxed, 
said notice shall be effective upon receipt as evidenced by sender’s transmission receipt. If 
mailed, said notice shall be effective and complete three (3) days after mailing.  Until 
changed by notice in writing, notice shall be given as follows:   
 
 To the City:    City Manager 
      City of Louisville 
      749 Main Street 
      Louisville, CO 80027 
      e-mail: dlangley@louisvilleco.gov 
 
 To the Seller:    TWSS Main LLC 
      1016 Main St 
      Louisville, CO 80027 
      WegenLea@gmail.com 
 
  20.  No Assignment.  Seller shall not assign Seller’s rights and obligations 
hereunder without the City’s prior written consent. The City shall not assign its rights and 
obligations hereunder without Seller’s prior written consent. 
 

21. Agreement to Survive Closing.  The Parties agree that, except for such 
of the terms, conditions, covenants and agreements hereof which are, by their very 
nature fully and completely performed upon the Closing of the purchase-sale 
transactions herein provided for, all of the terms, conditions, representations, 
warranties, covenants and agreements herein set forth and contained shall survive the 
closing of any purchase-sale transaction herein provided for and shall continue after 
said Closing to be binding upon and inure to the benefit of the parties hereto, their 
successors and assigns. 
 
 22. Entire Agreement.  This Contract constitutes the entire understanding 
between the Seller and the City with respect to the subject matter, may be amended only 
in writing by all parties, and are binding upon the agents, personal representatives, heirs, 
lessees, assigns, and all other successors in interest to the parties. 
 
 23.  Severability.  If any provision of this Contract is held to be illegal, invalid, or 
unenforceable under present or future laws, such provision shall be fully severable. 
 
 24. Execution.  This Contract may be executed in any number of counterparts, 
each of which shall be deemed an original and all of which shall constitute one and the 
same agreement.   
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 25. Choice of Law.  The validity and effect of this Contract shall be determined 
in accordance with the laws of the State of Colorado.  In the event of any action 
concerning this Contract, the parties agree that venue shall be in the Boulder County 
District Court. 
 
 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Seller and the City have executed this Contract on the 
dates stated in their respective acknowledgements intending that this Contract be effective 
as of the day and year first above set forth. 
 
  
       
      CITY: 

CITY OF LOUISVILLE, a Colorado home rule 
municipal corporation 
 
 
 
____________________________________ 

      Chris M. Leh, Mayor 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
____________________________________ 
Genny Kline, Interim City Clerk 
 
 
       





From: Carol Corsell
To: Planning
Subject: 1016 Main Street - demolition
Date: Thursday, April 10, 2025 12:28:02 PM

RE:  HIP-000545-2025

Greetings Review Board,

The notice I received mentions “full demolition” of subject property above.

It was my understanding that “historical” or (historical in nature)  properties
were encouraged, if not mandated, to leave the front intact and build out
or renovate behind.  This is what I did with my property at 1116 Main Street.

I strongly believe the “charm” of our downtown is being  “demolished” -
especially our Main Street;  The property in question has an historic
“old town” feel that we should do our best to maintain.

I would encourage allowing a renovation, but not a  complete tear-down
and new front.   The houses that have succeeded in doing that deter from
our “small” town charm - and certainly do not enhance it.

This isn’t Boulder and I would hope we don’t become  Boulder;  Our
small town “vibe” is why I moved here and out of Boulder!

Please consider reasonable options for the owner/builder that doesn’t
detract from our  Main street appearance.

Carol Corsell
1116 Main Street

==CAUTION: EXTERNAL EMAIL==

This email originated from outside the City of Louisville's email environment. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you validate the sender and know the content is safe. Please contact IT if you believe this email
is suspicious.

mailto:ccorsell@mac.com
mailto:planning@Louisvilleco.gov


From: Alan Muir
To: Emily Cline-Gibson
Subject: 1016 Main St Demolition
Date: Monday, April 14, 2025 11:12:51 AM

I wish to register my disapproval and disappointment regarding the demolition of 1016 Main 
Street in downtown Louisville. There's a trend to replace the historic old town homes with giant
multi million dollar homes with no regard to the character of the neighborhood. There's one on
both the 1100 and 1200 blocks of Main Street for example. Id like to see Louisville follow
Boulder's example where the front face of historic homes are preserved and any new building
occurs behind the original structure.
One of the things that makes downtown Louisville special is it's historic nature. Let's please try
to preserve it.
Sincerely,
Alan Muir 
1158 La Farge Ave 
Louisville 

 .-.     .-.     .-.     .-.     .-.     .-.     .-.     .-.     .-.
 .'   `._.'   `._.'   `._.'   `._.'   `._.'   `._.'   `._.'   `._.'   `. 

"Wop bop a loo bop a lop bam boom!"
Little Richard

==CAUTION: EXTERNAL EMAIL==

This email originated from outside the City of Louisville's email environment. Do not click
links or open attachments unless you validate the sender and know the content is safe.
Please contact IT if you believe this email is suspicious.
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From: Peter Stewart
To: Emily Cline-Gibson
Cc: Planning
Subject: HPC- 1016 Main Street - Proposed Demolition
Date: Monday, April 14, 2025 11:46:44 AM

Members of the Historic Preservation Commission,

I urge you to place a 180 day stay on this demolition request and encourage the
owner/developer to work with their design team on a sensitive addition to the rear of the
house to meet their program needs.

This house is not only important to our nation's history (National Register listed) but also
vitally important to our neighborhood and town.  This home's historic integrity is
unsurpassed in Louisville and one of only 6 homes on the Register.  Its location is integral
on this first residential block north of the commercial area.  This block also exhibits a high
level of integrity.  The house is located across the street from the Historic Museum, the
Tomeo House, and the DeSalvo House at 1021 Main St.  This house and this block are part
of the identity of our town that residents cherish.  Our residents have affirmed preservation
of important buildings is important by voting several times to preserve this identity. Just
imagine if the Historic Museum was moved away from Main Street how that would impact
the Main Street identity!  Same for this house!  It would be a tragic loss if demolished or
moved. 

I think we as a community are very supportive of property owners improving historic
properties to meet their program needs through sensitive design.  We are not supportive of
reckless inappropriate redevelopment that runs contrary to our sense of place and
community identity.

Thank you for considering my comments,

Peter Stewart

1132 Jefferson Ave. Louisville, CO. 80027 
tel: 303.665.6668
peter@stewart-architecture.com

==CAUTION: EXTERNAL EMAIL==
This email originated from outside the City of Louisville's email environment. Do not click
links or open attachments unless you validate the sender and know the content is safe.
Please contact IT if you believe this email is suspicious.
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4/15/2025 

Emily Cline-Gibson, Historic Preservation Planner, Louisville, Colorado 

Please and thank you for forwarding this to the Home Owner, Architect and Commission reviewing this 1016 Main 
Street Demolition Application: 

1. I do believe Property Owners have a right to decide what they should do with their own property.  
Hopefully though, they will fully consider how their place affects the fabric of this Historic Neighborhood.    

2. I like many others was attracted to Louisville in 1977 because of its small town character and Main Street 
charm.  The variety of commercial venues and the humble but proud painted wood storefronts in the four 
block commercial zone, were enticing and practically generated a spirit of COMMUNITY engagement.  
Strolling Main Street or Driving Main Street, this community charm permeates the neighboring Old Town's 
housing stock.   

3. Louisville's sense of place, especially the Streetscapes, are the first impressions one gets when visiting our 
town, by either walking or driving Main Street.  This impression tends to grow on you.  This Streetscape 
charm is caused not simply by the houses or building's physical structures, but by the space  surrounding 
the structures.  When an exemplary residence has been cared for and modernized as this 3BR 2bath 
House has been for perhaps 100 years, it is heartbreaking to hear in the application that there is no hope 
in preserving it with adaptations to satisfy the Owner's current and future criteria.     

4. In 1016 Main, you can see the wisdom in the original Owner and Architect's minds as they designed and 
built a reasonably scaled and decorated (Queen Anne according to The National Register of Historic 
Places)residence.  A most welcoming feature of this house is it's Front Porch which is vital to engaging 
with the neighbors and public, and getting an optimum psychological Streetscape presence.    

5. I remember back before the beautiful yellow ocher paint color, this house was a similarly attractive tri-
colored mauve color.     

6. While some of the previous properties that have been demolished and a new Modern house installed, 
some are out of scale too large and out of character too Modern and thus incongruous with the 
neighbor's houses.  And, they radically degrade the Block's holistic character, not to mention the heritage 
of our Historic Old Town.  When we lose our historic heritage, we lose a lot of soul that we moved here 
for and that our forefathers created.   However, there are some projects that the Owner and Architect 
have very sensitively and successfully solved the new criteria with a new adaptive/preservation exemplary 
design.   

7. Some old houses are like old cars, not worth saving.  However, some old houses are genuine antiques that 
are fine running machines now and into the future.  And, they are Authentic and Practical.   

8. Lastly, it appears that there are two existing structures fronting the Alley with reasonable yard space in 
between such and the house.  As previously mentioned, it seems that one could easily create an ADU 
above the Garage and temporarily pick up the house and build a new modern basement to add the space 
in a way that would not spoil the historic character of the neighborhood.   
Thank you Owners and Architect for your consideration. 

Respectfully, 

Tom Rafferty, Louisville, Colorado 



MEMORANDUM 
 

TO:  Historical Preservation Commission  
 
FROM:  John Leary 
 
DATE:  April 15, 2025 
 
SUBJECT: Demolition Permit for 1016 Main Street 
 
My wife and I reside at 1116 La Farge Ave. In the early 1980’s our home was placed on the 
National Register Of Historic Places. I believe this to be the same timeframe as the Petrelli - Del 
Pizza home at 1016 Main Street. The process to be chosen was thorough, involving local 
historians, the Louisville Historical Society and hired professional historians. We were 
extensively interviewed about the social and architectural history as well as the changes we 
made to its structure. At the time, I believe 5 homes in Louisville were chosen for the 
designation. I mention all of this because the process was selective and based upon having  
extraordinary historical value. 
 
The Petrelli - Del Pizza home also has extra historical value because of the block in which it is 
located. It is critical in shaping the transition from old town historical residential to the historical 
business area. It is a great feel. It functions as an iconic link to the past. Certainly it is on a 
different scale, but it would be like removing the Statue of Liberty from New York Harbor. 
 
You did an excellent job in shaping the landmarking of the historic Desalt house which is across 
the street from the house under consideration.  I hope whomever you appoint to work with the 
applicant emphasizes the value of how it creates historical transition and adds historical feel to 
the block. 
 
Now I cannot help but mention, it seems to be a form of arrogance that someone would buy a 
home with a sign on its front indicating it is an important historical site and then ask the 
community to let them remove it. A community that has clearly demonstrated its affinity for 
historical preservation by twice passing a tax to facilitate its happening. I would add that my wife 
and I have had our house landmarked and are proud to have given something to our 
community. Our home was the first privately owned property to be landmarked and we 
requested the designation before there were any incentives to do so. 
 
Finally, I expect you are aware there are those in the community who are moving away from the 
small-town character policies that have worked in tandem with preservation efforts to protect the 
historical character of the Downtown area. Downtown will be a target area with the goal of 
redevelopment and densification. The Downtown Framework Plan and Downtown Design 
Guidelines Handbook will be on the chopping block. Old Town neighborhoods will bear the brunt 
of the impacts from this effort. Hopefully, the HPC will resist any efforts to gut these documents.  
 
 
 



From: garyd@frii.net
To: Planning; Emily Cline-Gibson
Subject: Historic Preservation Commission--1016 Main
Date: Tuesday, April 15, 2025 10:05:44 AM

To: Historic Preservation Commission and Planning staff:
 
I’d like to comment on the demolition request for 1016 Main. This house is a special part of
Louisville’s historic district. It was early on granted national historic status, and it remains a central
and colorful part of Louisville’s historic area.
 
I’d like to ask you to help the requestors to find a way to protect the historic front part of the house.
Maybe there can be avenues to preservation that have not been tried before.
 
Thanks.
 
Gary Dunlap
714 Lincoln Ave
Louisville
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From: Derek Wood
To: Emily Cline-Gibson
Cc: Planning
Subject: Re: demolition 1016 Main Street
Date: Tuesday, April 15, 2025 10:41:41 PM

**To the Owners of 1016 Main Street,**

I am reaching out regarding the proposed demolition of the historic Petrelli/DelPizzo House at 1016 Main Street. I
urge you to reconsider this decision and explore alternatives that preserve the house’s architectural and historical
significance while accommodating your needs through thoughtful modifications.

The Petrelli/DelPizzo House is an extraordinary example of Queen Anne-style architecture, adapted for miners’
housing in Louisville’s formative years. Its inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places underscores its
importance not just to our community but to Colorado’s heritage as a whole. The property’s historical integrity
offers a unique glimpse into Louisville’s early history. Demolishing this landmark would erase an irreplaceable part
of our shared story and diminish the character of this historic town which owes much of its charm to this historic
home.

As I’m sure you’re aware, there are many examples of historic homes that have successfully undergone renovations
while preserving their unique historical value. Instead of demolition, I urge you to explore the restoration of the
house’s iconic front façade. Maintaining this historic feature would retain the home’s visual and cultural
significance, anchoring it as a symbol of heritage in our ever-changing community. To meet your modern needs, an
additional structure or extension could be thoughtfully integrated into the rear of the house. This approach offers the
best of both worlds: preserving the historical character of the original structure while accommodating your
contemporary uses and designs.

Respecting the historical importance of the Petrelli/DelPizzo House not only honors the past but also fosters a sense
of continuity and identity for present and future generations. I hope you will reconsider the full demolition proposal
and instead embrace an alternative that reflects thoughtful stewardship of our shared heritage.

Thank you for considering alternative options to demolition.

Sincerely,
Derek Wood
Your neighbor on Front Street
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From: Michael B. Menaker
To: Emily Cline-Gibson
Cc: Planning
Subject: 1016 Main Street
Date: Wednesday, April 16, 2025 4:38:04 PM

To all involved:

While I recognize the genuine emotions surrounding 1016 Main Street, I am deeply concerned
by the tone of the conversation surrounding the requested 
demolition permit. 

Had any of the previous owners been truly concerned about preserving this property, an
application for its local designation as a historic property would have been
warmly received and surely Historic Preservation Tax Fund monies made available for its
preservation/restoration.

But, none of the previous owners made such an application. The property’s new owners
apparently have other plans for the site. 
Any new structure at 1016 Main St would be subject to the Old Town Zoning Overlay District
and would be subject to its strict regulation of
height, FAR, setbacks, roof pitch, and more.

The purpose of the allowable 180 day stay of a demolition permit is to allow time for the HPC
and Staff to negotiate with the owners
regarding landmarking and preservation. If the new owners are interested, terrific. If not, and
they are firm in their wishes to redevelop the lot,
then let us now impose a stay in a way punitive or spiteful.

Louisville has always striven to be respectful of personal property rights. In this case those
values should
take precedence over the understandable nostalgia and emotion surrounding this property.

Sincerely,
Michael

--
Michael B. Menaker
1827 W Choke Cherry Dr
Louisville, CO 80027
303.588.8781
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From: Carol Corsell
To: Emily Cline-Gibson
Subject: 1016 Main
Date: Wednesday, April 16, 2025 5:04:43 PM

Put my vote in as a strong  NO
FULL demolition of this property is not necessary; They can expand without changing
the inherent beauty of the 
historical front.   I’ve done it and the right architect can make it happen!  It would be a shame
to have, yet another, imposing “new look"
on our Main Street.  Let’s try to keep historical - That’s why we have chosen to live here.   This
is not Boulder.

Demolition of the whole property is, in my mind, detrimental to our town and culture

Carol Corsell
1116 Main Street
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From: joy brook
To: Emily Cline-Gibson
Cc: Planning
Subject: Destruction of our town"s historic places
Date: Wednesday, April 16, 2025 8:36:27 PM

1016 Main Street (the Petrelli/DelPizzo House) - This house is listed on the National Register of Historic Places and is
very much a landmark. Demolition is outrageous and should be denied.  Please preserve our town and stop all this
destruction!
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From: MIKE Koertje
To: Emily Cline-Gibson
Cc: Planning
Subject: proposed demolition of the Petrelli/DelPizzo House, 1016 Main St.
Date: Thursday, April 17, 2025 8:53:25 PM

Member of the Historic Preservation Commission:

I have been made aware that an application has been filed to demolish the Petrelli/DelPizzo
House at 1016 Main St., and that you will be holding a hearing on Monday, April 21, 2025. I
am about to leave town and the packet does not seem to be available yet on your website yet, so
I cannot review the materials, and will be unable to speak in person at the meeting. 

As reflected in its inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places, this structure has great
significance to the heritage of the City of Louisville, besides being a very attractive Queen
Anne-style historic home. Its proximity to the museum campus and location on Main Street
makes it especially valuable in helping preserve the historic character of Old Town. Louisville
has a small number of properties on the National Register, and the loss of even one diminishes
our historic character. 

It is inconceivable to me that anyone would apply to demolish this house today, though this sort
of lack of respect for Louisville’s architectural heritage was routine 20 years ago. I spent over a
decade as a member of the Historic Preservation Commission, and sadly saw many significant
structures lost, but even in all that time I cannot recall a National Register structure needlessly
destroyed. The application for demolition claims that all opportunities for preservation have
been explored, a claim I find doubtful. There is no need to destroy this significant structure and
further diminish Louisville’s historic resources. If the owners are willing, then this structure
could be saved, particularly with the aid of the financial resources that Louisville makes
available. I cannot imagine a greater use of a stay of demolition than in this instance. 

I also note that at least the version of the application demolition available on the City’s website
is not signed by the structure’s owners, but only by the architect or builder. Based on past
experience, I do not believe that an architect or builder has standing to file a demolition
application, and for this reason alone the application should not be acted upon. 

Thank you for consideration of my comments. I hope that you find a way to prevent the
needless destruction of another significant piece of our historic Main Street. 

Michael Koertje
887 Welsh Ct., Louisville
KOERTJE@msn.com 
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April 17, 2025


RE: Demolition application for 1016 Main Street, Louisville Historic Preservation 
Commission hearing


To Whom It May Concern:


I am writing to voice my strenuous objection to the proposed demolition of the historic 
home at 1016 Main Street. I am a homeowner, tax payer, attorney, and Louisville 
resident. I live less than two blocks from this home.


Upon reviewing the code I was saddened and disappointed to learn that there is no 
mechanism for the city to deny the demolition of this historic structure, which is a 
prominent feature of our Main Street. I understand the commission’s extremely limited 
options at this stage are to approve the demolition or issue a 180 day stay of the 
demolition. Given those constraints, I am writing this letter to urge the commission to 
issue a 180 day stay of the demolition. It is my sincere hope that my letter, other public 
comments, and advocacy from the Historic Preservation Commission serve to influence 
the homeowners and locally based architect to reconsider their desire to completely 
demolish this home. 


One of the things that makes Louisville special is the historic character and charm of 
Old Town. The historic buildings and small, intimate scale of Old Town and Main Street 
are what attracts visitors, tourists, and their money to our local businesses. People come 
to spend money and stroll around Old Town because it is charming and historic. They 
come to see the old buildings. They do not come to see scrapes and new builds. 
Allowing the full demolition of 1016 Main Street detracts from the historic character of 
Main Street and hurts our local economy. 


Experts who have been paid by the city to provide guidance on how to maximize 
Louisville’s historic character have cautioned against allowing scrapes like the one 
applied for at 1016 Main Street: 


	 “Modesty and simplicity requires sensitivity in architectural design. 

	 Incompatible and problematic ensembles happen when infills either employ too 

	 much articulation in building massing, too many “special effects” as many 

	 modern buildings do, or ornamentation that is not typical in Old Town. Blank 

	 walls, horizontal band windows, unusually narrow or tall windows, eaves and 

	 rakes with no overhangs are among these elements.  These may create interesting 

	 architecture when buildings are viewed without a context but in context, 

	 especially when repeated building after building, may be incompatible with the

	 simplicity and modesty that underline Old Town Louisville’s unique historic 
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	 character.” 
1

Other experts hired and paid for by this city have highlighted the need for Louisville to 
protect its historic resources and avoid demolition of historic structures. After the city 
had commissioned an architectural inventory of historic properties in Louisville, a 
home that had particular historic preservation potential was destroyed. 


	 “It is our opinion, during our survey and analysis, that one property, 1133 Main, 

	 was particularly strong in its eligibility. Regrettably the property was 

	 demolished while this report and associated site forms were in draft. 

	 Nonetheless the discussion of the home is included below as a case study 

	 illustrating exceptional eligibility.” 
2

In highlighting that demolition of a historic structure, the expert stated: “The City 
should remain vigilant in their efforts to protect similar properties when they are 
identified.” 
3

Given that we (the city and its tax payers) have paid several experts to help Louisville 
enhance its historic character, it is incumbent on the city to follow the sound guidance of 
those experts. It is clear that demolition 1016 Main Street is contrary to advice of those 
experts who have studied our city’s history and architecture. 


The homeowner (and non-occupier) of 1016 Main Street was aware that the property 
they purchased in 2022 was historically significant to Louisville. The property had been 
nationally recognized as being historically significant almost 40 years prior to their 
purchase. Preventing the demolition of the property does not come as a surprise to the 
property owner. Given the sale price and rental rate, the home is in near excellent 
condition, especially considering its age. Preventing the demolition of the property does 
not hinder the homeowner’s ability to enjoy the property or its income potential.


1016 Main Street is uniquely historically significant in Louisville. This was recognized 
back in 1986 when the home was listed on the National Registry of Historic Places. 
National Historic Places Register Reference Number 86000224. When listed as 
historically significant almost 40 years ago, the home was described as “one of the best 
intact examples of the Queen Anne style as applied to miners’ housing remaining in 

 Old Town Zoning Update: Diagnostic Report, Pel-Ona Architects & Urbanists, Peter J. Park City Planning 1

and Design, Metta Urban Design, dated December 16, 2021, available at: 

https://www.louisvilleco.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/32977/637753264502630000.

 Summary Report for 100 Architectural Inventories for the City of Louisville, Baker, Chris and Schwendler, 2

Rebecca H., Technical Report 20-215, dated March 19, 2022, pg. 24, emphasis added, available at: https://
www.louisvilleco.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/38966/638233930244830000.

 Id.3
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Louisville.”  Queen Anne style Victorians, like 1016 Main Street, are uncommon in 4

Louisville, representing just 3% of the housing styles in the core of the city.  
5

The location of 1016 Main Street is also significant to the historic character of Old Town. 
It is the only residence in the Queen Anne Victorian style currently in existence on Main 
Street. Being on Main Street, it is at the entrance of Downtown for those visitors arriving 
on South Boulder Road. Significantly for those tourists who come to Louisville to 
appreciate its historic charm, the property is directly across from our city’s Historical 
Museum. 


The full scale demolition of a historic home, listed on the National Registry of Historic 
Places, in a key tourist area of our charming, historic town is shocking. But beyond 
being just emotionally upsetting, the demolition is contrary to what we have paid 
experts to tell us about how to enhance and enrich Louisville for those of us who live 
here and those who come to visit. 


I urge the Historic Preservation Commission to issue a 180 day stay of the demolition 
application. During that period, I earnestly hope that the owners of 1016 Main Street 
reconsider their desire to demolish the historic structure and find alternative ways to 
enhance their property while maintaining its historic integrity and value to Louisville. 


Sincerely, 

April Coleman


 Historic Building Inventory Record,  Historical Society, dated August 3, 1985, pg. 2, available at: https://4

catalog.archives.gov/id/84125614.

 Stories in Places: Putting Louisville’s Residential Development in Context, Schwendler, Rebecca H. and 5

Corbett, Kathleen, Technical Report No. 17-250, dated November 19, 2018, available at: https://
www.louisvilleco.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/22206/636831728336330000. 
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From: Jodi Ealy
To: Emily Cline-Gibson; Planning
Subject: 1016 Main Street (the Petrelli/DelPizzo House)
Date: Saturday, April 19, 2025 8:40:08 AM

Please do not allow this house to be demolished! House by house, Louisville is losing
its charm and history. Don't let this keep happening.
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From: Planning
To: Emily Cline-Gibson
Subject: FW: Historic Preservation Commission Request-- Please place 180 day stay on demolittion of 1016 Main Street
Date: Monday, April 21, 2025 9:34:29 AM

 
 
From: tamar krantz <tamarkrantz@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, April 18, 2025 1:51 PM
To: Planning <planning@Louisvilleco.gov>
Subject: Historic Preservation Commission Request-- Please place 180 day stay on demolittion of
1016 Main Street

 
Dear Historic Preservation Commission members,
 
I hope you will agree with the staff recommendation:
 
As stated in your meeting packet, Staff "recommends that the HPC place a maximum stay to
allow time for discussions with commissioners to explore the various preservation tools
available to the Commission. Staff believes that a 180-day stay will allow time for the
applicant and the HPC to explore preservation options such as land acquisition, house moving,
or other available tools aside from Landmark status."
 
I am glad to see that the letter on page 74 of your packet that shows a coordinated effort
between DAJ Design and GFE structural engineers. This letter says, "In our professional
opinion, the building’s structure is adequate for its continued safe use."  This means the
owners can live in their home safely for 180 days while they pursue the options
recommended by staff and the HPC.
 
If the owners want to build a new house and ADU to flip, they might be willing to share some
information that would help the city figure out additional options so they can find return on their
investment. Maybe we can learn from them what it would  take to discourage this from
happening to other historic structures. 
 
I really hope that your commission can provide some encouragemennt for the owners to make
improvements to the property, take advantage of grants, and landmark this with the city.  Since
the property is right across from the historic museum and contributes to the historic character
of our downtown, moving the house wouldn't be ideal.
 
Thank you,
Tamar Krantz

mailto:planning@Louisvilleco.gov
mailto:eclinegibson@louisvilleco.gov


Louisville 
 
--
Tamar Krantz
She/her
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From: Chris Torrence
To: Planning
Subject: 180-day stay on 1016 Main St
Date: Monday, April 21, 2025 1:56:17 PM

To the Historic Preservation Commission,

I am writing to strongly urge the Commission to place a 180-day stay on the demolition of
1016 Main St.

As noted in the National Register of Historic Places (https://catalog.archives.gov/id/84125614):
"The house is one of the best intact examples of the Queen Anne style as applied to miners’
housing remaining in Louisville. Both interior and exterior retain a high degree of integrity. It
also addresses the following RP3 concerns: a resource that clarifies the role of ethnics within a
coal mining town (Italians); a resource that clarifies rail town's physical form; and provides
information on housing for miners."

In addition, recent photos of the house from Zillow suggest that both the exterior and interior of
the house are in good condition:
 https://www.zillow.com/homedetails/1016-Main-St-Louisville-CO-80027/13190081_zpid/

The DAJDesign architect’s report states:
"1016 Main has the potential to be restored to a high degree of architectural integrity when
compared to historic photos. Overall, the building is well maintained, with items that require
prioritization, as outlined in the analysis of this report. The original structure is essentially
intact with very few modifications since the early construction phases in the first half of the
1900’s."

I firmly believe that not everything needs to be preserved, and Louisville must grow and
change with the times. However, as a long-time Louisville resident, and a former owner of a
home on Main Street, I can attest that the house at 1016 Main exemplifies the type of
architecture that best represents Main Street in Louisville, and contributes to the character and
charm of the downtown. I urge the Commission to place the 180-day stay, and give the owners,
the architecture firm, and the city enough time to explore alternatives to demolition.

Thank you very much for your attention.

Chris Torrence
Louisville, CO 80027
chris_torrence<at>comcast<dot>net
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From: Robert P. Muckle
To: Emily Cline-Gibson
Cc: mjmuckle@aol.com
Subject: Demolition Hearing for 1016 Main Street
Date: Monday, April 21, 2025 2:57:22 PM

21 April

 

Re: 1016 Main Street Demolition hearing

 

Members of the Historic Preservation Commission,

 

We urge you to place a 180 day stay on this demolition request and encourage the owner/developer to
work with their design team on a sensitive addition to the rear of the house to meet their needs.

 

This house is important to our community character, important to the view shed down Main Street, it has
excellent historic integrity and is National Register listed. This house is located across the street from the
Historic Museum campus. This house and this block are part of the identity of our town that residents
cherish. Louisville residents have twice voted to impose a sales tax to support historic preservation
showing how important the issue is in our town. Every time we lose a historic house to demolition the City
loses a piece of the charm that draws people here in the first place.  

 

Thank you for considering our comments.

 

Robert Muckle

Former Mayor of Louisvile

 

Melanie Julian Muckle

Former Charter Commission Member

Former Historic Preservation Commissioner

 

1101 Lincoln Avenue

Louisville, CO 80027
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From: Planning
To: Emily Cline-Gibson
Subject: FW: Demolition Review for Full Demo of 1117 Lincoln Ave Case# HIP-000548-2025
Date: Monday, April 21, 2025 9:30:58 AM

 
 
From: troykimlee@aol.com <troykimlee@aol.com> 
Sent: Sunday, April 20, 2025 12:03 PM
To: Planning <planning@Louisvilleco.gov>
Subject: Demolition Review for Full Demo of 1117 Lincoln Ave Case# HIP-000548-2025

 
To the City of Louisville and all it may concern:
 
I am sending this to express my support of the full demolition of my late fathers property located at 1117
Lincoln Ave in the city of Louisville. 
 
The house on said property has became uninhabitable due to some serious environmental and structural
issues. These include but may not be limited to, foundational and/or structural deficiencies, the presence
of asbestos and/or lead based products. After assessing the condition of the property and noting these
conditions, it is apparent that the property is posing, not only a health and safety hazard, to those on the
property but to those in the close and surrounding community and general public. In addition to these
issues, my father was a hoarder, this condition was severe as can be witnessed from the outside
condition of the house and property as well as the inside condition of the house. The inside of the
dwelling still has hundreds of pounds of trash, papers dating back many many years, inedible canned,
boxed foods and dry goods. These conditions have brought in mice which have added to the
uninhabitability of the house. The house was added onto in the early 1980's, that addition is also
inhabited by mice and is unlivable due to, not being up to modern day building codes for habitable
spaces. The whole property for that matter is not up to modern day building codes for habitable spaces.
 
As I said before, I am expressing my full support and I am asking the City of Louisville to approve the
demolition and enable this process to move forward. That being said, if there is any further actions or
documentation needed from me, please let me know.
 
Thank You for your time and attention in this matter.
 
 
 
Respectfully,
 
Troy Lee
4235 E 133rd Pl
Thornton, Co.  80241
720.438.0492
 
Son of Terry R. Lee (deceased)
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RESOLUTION NO 17

SERIES 2019

A RESOLUTION REPEALING RESOLUTIONS IMPLEMENTING THE HISTORIC

PRESERVATION FUND BY REENACTING INTO A SINGLE RESOLUTION

INCORPORATING ALL PREVIOUS RESOLUTIONS, PROVIDING UPDATES FOR

THE RECENT BALLOT MEASURE, AND INCREASING CERTAIN INCENTIVES

WHEREAS, histonc properties and buildings of character in the City of Louisville ( the
City") are major contributors to the character and quality of life of our City; and

WHEREAS, the City Council, pursuant to the City Charter, established a Historic
Preservation Commission to assist it in the preservation and landmarking of these properties, and

WHEREAS, when properties are locally landmarked they are preserved for future
posterity and enjoyment and continue to contribute to the unique character of the City; and

WHEREAS, at the November 4, 2008 election, the voters approved Ballot Issue 2A to

levy a one- eighth of one percent ( 1/ 8%) sales tax for purposes of historic preservation purposes
within Historic Old Town Louisville through December 31, 2018, and

WHEREAS, at the November 2, 2010 election, the voters approved a Ballot Issue 2D to

levy a permanent use tax of 3. 50%, to supersede the City' s then -current use tax, of which one - 
eighth of one percent ( 1/ 8%) of the use tax was dedicated to historic preservation purposes
consistent with Ballot Issue 2A, and

WHEREAS, at the November 7, 2017 election, the voters approved a Ballot Issue 2F, 

which extended the expiration date of the temporary sales tax of one -eighth of one percent for
histonc preservation from December 31, 2018 to December 31, 2028, and

WHEREAS, City Council by Ordinances No 1544, Senes 2008 and No 1743, Series
2017 imposed the tax approved by the voters, established the Historic Preservation Fund

HPF"), and codified the financial incentives set forth within Ballot Issues 2A (2008), 2D

2010), and 2F (2017), and

WHEREAS, City Council by Resolution No. 20, Series 2009, Resolution No 20, Series
2010, Resolution No 2, Series 2012, and Resolution No. 2, Series 2014, adopted provisions
related to the administration and uses of HPF, and established grant programs and incentives to
assist property owners in the rehabilitation and restoration of historic properties and new
buildings of character; and

WHEREAS, City Council by Resolution No 4, Series 2014, Resolution No. 21, Series
2016, adopted resolutions establishing a revolving loan program within the HPF to encourage
landmark designations and rehabilitation ofhistoric properties in the City of Louisville; and

WHEREAS, a core value of the City in the 2013 Comprehensive Plan promotes: " A

Connection to the City's Heritage where the City recognizes, values, and encourages the
promotion andpreservation ofour history and cultural heritage, particularly our mining and

1



agricultural past." and enhancing the allowed histonc preservation incentives strengthens the

City's connection to its heritage; and

WHEREAS, a second core value of the City in the 2013 Comprehensive Plan promotes. 
Unique Commercial Areas and Distinctive Neighborhoods where the City is committed to

recognizing the diversity ofLouisville' s commercial areas and neighborhoods by establishing
customized policies and tools to ensure that each maintains its individual character, economic
vitality, and livable structure." and expanding the allowed historic preservations incentives will
promote and strengthen the unique individual character of Louisville; and

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to increase the maximum amounts of certain
Historic Preservation incentives to best serve the City' s core values, and

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to update the provisions related to the City' s
Historic Preservation incentives and to merge all previous administrative provisions into this
single Resolution. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE

CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO

Section 1. Historic Preservation Fund. 

There exists a Historic Preservation Fund (" HPF") in the City of Louisville, as established by
Ordinance 1544, 2008 and amended by Ordinance 1743, 2017

a. The HPF shall be funded by. 
i. Proceeds from the 1/ 8% sales tax established by 2008 Louisville Ballot Issue 2A

and Ordinance 1544, Series 2008 and extended by Louisville Ballot Issue 2F and
Ordinance 1743, Series 2017, 

ii. Proceeds from the allocation of 1/ 8% use tax for historic preservation, as
established by Louisville Ballot Issue 2D and Ordinance 1575, Series 2010; 

iii. Private and public donations, bequests, grants and funding from other sources
made to the City for histonc preservation purposes, 

iv Interfund loans from the City of Louisville; if approved by ordinance; and
v Earnings on such amounts as may be deposited in the HPF

b The City of Louisville Historic Preservation Commission ( the " Commission") shall make

recommendations regarding expenditures from the HPF, but final action shall by taken by
City Council by resolution, provided that after January 1, 2019, any expenditure of funds
outside historic Old Town Louisville is approved by the affirmative vote of not less than
five members of the entire City Council. The HPF should be managed to achieve
maximum preservation of historic structures and the character of historic Louisville. 

c. The Commission shall submit an annual statement of goals and recommendations to City
Council, and may supplement, modify or update this document throughout the year as
necessary

d. As further detailed in the Sections below, the uses of the HPF shall be consistent with the

following funds or purposes. 
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i. Administrative Funds, 

ii. Contingency/Emergency Reserve Funds, 
iii. Sales and Use Tax Proceeds to Support the Operations and Maintenance of the

Louisville Museum Campus, 

iv Acquisions Funds, and

v Incentives for Histone Preservation, to Preserve Character, and for New

Construction, including grants and loans. 

Section 2. Administrative Funds. 

Administrative Funds shall be used for purposes consistent with the establishment of the HPF, 
and shall include, but not be limited to

a. Historical building surveys, other site surveys or reconnaissance -level or intensive -level
historic and architectural surveys, 

b Staff to support the Commission and City activities in admirustenng programs funded by
the tax, including, but not limited to, interns, preservation planners, staff to conduct
research for demolition review functions by the Commission and to assist vendors in
conducting historic preservation surveys, and other support staff; 

c. Plaques or other designations to honor structures that are landmarked or add to the

character of histonc Louisville

d. Public outreach and education efforts; and

e. Funding of public- pnvate partnerships for preservation of buildings of histonc
significance

Section 3. Contingency/Emergency Reserve Funds. 

In the first year of the existence of the HPF, 20% of the funds of the HPF shall be placed in a
Contingency/Emergency Reserve. Onan annual basis, the Commission and City Council shall reevaluate
how much should be allocated to this Reserve. These funds shall be accessed only for incentives
or acquisitions that become necessary due to exigent circumstances, upon the recommendation
ofthe Commission and approvalof City Council. "Exigent circumstances" for purposes

of this section shall mean that the Commission has determined, with concurrenceofCity
Council, that without urgent action, significant damage will be done to the historic fabric or character
of Louisville. Section

4. Operation and Maintenance for the Louisville Museum Campus As

of January1, 2019, no more than twenty percent (20%) of the net annual city fiscal year proceeds
of the one -eighth percent sales and use tax for histonc preservation shall be used or the operation
and maintenanceof the Louisville Museum Campus. Section

5. Acquisitions Funds. Use

of Acquisition funds of the HPF shall include, but not be limited to 3



a. The purchase of historic properties or properties which contribute to the historic character
of Louisville. These properties, if eligible, shall be landmarked pursuant to Chapter 15. 36
of the Louisville Municipal Code and ifnot eligible, shall have a conservation easement

placed upon them to preserve the outside appearance of the structure or other historical
attributes of the structure or site. Pnor to the purchase of any property, a financial risk
analysis shall be conducted, although City Council may base its approval on
considerations other than financial. The City may perform any restoration or
rehabilitation work necessary on properties the City acquires, subject to availability of
funds therefor, and may then sell the properties unless retained for a municipal purpose. 
A conservation easement for historic preservation purposes may be placed on the
property pnor to or in connection with any sale. Any loss and any costs resulting from the
acquisition, rehabilitation and sale of the property shall be charged to the HPF, while any
profits shall be deposited to the HPF, and

b The purchase of conservation easements to protect the appearance of structures that
contribute to the character of historic Louisville. Easements funded by the City may be
held solely by the City or jointly with another govenunental entity or a third -party non- 
profit preservation organization. 

Section 6. Loan Program Funds

All loans shall be funded solely from those funds held within the HPF for such purposes, and all
loans shall be expressly contingent upon the availability of funds. 

Section 7 Grant program to conduct structural assessments of eligible structures. 

Prior to any structure being declared a landmark pursuant to Chapter 15. 36 of the Louisville
Municipal Code or the establishment of a conservation easement, the property will undergo a
building assessment to develop a preservation plan to establish priorities for the maintenance of
the property

a. At a regular meeting, the Commission shall review the building history, application, and
other relevant information to determine whether there is probable cause to believe the
building may be eligible for landmarking under the criteria in § 15. 36 050 of the

Louisville Municipal Code. If probable cause is not found by the Commission, a building

assessment grant will not be issued. If probable cause is found by the Commission, the
owner of the property shall be eligible for a building assessment grant in an amount up to

4, 000 for residential properties and $ 9, 000 for commercial properties. Such grants shall

be used solely to offset a portion or all of the cost of conducting the building assessment. 
A finding of probable cause is solely for purposes of action on the building assessment
grant request, and does not guarantee any outcome at subsequent hearings by the
Commission or City Council. 

b. The assessment shall be conducted by a qualified consultant under contract with the City, 
or by a qualified consultant of the owner' s choosing. A qualified consultant should have
significant experience in the field of histonc preservation and should be a practicing
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architect, engineer, planner, or similar profession. The City shall be provided a copy of
any assessment for which grant funds are awarded. 

c. An exception to the requirement for a building assessment pnor to landmarking or the
establishment of a conservation easement may be granted by the Commission for good
cause. 

d. Owners ofproperties landmarked prior to City Council Resolution 2 Series 2014 who
have not received grant funds for a structural assessment and are eligible to receive
preservation grant funds through the resolutions in effect at the time of their landmarking
approval may request building assessment grants in an amount up to $ 4,000 for
residential properties and $ 9,000 for comrnercial properties. Such grants shall be used
solely to offset a portion or all of the cost of conducting the building assessment. 

Section 8. Residential grants for preserving, restoring, rehabilitating, or protecting
landmarked property

For a period of 36 months from when a property is declared a landmark pursuant to Chapter
15. 36 of the Louisville Municipal Code the owner of the property shall be eligible for a grant
from the HPF in the amount of up to $ 45, 000 for residential structures. 

Grants may be approved under any of the following categories, however grant funds may not be
used for intenor improvements other than for protection, stabilization, or code -required work. 

a. Preservation is the act or process of applying measures necessary to sustain the existing
form, integrity, and materials of an historic property as they now exist. Approved work
focuses upon the repair of exterior historic materials and features rather than extensive

replacement and new construction. 

b Rehabilitation is the act or process ofmaking possible a compatible use for a property
through repair, alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or features
which convey its histoncal, cultural, or architectural values. Rehabilitation acknowledges
the need to alter or add to a historic property to meet continuing or changing uses while

retaining the property' s historic character The limited and sensitive upgradmg of
mechanical, electrical, and plumbing systems and other code -required work to make

properties functional is appropriate. 
c. Restoration is the act or process of accurately depicting the form, features, and character

of a property as it appeared at a particular period of time. Approved work focuses on
exterior work and includes the removal of features from other penods in its history and
reconstruction of missing features from the restoration period. 

The first $5, 000 of the grant will be an unmatched incentive grant as a landmark bonus. Owners
of a landmarked property will be eligible for this grant following the signing of the landmark and
grant agreements. The remaining $40,000 shall be conditioned based on the applicant matching
at least one hundred percent ( 100%) of the amount of the grant with expenditures or an
equivalent value of approved in -kind services for approved work based on the completed

structural assessment and deemed eligible for a grant from the HPF Eligible work will fall under
the preservation, rehabilitation, or restoration categories described above. 
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Applicants must complete the work covered by any grants and submit their reimbursement

requests within 60 months of the landmark declaration. Upon a showing of good cause, the
above timeline may be extended with approval of a subcommittee consisting of a designated staff
person and two randomly selected members of the commission. If the request for timeline
extension is not approved unanimously, the request forwarded to the full commission for
consideration at a public meeting. 

Section 9 Commercial grants for preserving, restoring, rehabilitating, or protecting
landmarked property

For a period of 36 months from when a property is declared a landmark pursuant to Chapter
15. 36 of the Louisville Municipal Code the owner of the property shall be eligible for a grant
from the HPF in the amount of up to $200, 000 for commercial structures. The grant timeframes
may be extended based on the procedures in Sec. 6 below

Grants may be approved under any of the following categories, however grant funds may not be
used for interior improvements other than for protection, stabilization, or code -required work. 

a. Preservation is the act or process of applying measures necessary to sustain the existing
form, integrity, and materials of an historic property as they now exist. Approved work
focuses upon the repair of exterior historic materials and features rather than extensive
replacement and new construction. 

b Rehabilitation is the act or process of making possible a compatible use for a property
through repair, alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or features
which convey its historical, cultural, or architectural values. Rehabilitation acknowledges

the need to alter or add to a historic property to meet continuing or changing uses while
retaining the property' s historic character The limited and sensitive upgrading of
mechanical, electrical, and plumbing systems and other code -required work to make
properties functional is appropriate. 

c. Restoration is the act or process of accurately depicting the form, features, and character
of a property as it appeared at a particular penod of time. Approved work focuses on
exterior work and includes the removal of features from other periods in its history and
reconstruction of missing features from the restoration period. 

The first $50, 000 of the grant will be an unmatched incentive grant as a landmark bonus. Owners
of a landmarked property will be eligible for this grant following the signing of the landmark and
grant agreements. The remaining $150,000 shall be conditioned based on the applicant matching
at least one hundred percent ( 100%) of the amount of the grant with expenditures or an
equivalent value of approved in -kind services for approved work based on the completed

structural assessment and deemed eligible for a grant from the HPF Eligible work will fall under
the preservation, rehabilitation, or restoration categories described above. 

Applicants must complete the work covered by any grants and submit their reimbursement
requests within 60 months of the landmark declaration. Upon a showing of good cause, the
above timeline may be extended with approval of a subcommittee consisting of a designated staff
person and two randomly selected members of the commission. If the request for timeline
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extension is not approved unanimously, the request will be forwarded to the full commission for
consideration at a public meeting. 

Section 10. Residential new construction grants. 

Owners of landmarked property on which additions to existing residential structures are
proposed are eligible for matching grants ofup to $ 15, 000 for new residential construction that, 

beyond mandatory requirements, substantially limits mass, scale, and number of stories, 
preserves setbacks, and protects the histonc integrity of the property and its environment by
differentiating new work from the old. Qualifying new construction must maintain the existing
height of the histonc structure over the first 1/ 3 of the overall structure and have a floor area ratio

FAR) 10% below what is allowed by zoning. 

Section 11 Commercial new construction grants. 

Owners of landmarked property on which new commercial structures or additions to existing
commercial structures are proposed are eligible for grants of up to $ 75, 000 for new commercial
construction that, beyond mandatory requirements, substantially limits mass, scale, and number
of stories, preserves setbacks, preserves pedestrian walkways between buildings, and protects the
historic integrity of the property and its environment by differentiating new work from the old. 
Qualifying new construction must limit building height to two stories or match the existing
height of the historic building if more than two stories, and have a floor area ratio ( FAR) 20% 
below what is allowed by zoning. 

Section 12. Maximum grant amounts, time limits, and procedures

The maximum combined amount of incentive and grant funding from the HPF that any property
may receive is limited to the following: 

a. $ 49,000 per property for a residential structure with landmark status
i. $ 4, 000 structural assessment

ii. $ 5, 000 landmark incentive grant
iu. $ 40, 000 matching grant

b $ 209, 000 per property for a commercial structure with landmark status
i. $ 9, 000 structural assessment

ii. $ 50,000 landmark incentive grant
iii. $150,000 matching grant

c. $ 15, 000 matching grant for eligible new residential construction that, beyond mandatory
requirements, substantially limits mass, scale, and number of stories, preserves setbacks, 
and protects the historic integnty of the property and its environment by differentiating
the new work from the old. Qualifying new construction must maintain the existing
height of the historic structure over the first 1/ 3 of the overall structure and have a floor

area ratio ( FAR) 10% below what is allowed by zoning. 
d. $ 75, 000 grant for eligible new commercial construction that, beyond mandatory

requirements, substantially limits mass, scale, and number of stories, preserves setbacks, 
preserves pedestrian walkways between buildings, and protects the historic integrity of
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the property and its environment by differentiating the new work from the old. Qualifying
new construction must limit building height to two stories or match the existing height of
the historic building ifmore than two stories, and have a floor area ratio (FAR) 20% 
below what is allowed by zoning. 

To be considered for incentives funding, the owner must complete an application and submit it to
the Commission, together with sufficient building plans, if appropnate. Applications may be
submitted at any time. Applications shall initially be reviewed by Commission staff, followed by
a recommendation to the Commission. The Commission shall make a recommendation to City

Council for final action. Any recommendation by the Commission may be to grant some, all or
none of the requested incentives. If the Commission recommendation is to grant the requested
incentives in whole or part, it shall also forward recommendations regarding the terms of an
agreement which must be met for receipt of the incentives. All recommendations are subject to

approval, rejection and/ or modification by City Council, and City Council may return
recommendations for further information or review All incentives are subject to budgetary
requirements and considerations, including review of amounts currently and foreseeably
available in the HPF and appropriation in the discretion of City Council. Additions to existing
structures may qualify for incentives if so recommended by the Commission and approved by
City Council. 

a. Applications for incentive and grant funds must be received by the Planning Department
within 36 months of the date a property is declared a landmark pursuant to Chapter 15. 36 of
the Louisville Municipal Code. 

b. Reimbursement requests for completed work approved for grant funding must be received
within 60 months of a property being declared a landmark pursuant to Chapter 15. 36 of the
Louisville Municipal Code. 

c. These grant limitations described above may be exceeded upon recommendation of the
Commission and approval by City Council upon a showing of extraordinary circumstances
relating to building size, condition, architectural details, or other unique condition compared
to similar Louisville properties. Any grant exceeding the above limitations shall be
conditioned on the applicant matching at least one hundred percent ( 100%) of the amount of

the grant with expenditures or an equivalent value of approved in -kind services that are
integral to the project that is deemed eligible for a grant from the HPF

d. Upon a showing of good cause, the above timeline may be extended with approval of a
subcommittee of the Historic Preservation Commission consisting of a designated staff
person and two randomly selected members of the Commission. If the request for timeline
extension is not approved unanimously, the request will be forwarded to the full Commission
for consideration at a public meeting. 

e. Any time extensions due to extraordinary circumstances that exceed the 36 month cap for
grant applications or the 60 month cap for reimbursement requests may require an update to
the existing Historic Structure Assessment described in Section 1 if the necessary work has
changed in that time period or if the applicants are proposing work not identified in the
Historic Structure Assessment. If deemed necessary, this update will be completed at the
expense of the applicant. 
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f. Owners of properties landmarked prior to enactment of this resolution shall have access to
the grant funds available through the resolutions in effect at the time of landmarking
approval. Such owners may also apply for additional grants through the extraordinary
circumstances process described above. 

g. The Commission will review all grant applications and make recommendations to the City
Council for approval or disapproval. The City Council may approve, deny, or return a
proposal to the Commission for further information. 

i. Grants may be given in installments upon the satisfactory completion of portions of the
project, or given in total upon the satisfactory completion of the project. Conditions for the
satisfactory completion of the project shall be given when the grant is awarded. Grants
maybe revoked if the conditions are not met. Grants given pnor to the beginning of a project
may be given only in suitable situations, as recommended by the Commission and approved
by City Council, including approval by not less than five members of City Council for grants
outside Old Town Louisville. 

h. An applicant may request that the value of stabilization, restoration or preservation work
completed on the structure pnor to landmarking be considered as a credit against the
matching requirement of this Section. Credit for such previously completed work is at the
discretion of the City Council. Credit may only be considered under the following
circumstances. 

i. Only work completed within five years prior to the effective date of landmarking may
be considered for potential credit against the matching requirement. 

ii. The work previously performed was for stabilization, restoration, or preservation of
the historic structure. No landscaping or site work may be considered for potential
credit against the matching requirement. No intenor work, except for structural work, 
sensitive upgrading of mechanical, electrical, and plumbing systems, and other code - 
required work to make the property functional, may be considered for potential credit
against the matching requirement. 

iii. Consideration for credit against the matching requirement may only be given to costs
of previously completed work which is documented by paid receipts or invoices. The
applicant shall provide the City with complete copies of all such receipts or invoices
together with proof of payment, and shall also provide any available supporting
documentation upon City request. The request for consideration of previously
completed work shall also be accompanied by applicant' s wntten certification that the
work for which credit is requested was completed and the costs thereof were incurred

and paid, and that the information in such request is true and accurate to the best of
applicant' s knowledge and belief. The value of in- kind services completed by the
applicant shall not be considered. 

iv The amount of credit given for any previously completed work shall be determined
by the City Council with input from the Commission, considering such factors as the
nature, extent and useful life of the work, the time it was completed, the appreciated

or depreciated value of the work, and such other factors as determined relevant. 
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Section 13. Incentive grants to encourage conservation easements on properties which
contribute to the character, historical or architectural merit in Downtown Louisville and

which are not eligible to be landmarked. 

a. For a period of 18 months from when a property is designated by the City Council as a
structure ofmerit, the owner of the property shall be eligible for a grant from the HPF m
the amount of up to $ 50, 000 These grants are available for

i. Preserving, rehabilitating, restoring or protecting the property
i. Preservation is the act or process of applying measures necessary to

sustain the existing form, integrity, and materials of an historic property as
they now exist. Approved work focuses upon the repair of exterior historic
materials and features rather than extensive replacement and new

construction. 

u. Rehabilitation is the act or process of making possible a compatible use
for a property through repair, alterations, and additions while preserving
those portions or features which convey its historical, cultural, or
architectural values. Rehabilitation acknowledges the need to alter or add

to a historic property to meet continuing or changing uses while retaining
the property' s historic character The limited and sensitive upgrading of
mechanical, electrical, and plumbing systems and other code -required
work to make properties functional is appropnate. 

ui. Restoration is the act or process of accurately depicting the form, 
features,, and character of a property as it appeared at a particular period of
time. Approved work focuses on exterior work and includes the removal

of features from other periods in its history and reconstruction of missing
features from the restoration period. 

ii. Offsetting costs of preserving the structural merit of a building that is being
expanded pursuant to Sections 17 16.280 and 17.28 050 of the Louisville
Municipal Code. 

b. Grant funding may only be expended for the activities listed in this section for those
portions of a property designated to be a structure of merit. 

Section 14. Creation of a Revolving Loan Program. 

a. There is hereby established within the HPF a revolving loan fund program, utilizing
funds from the HPF as supplemented by private and public donations and grants, 
interfund loans, and any other appropnate sources of funds, all as from year- to- year
appropnated for such purposes. 

b The historic preservation revolving loan program shall be used to provide low -interest
loans for the purposes of preservation, restoration, rehabilitation and protection of
properties which are landmarked pursuant to Chapter 15. 36 of the Louisville Municipal
Code or subject to a conservation easement to preserve the character of historic
Louisville. 
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c. The City Manager is authorized to issue requests for proposals and enter into contracts
for entities to administer the loans from this program. 

d. City staff and the Commission shall develop applications, informational brochures and
other materials necessary to develop and administer the revolving loan program. The
City Manager is authorized to adopt written rules for the administration of the loan
program, the provisions of which shall be consistent with Ballot Issues 2A, 2D and 2F
and City ordinances and resolutions. 

Section 15. Loans from the Revolving Loan Fund. 

Loan requests applications shall be submitted to City staff and shall be reviewed by the
Commission at a public meeting. The Commission shall provide its recommendation on the
application before final action is taken by City Council. Final action on loans awarded to
property outside historic Old Town Louisville shall be approved by not less than five Council
Members. 

Loan requests applications may be submitted and considered in conjunction with grants from the
Histonc Preservation Fund, respecting the grant limitations established herein. The Commission
may recommend a mixture of loans and grants from the HPF even if the applicant requested only
one type of assistance, and also may recommend one type of assistance where a mixture is
requested. City Council may also decide to approve any one or a mixture of loans and grants
regardless of the number or types of assistance requested in the request application. A mixture

of loans and grants awarded to property outside historic Old Town Louisville shall be approved
by not less than five Council Members. 

Loans shall be in an amount of at least $ 2, 500 There is no specific loan limit established in this

Resolution, but the Commission and City Council shall consider the following in setting an
amount: 

a. Current amount of funds in the HPF and the needs of other projects, 
b The necessity of the work to be performed for the preservation or rehabilitation of the

structure and how the proposed work fits into the overall preservation plan for the
structure; 

c. The availability of other funding sources. 

Interest rates shall be equal to 2% below the Wall Street Journal Prime Rate as reported on the

date of city acceptance of a complete application, not to go below 1 %. The interest rate may be
increased or decreased by City Council at the time of initial approval upon a showing of
extraordinary circumstances. Any fees for loan processing shall also be established at the time of
the award. The loan repayment schedule shall also be estabhshed at the time of the award, 

provided, however, that all loans shall include a due -on -sale clause providing that any
outstanding balance on the loan shall be paid in full upon sale or transfer of the property

In connection with the processing of loan requests, the City may require such information as is
reasonably necessary to determine the state of title to and encumbrances upon the subject
property, the creditworthiness of the proposed borrower(s), and other matters relevant to loan
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award and repayment criteria. The City or loan program administrator may require applicants
provide written consents to obtain such information. 

Receipt of any loans, grants or other incentives shall require that the structure be landmarked
pursuant to Chapter 15. 36 of the Louisville Municipal Code, or if not eligible for landrnarking, 
that the owner grant the City a conservation easement to preserve the outside appearance of the
structure or other historic attributes of the structure or site. 

Loan funds may not be used for intenor improvements other than for protection, stabilization, or
code -required work. 

Loans may be approved under any of the following categories. 

a. Preservation. the act or process of applying measures necessary to sustain the existing
form, integrity, and materials of an historic property as they now exist. Approved work
focuses upon the repair of exterior histonc materials and features rather than extensive

replacement and new construction. 

b Rehabilitation. the act or process of making possible a compatible use for a property
through repair, alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or features
which convey its historical, cultural, or architectural values. Rehabilitation acknowledges
the need to alter or add to a historic property to meet continuing or changing uses while
retaining the property's histonc character The limited and sensitive upgrading of
mechanical, electrical, and plumbing systems and other code -required work to make
properties functional is appropriate. 

c. Restoration. the act or process of accurately depicting the form, features, and character
of a property as it appeared at a particular period of time. Approved work focuses on
extenor work and includes the removal of features from other periods in its history and
reconstruction ofmissing features from the restoration period. 

Section 16. Repeal and Reenactment; Effective Date. 

As of May 21, 2019, Resolutions No 20, Series 2009, No. 20, Series 2010, No 2, 2012, No 2, 
2014, No. 4, 2014, and No. 21, 2016 are hereby repealed and reenacted by this Resolution No

11, Senes 2019 Resolutions No. 20, Series 2009, No. 20, Series 2010, No 2, 2012, No 2, 
2014, No 4, 2014, and No 21, 2016 are still in effect for any incentives approved or any final
actions taken prior to May 21, 2019

4. 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 21 day of / 2019

Al JEST

Meredyth Muth, City Clerk

Robert P Muckle, Mayor
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1016 Main St. History 

 

Legal Description: LOT 10 BLK 17 CALEDONIA PLACE  

Year of Construction: c. 1895-1910 

Summary: The history of 1016 Main exemplifies the modest lives of Louisville residents in the late 19th 
and 20th centuries. The property was used by several generations of the Ashe and Petrelli families as a 
source of rental income and as a home. It provides a distinctive example of mail-order house 
construction and of the building industry. 

Development of the Caledonia Place Subdivision  

The subdivision in which this property is located was originally part of Caledonia Place which was platted 
and recorded with Boulder County in 1890 by James Cannon, Howard Morris, and Henry Brooks. It was 
the fourth addition to original Louisville, which had been platted in 1878.  

 

Early Property Ownership 

The earliest transaction for this property occurred in 1892 when J.C. Williams purchased Lot 10 Block 17 
from Howard Morris, James Cannon Jr., and Henry Brooks- the original developers of Caledonia Place. 
J.C. Williams was an early developer in Louisville who owned many properties throughout downtown. He 
was a Superintendent for Northern Colorado and Coke and the Rocky Mountain Fuel Company.  

Williams promptly resold the property to George B. Cannon, a Lafayette florist and brother of James 
Cannon, Jr. Within a year, in 1894, Cannon sold the property to the McAllister Lumber & Supply 
Company. At that time Frank L Boyd was the manager of the Louisville office of McAllister Lumber. 
McAllister Lumber provided building supplies to the mines and cities and had begun dabbling in the real 
estate market, purchasing and selling lots in Louisville and Lafayette. Nine years later, in 1904, through a 
quit claim deed, Frank Boyd acquired the property for $40.  

 



Joseph H. and Elizabeth Fearn Ownership, 1905-1910 

Joseph and Elizbeth Fearn purchased the property from Frank Boyd in 1905 for $1200. The Fearns came 
to Louisville from Illinois and had been living in Louisville since 1895. They had two children – Ernest 
(b.1896) and Lela (b.1900). Joseph Fearn is listed as a coal miner in the 1900 and 1910 census and ran for 
Trustee of Louisville on the socialist ticket in 1910. The photo below is dated c. early 1900s and is most 
likely of the Fearn family outside 1016 Main.  

 

 

 

Dates of Construction 

It is possible a house was constructed on the lot while the property was owned by McAllister Lumber or 
Frank Boyd, however the year of construction cannot be accurately determined. Boulder County’s online 
records give 1910 as the house’s date of construction. However, the County has sometimes been found 
to be in error with respect to the date of construction of houses in the area, so other evidence is looked 
to. In this case, the date offered by the County contradicts the information, including information on the 
County Assessor card itself, which notes the house was 55 years old in 1950. This would place the 
earliest date of construction at 1895, around the time that McAllister Lumber acquired the property.  

Later reports and newspaper articles related to the listing of 1016 Main on the National Register of 
Historic Places, notes the date of construction as 1892 (Louisville Times, October 1, 1986) and as built by 
John L. Ashe in 1910 (Louisville Times, November 9, 1986). Numerous resources, including the Louisville 
Times, the National Register application, a 2005 Louisville Historian article on Sears Homes, and 

chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https:/www.louisvilleco.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/17106/637122811462870000


anecdotal evidence all indicate that 1016 Main was constructed from a Sears and Roebuck kit. The Sears 
Catalog of Modern Homes, selling do-it-yourself kits for building a house, was available from 1908-1948, 
which would bring the earliest date of construction to 1908.    

The 1909 Drumm’s Map of Louisville shows a house located on Lot 10 Block 17 which also indicates that 
the house was constructed prior to 1909.  

 

 

 

Ashe Family Ownership, 1910-1938 

In 1910, the Fearn family moved to Nebraska and sold 1016 Main to their next-door neighbor, Mary 
Quillian Ashe (1882-1934). Mary Quillian was born in Colorado in 1882. Her parents came to Colorado in 
1869 and her father, Asbury H. Quillian was a Protestant minister who travelled throughout Colorado. In 
1906, Mary married Thomas Gregory Ashe (1875-1969). Thomas Ashe was of Irish descent and was a 
farmer in Iowa before coming to Colorado. By 1910, Mary and Thomas were renting a house on Main 
Street and Thomas was working as the superintendent of the Lucas mine near Broomfield. Two of their 
six sons were born in Louisville before the family moved to Texas in 1911. However, the Ashe family 



retained ownership of the house for the next 27 years. It appears the Ashes rented the property from 
the 1910s-1930s until Mary’s death in 1934, leaving the house to her sons. In 1936, her children 
transferred ownership to their father, Thomas Ashe until he sold the property to Victor and Mary Petrelli 
in 1938. Obituary notices note that Mary Ashe was active in the Methodist Church, Eastern Star, and 
Women’s Christian Temperence Union, but it does not appear that she ever lived in Louisville again after 
1911.  

Petrelli Family Ownership, 1938-1982 

Victor Petrelli and Mary Fallone Petrelli purchased 1016 Main in 1938. Victor Petrelli (1881-978) was 
born in Italy and came to the US in 1910. Mary Fallone (1898-1948), also of Italian descent, was born in 
New Jersey. She married Victor in 1915 when she was 17 years old. It appears that Victor and Mary 
either met in Italy or returned to Italy for their wedding and lived there for the first few years of their 
marriage. Their eldest two sons, Eugene (1915-1995) and Emelio (1919-1965) were born in Italy. By 
1920, the Petrellis had returned to the US and were living in Wyoming where Victor worked at a garage 
and their third son, Alfred (1922-1993) was born. They moved to Louisville in 1929 where Victor and his 
oldest son, Eugene, found work at the Louisville Lafayette Coal Company. Mary and Victor’s two younger 
sons, Alfred and Joseph (1932-2002) would have grown up at 1016 Main and attended Louisville schools. 

 

 

1947 Louisville Boys Baseball team at Miners Field.  
Joe Petrelli is the first boy from the left in the back row.  

 

During World War II, Victor worked as a loader at the Centennial Mine and their son Emelio joined the 
Army. In 1943, Emelio Petrelli was awarded the Soldier’s Medal for clearing mine fields in Guadalcanal. 
Mary Petrelli died in 1948. Victor continued to live at 1016 Main and advertisements in the Louisville 
Times over the next decade show that he engaged in numerous enterprises including selling fryer rabbits 



and taking in boarders at 1016 Main. He was also renting out additional properties at 1021 Main and 
1314 Main. 

 

 

1950 Boulder County Assessor card photo of 1016 Main and floorplan. 

 

 



 

In 1961, Victor remarried to Josephine Distolla. Josephine had six daughters from a previous marriage. 
Victor passed away in March of 1978 and Josephine died later the same year in December.  

In 1982, three Petrelli sons- Eugene, Alredo, and Joseph sold 1016 Main to Barbara Bobinski and Randall 
Urnovitz. In 1986, during Bobinski and Urnovitz ownership, Louisville’s Historic Preservation Commission 
identified 1016 Main as one of twelve Louisville properties that were added to the National Register of 
Historic Places. 1016 Main was recognized as an example of a Sears Roebuck house in the Queen Anne 
style.  

Recent Ownership 

1989-2005 – Jay A. Berger and Maureen Ivy 

2005-2022 – Emily O’Brien Jasiak and Michael Jasiak 

2022- present – Keith Wegen and TWSS Main LLC 

 

 

Current photo of 1016 Main from Boulder County Assessor records. 

 

 

 

The preceding research is based on a review of relevant and available online County property records, census 
records, oral history interviews, Louisville directories, and Louisville Historical Museum maps, files, and obituary 
records. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 RESEARCH BACKGROUND / PROJECT PARTICIPANTS 
 
DAJ Design conducted an Historic Structural Assessment for the structure located at 1016 Main Avenue, 
Louisville, Colorado to determine its feasibility as a candidate for historic landmark designation as defined under 
the Historic Preservation program of the City of Louisville. The structure is a residential property. The City of 
Louisville Historic Preservation Commission found probable cause that the building may be eligible for 
landmarking under criteria in section 15.36.050 of the Louisville Municipal Code. Therefore, the Commission 
approved the Historic Structural Assessment to be paid for by the Louisville Preservation Fund grant.  
 
The primary purpose of this HSA is to evaluate the property’s current condition and to identify preservation 
priorities for the best use of rehabilitation funds. DAJ Design inspected 1016 Main visually to identify areas of 
necessary maintenance and repair. It is possible that complications exist that were not visible and therefore it is 
recommended that the property owner includes contingency funding in any repair budget. 
 
DAJ Design inspected 1016 Main Avenue on October 8th, 2024, with GFE Structural. The weather for the site 
visit was warm with clear skies and no recent rain or snow. Adequate access to the basement was available, 
though not all areas were entirely visible. The attic is a finished second floor space and therefore assessment of 
the roof structure was limited. 
 
   

LIST OF CONSULTANTS AND SOURCES: 
 
STRUCTURAL ENGINEER 
Vignan Beesam, M.S. 
Reviewed By: Billy Schoelman, P.E. 
GFE STRUCTURAL 
PO BOX 20708 
BOULDER, CO 80308 
303.554.9591 
 
SOURCES 
“Louisville Historic Preservation Commission Staff Report,” November 18, 2024.  
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1.2 BUILDING LOCATION 
 
VICINITY MAP 
 

 
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

  
Lot 10, Block 17, Caledonia Place 
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2.0 HISTORY AND USE 

 
The following report was written by Gigi Yang of the Louisville Historical Museum. 
 
1016 Main St. History 

 

Legal Description: LOT 10 BLK 17 CALEDONIA PLACE 

 

Year of Construction: c. 1895-1910 

 

Summary: The history of 1016 Main exemplifies the modest lives of Louisville residents in the late 19th and 20th 

centuries. The property was used by several generations of the Ashe and Petrelli families as a source of rental 

income and as a home. It provides a distinctive example of mail-order house construction and of the building 

industry. 

 

Development of the Caldonia Place Subdivision 

 

The subdivision in which this property is located was originally part of Caledonia Place which was platted and 

recorded with Boulder County in 1890 by James Cannon, Howard Morris, and Henry Brooks. It was the fourth 

addition to original Louisville, which had been platted in 1878. 

 

Early Property Ownership 

 

The earliest transaction for this property occurred in 1892 when J.C. Williams purchased Lot 10 Block 17 from 

Howard Morris, James Cannon Jr., and Henry Brooks- the original developers of Caledonia Place. J.C. Williams 

was an early developer in Louisville who owned many properties throughout downtown. He was a 

Superintendent for Northern Colorado and Coke and the Rocky Mountain Fuel Company. 

 

Williams promptly resold the property to George B. Cannon, a Lafayette florist and brother of James Cannon, 

Jr. Within a year, in 1894, Cannon sold the property to the McAllister Lumber & Supply Company. At that time 

Frank L Boyd was the manager of the Louisville office of McAllister Lumber. McAllister Lumber provided 

building supplies to the mines and cities and had begun dabbling in the real estate market, purchasing and 

selling lots in Louisville and Lafayette. Nine years later, in 1904, through a quit claim deed, Frank Boyd acquired 

the property for $40. 

 

Joseph H. and Elizabeth Fearn Ownership, 1905-1910 

 

Joseph and Elizabeth Fearn purchased the property from Frank Boyd in 1905 for $1200. The Fearns came to 

Louisville from Illinois and had been living in Louisville since 1895. They had two children – Ernest (b.1896) and 

Lela (b.1900). Joseph Fearn is listed as a coal miner in the 1900 and 1910 census and ran for Trustee of 

Louisville on the socialist ticket in 1910. The photo below is dated c. early 1900s and is most likely the Fearn 

family outside 1016 Main. 
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Dates of Construction 

 

It is possible a house was constructed on the lot while the property was owned by McAllister Lumber or Frank 

Boyd, however the year of construction cannot be accurately determined. Boulder County’s online records give 

1910 as the house’s date of construction. However, the County has sometimes been found to be in error with 

respect to the date of construction of houses in the area, so other evidence is looked to. In this case, the date 

offered by the County contradicts the information, including information on the County Assessor card itself, 

which notes the house was 55 years old in 1950. This would place the earliest date of construction at 1895, 

around the time that McAllister Lumber acquired the property. 

 

Later reports and newspaper articles related to the listing of 1016 Main on the National Register of Historic 

Places, notes the date of construction as 1892 (Louisville Times, October 1, 1986) and as built by John L. Ashe 

in 1910 (Louisville Times, November 9, 1986). Numerous resources, including the Louisville Times, the National 

Register application, a 2005 Louisville Historian article on Sears Homes, and anecdotal evidence all indicate 

that 1016 Main was constructed from a Sears and Roebuck kit. The Sears Catalog of Modern Homes, selling 

do-it-yourself kits for building a house, was available from 1908-1948, which would bring the earliest date of 

construction to 1908. 

 

The 1909 Drumm’s Map of Louisville shows a house located on Lot 10 Block 17 which also indicates that the 

house was constructed prior to 1909.  
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Ashe Family Ownership, 1910-1938 

 

In 1910, the Fearn family moved to Nebraska and sold 1016 Main to their next-door neighbor, Mary Quillian 

Ashe (1882-1934). Mary Quillian was born in Colorado in 1882. Her parents came to Colorado in 1869 and her 

father, Asbury H. Quillian was a Protestant minister who travelled throughout Colorado. In 1906, Mary married 

Thomas Gregory Ashe (1875-1969). Thomas Ashe was of Irish descent and was a farmer in Iowa before 

coming to Colorado. By 1910, Mary and Thomas were renting a house on Main Street and Thomas was 

working as the superintendent of the Lucas mine near Broomfield. Two of their six sons were born in Louisville 

before the family moved to Texas in 1911. However, the Ashe family retained ownership of the house for the 

next 27 years. It appears the Ashes rented the property from the 1910s-1930s until Mary’s death in 1934, 

leaving the house to her sons. In 1936, her children transferred ownership to their father, Thomas Ashe until he 

sold the property to Victor and Mary Petrelli in 1938. Obituary notices note that Mary Ashe was active in the 

Methodist Church, Eastern Star, and Women’s Christian Temperence Union, but it does not appear that she 

ever lived in Louisville again after 1911. 

 

Petrelli Family Ownership, 1938-1982 

 

Victor Petrelli and Mary Fallone Petrelli purchased 1016 Main in 1938. Victor Petrelli (1881-1978) was born in 

Italy and came to the US in 1910. Mary Fallone (1898-1948), also of Italian descent, was born in New Jersey. 

She married Victor in 1915 when she was 17 years old. It appears that Victor and Mary either met in Italy or 

returned to Italy for their wedding and lived there for the first few years of their marriage. Their eldest two sons, 

Eugene (1915-1995) and Emilio (1919-1965) were born in Italy. By 1920, the Petrellis had returned to the US 

and were living in Wyoming where Victor worked at a garage and their third son, Alfred (1922-1993) was born. 

They moved to Louisville in 1929 where Victor and his oldest son, Eugene, found work at the Louisville 

Lafayette Coal Company. Mary and Victor’s two younger sons, Alfred and Joseph (1932-2002) would have 

grown up at 1016 Main and attended Louisville schools. 
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1947 Louisville Boys Baseball team at Miner’s Field. 

Joe Petrelli is the first boy from the left in the back row. 

 

During World War II, Victor worked as a loader at the Centennial Mine and their son Emilio joined the Army. In 

1943, Emelio Petrelli was awarded the Soldier’s Medal for clearing mine fields in Guadalcanal. Mary Petrelli 

died in 1948. Victor continued to live at 1016 Main and advertisements in the Louisville Times over the next 

decade show that he engaged in numerous enterprises including selling fryer rabbits and taking in boarders at 

1016 Main. He was also renting out additional properties at 1021 Main and 1314 Main. 

 

 
1950 Boulder County Assessor card photo of 1016 Main and floorplan. 
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In 1961, Victor remarried to Josephine Distolla. Josephine had six daughters from a previous marriage. Victor 

passed away in March of 1978 and Josephine died later the same year in December. 

 

In 1982, three Petrelli sons- Eugene, Alredo, and Joseph sold 1016 Main to Barbara Bobinski and Randall 

Urnovitz. In 1986, during Bobinski and Urnovitz ownership, Louisville’s Historic Preservation Commission 

identified 1016 Main as one of twelve Louisville properties that were added to the National Register of Historic 

Places. 1016 Main was recognized as an example of a Sears Roebuck house in the Queen Anne style. 

 

Recent Ownership 

 

1989-2005 – Jay A. Berger and Maureen Ivy 

 

2005-2022 – Emily O’Brien Jasiak and Michael Jasiak 

 

2022-present – Keith Wegen and TWSS Main LLC 
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Current photo of 1016 Main from Boulder County Assessor records. 

 
The preceding research is based on a review of relevant and available online County property records, census 

records, oral history interviews, Louisville directories, and Louisville Historical Museum maps, files, and obituary 

records. 
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2.1 ARCHITECTURAL SIGNIFICANCE & CONSTRUCTION HISTORY 
 
The residential property at 1016 Main was built sometime around between 1895 and 1910 with very few 
modifications made to the structure since then. A single addition to the east was added as a deck prior to 1948 
and enclosed sometime after. The east addition is minimally visible from Main Street with a form and materials 
that are different than the original house. Later additions include a bay window and greenhouse on the south 
side, both added in 1989. The upper floor was remodeled in 1992, but it is unclear if the attic area was usable 
space prior to then.  
 
An early 1900’s photograph shows that the house as it exists in 2024 has many original aspects. Other than the 
structural elements of the house, other original items include the siding, windows, trim, ornamentation, and 
possibly the windows and front door. The original form of the house is still intact and is apparent when viewed 
from any direction. The primary façade faces west to Main Street with the north and south elevations partially 
visible from the street as well.  
 
The building is a typical wood frame vernacular structure of the Louisville area. The structure was originally built 
as a house and has been used as such ever since. The earliest available photograph of the house is from the 
early 1900’s with another photograph from 1948. The combination of historic photographs, available building 
records, and observations made during the site visit present clear evidence of the construction history and 
modifications made to the structure over the years. 
 
Other smaller changes over time include a new roof with skylights, gutters, and downspouts. The grading 
around the house sits higher than the original grade, likely due to Main Street being raised in elevation when it 
was paved. A garage is located at the back of the property, facing the alley, that likely meets the age minimum 
for historic consideration. There is also a studio that was built in 1995 and various other low-impact elements 
such as patios, decks, and trellis structures. 
 
1016 Main has the potential to be restored to a high degree of architectural integrity when compared to historic 
photos. Overall, the building is well maintained, with items that require prioritization, as outlined in the analysis 
of this report. The original structure is essentially intact with very few modifications since the early construction 
phases in the first half of the1900’s. 1016 Main is listed on the National Register. 
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Primary Changes Occurring Over Time: 
● Original house (RED):  ca. 1895 - 1910 
● Original front porch (RED):  ca. 1895 - 1910 
● East addition (BLUE):  Unknown, prior to 1948, enclosed after 1948 
● Bay window (GREEN):  1989 
● Greenhouse (GREEN):  1989 
● Upper floor remodel (ORANGE): 1992, may have been habitable space prior 
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2.2 FLOOR PLANS 
 

Main Level Floor Plan 

 

 
Upper Level Floor Plan 

 

2.3 PROPOSED USE 
 
There is no proposed change of use at this time.   
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3.0 STRUCTURE CONDITION ASSESSMENT 
 

3.1 SITE 
 
ASSOCIATED LANDSCAPE FEATURES 
 
Description: 
 
1016 Main is set on a typical lot in downtown 
Louisville that is approximately 50 feet wide by 
150 feet deep, running lengthwise in the east-west 
direction and totaling approximately 7,500 sf. The 
property is bordered on the west by Main Street, 
on the north and south by residential properties, 
and on the east by an alley. The house sits on the 
western half of the property with a garage in the 
southeast property corner and a studio in the 
northeast corner. 
 
The studio in the northeast corner of the property 
appears to have been built in 1995. There was a 
shed in this location prior, and plans indicate that 
the shed was expanded and remodeled as a 
studio, although it may have been altogether 
rebuilt. As this structure was built in 1995, it does 
not meet the minimum requirements for historic 
designation, nor is it listed on any register. 
Therefore, the structure was minimally assessed.  
 
At the front of the house the property opens up to 
Main Street with a small yard and two mature 
trees. A six-foot painted wood fence is set back 
from the front façade that obscures much of the 
view of the sides of the house. Various wood and 
metal fences enclose the north, east, and south 
sides of the property as well as provide for a small 
private yard space on the south side of the studio. 
It appears that some of the fencing was replaced 
in 1996, though the various materials indicate that 
the fences are all from different periods. 
 
Approximately one quarter of the lot is covered by the footprints of the main house, garage, and studio. On the 
south side of the house there is a wood deck and a concrete patio in the southeast corner. There is also a 
flagstone patio on the east side of the house with a flagstone path to the garage and studio. The remainder of 
the property is primarily sod, with areas of mulch. There are several mature trees along the north property line, 
several smaller plants throughout, and vines growing on trellis structures around the house. Additionally, there 
is a groundcover vine at the west side of the house, a concrete planter on the west side of the front porch, and 
a concrete driveway in the southwest corner of the property. 
 
  

Site plan indicating a shed in the northwest property 

corner that was rebuilt and expanded. 
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Condition Evaluation: 
 
Overall, the landscape features are in fair condition. 
The trees and large plants appear to be healthy 
and well maintained. The vines appear to have 
been trimmed away from the house roof but there 
are some around the northwest part of the house 
that are grown around the foundation and partially 
up the face of the house. There are some larger 
shrubs throughout the property that are overgrown 
but do not pose a risk to any of the structures. 
Furthermore, some of the hardscape walking 
surfaces throughout the site may pose tripping 
hazards as they are not level throughout but again, 
they do not pose any danger to the buildings. 
 
Recommendations: 
 

1. Work with a licensed arborist to maintain 
the mature trees and shrubs. Ensure that 
growth does not interfere with the house 
roof, siding, or foundation. 

2. Keep overgrowth trimmed away from the 
house and overhead electrical lines and 
remove any overhead branches. The 
ground covers should be trimmed away 
from the house foundation and should not 
be allowed to grow up the house walls. 

3. Consider replacing the hardscape 
walking surfaces throughout the rear and 
side yards with new surfaces that are 
level. 

 

 
  

Ground covers growing on the house and the foundation. 

Rear yard looking towards the garage & studio. 

Vines growing on trellis structure. 6-foot painted wood fence & gate. 
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GRADING 
 
Description: 
 
Overall, the site is relatively flat with a slight downward slope to the east. Grading around the house appears to 
drain away from the foundation, though minimally in most areas. No areas of negative drainage towards the 
house foundation were observed. Finished grade sits below the finish materials of the house in all areas, 
though minimally along the west side of the house. The original grading would have sat lower than current 
grade as can be seen in the early 1900’s photograph. The grade was likely raised when the streets of Louisville 
were also raised to be paved. 
 
Condition Evaluation: 
 
The overall site grading is in poor condition. It is important that the grading around the house should be a 
minimum of 6 inches below the top of the foundation and slope away from the foundation for at least the first 5 
feet. Due to the nature of the lot, it is difficult to meet these requirements without a large amount of regrading, 
especially on the west side of the property. Regrading would also be difficult along the north and south sides of 
the house as there is little room to direct water away from the house and not onto the neighboring property. 
Bringing the top of the foundation up to allow for regrading is an option that would also be consistent with the 
historic aspect of the house relative to finished grade. 
 
The effects of poor grading are difficult to determine in one site visit. However, no areas of water infiltration into 
the basement were observed or noted by the homeowner. 
 

  

There is a slight downward grade slope to the east. The top of the foundation is minimally above grade at most 

locations. Also seen is the concrete foundation of an exterior chimney that was removed. 
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Recommendations: 
 

1. Continue to monitor the drainage around 
the perimeter of the house. The perimeter 
should be observed after snow and 
significant rain events to assess for all 
areas of pooling water.  

2. The top of the foundation relative to the top 
of grade should be determined around the 
entire perimeter of the house, especially at 
the west side of the house. If the top of the 
foundation is determined to be at or below 
the existing grade, new grading should 
occur to bring the grade down below the 
top of the foundation, as prescribed by a 
licensed structural engineer. 

3. Finished grade around the house perimeter 
should be re-graded to create positive 
drainage away from the house. The top of 
finished grade should be a minimum of 6 
inches below the top of the foundation and 
slope away from the foundation for at least 
the first 5 feet. Coordinate the slope with a 
licensed geotechnical engineer. This option 
may be difficult at the north, west, and 
south sides of the house as significant 
grading is necessary and there is little room 
to create new grading due to the proximity 
of the property lines.  

4. The house foundation could be replaced to bring the top of the foundation at least six inches above 
finished grade. This option would allow for the best outcome of finished grade away from the house 
foundation and would ensure that the wood structure and wood siding are not susceptible to rot. 
Coordinate with a licensed structural engineer and a licensed geotechnical engineer. Construct a new 
foundation at either a basement or crawlspace depth below frost, or a combination of basement and 
crawlspace depths. New foundation walls should be designed by a licensed structural engineer and 
supported with proper footings.  

a. A new foundation should be set high enough to allow for proper drainage away from the 
foundation as prescribed by a geotechnical engineer. To pour a new concrete foundation, 
the house will need to be temporarily lifted or moved to a temporary location by a licensed 
house mover. The location of the house on the site should not vary from the current, historic 
location. The top of the foundation will need to be increased to create proper drainage. This 
will minimally increase the height of the house but will reflect the original grade.  

5. The wood floor framing members including the sill plate, rim board, floor joists, and floor sheathing 
should be inspected for rot caused by poor drainage. If rot is found in any of these members, the 
affected flooring should be replaced as prescribed by a licensed structural engineer. Rot was not 
observed during the site visit. However, many of the susceptible areas, primarily at the house 
perimeter, were not visible for analysis due to insulation in the basement. 

The top of grade sits at or near the top of the 

foundation on the west side of the house. 
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PARKING 
 
Description: 
 
In the southeast corner of the property there is a 21 ½’ x 19 ½’ garage facing east towards the alley that 
appears to encroach on the south property line. This garage appears to be listed on the 1948 Boulder County 
Assessor’s card and the construction techniques are of that time, but the exact construction date is unknown. 
 
The garage has a concrete foundation of unknown depth and a concrete slab floor. The garage walls are 
framed with 2x4 studs with a single top plate and a single bottom plate that is embedded in the concrete 
foundation. The garage roof is constructed of 2x6 rafters at 20-inches on-center spacing, forming a gable roof 
running east-west. There are newer 2x collar ties and newer sheathing at the ridge, indicating that the roof may 
have been failing and new members were added as support. There are also a few 2x4 ceiling joists that appear 
to have been added only to create storage space. The gable end walls are extended up with 2x4 studs above 
the top plate. Additionally, there is painted wood shiplap siding attached directly to the wall studs and the siding 
matches that found on the east addition with a Dutch cove profile. The garage roof is composite asphalt 
shingles and there are k-style gutters and 2x3 downspouts. 
 
The garage faces the alley with a small, deteriorating concrete slab between the alley and the garage. There is 
a single overhead garage door and two swing doors, all facing the ally. There is a person door and a window on 
the west elevation and a single window on the north elevation. The garage allows for two parking spaces, 
though access through the swing door would be difficult. 
 
In the southwest corner of the property there is a concrete parking area off of Main Street. The parking appears 
to be made up of two sets of concrete wheel tracks and gravel. This parking provides access to the front porch 
and part of the parking area appears to be on top of a coal room below grade. The uncovered parking area 
provides one parking space. 
 

  

Parking area in the southwest corner of the property. 
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Condition Evaluation: 
 
The entire garage is in poor condition. The framing does not meet the current code by today’s standards. The 
roof appears to be sagging and unsupported and the walls are set into the concrete foundation with 
unsupported gable end walls above the top plate. The concrete foundation and concrete slab are in poor 
condition with numerous cracks, and it is unclear how deep the foundation is or how it is supported. 
Additionally, the person door and overhead door appear to work but the two swing doors facing the alley do not 
appear to be operable or create proper seals.  
 
The uncovered concrete parking space in the southwest corner of the property is in poor condition. The 
concrete is well beyond the expected lifespan with numerous cracks. Additionally, it appears that some of the 
parking area may be on top of the coal room below and therefore not properly supported. 
 
Recommendations: 
 
The garage likely meets the age to qualify as a historic element of the site. However, the garage was not 
originally constructed in a manner to have a long-life expectancy and has subsequently been minimally 
maintained. The size and location of the overhead garage door only provides one on-site parking space, and 
the condition of the roof poses a safety concern. For these reasons, we recommend removing the garage or 
extensive structural repair to the existing framing should occur to meet current code standards. 
 
Similarly, the parking area on the west side of the house should be removed. On-site parking could be 
accommodated in this location with a new concrete slab or wheel tracks. However, no parking should occur 
above the coal room and the coal room should be further assessed prior to any above grade work. 

Garage and studio viewed from the alley. 
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3.2 STRUCTURAL SYSTEM 

 
FOUNDATION SYSTEMS 
  
Description: 
 
The foundation walls are visible above grade 
at the outside perimeter of the building as well 
as visible from within a dug-out basement 
space. However, there are some areas of the 
foundation that are not entirely visible for 
analysis as the basement transitions to 
crawlspace to the east with limited visibility 
and there are parts of the foundation that sit 
below grade. Additionally, there are layers of 
insulation throughout the basement that limit 
visibility of the foundation walls. This analysis 
is only for the visible portions of the 
foundation, however some assumptions can 
be made for the non-visible portions of the 
foundation and they are likely constructed in a 
similar manner to those that are visible. 
Access to the basement is through an interior 
stair towards the east end of the original 
house and the basement sits below the central 
part of the original construction. There is a 
crawlspace beneath the east addition, the 
wast bay area, and along the house perimeter 
on the south, west, and north sides. 
 
When viewed from the exterior, the foundation 
walls appear to be concrete. However,  
for the original construction the concrete is 
only an inch or two thick and applied on top of 
an original stone foundation. The original 
stone foundation is visible from the interior and 
the concrete is flush with the siding, indicating 
that it was added later than the original 
construction and was likely added to help with 
waterproofing the stone foundation. The 
original stone foundation is at a crawlspace 
depth but the depth below grade or the 
presence of a footing could not be determined. 
The original house was probably built entirely 
over a shallow crawlspace with the basement 
area being dug out at a later date. The digging 
out of a central basement area was common 
throughout Louisville, oftentimes as a means 
of accommodating a coal furnace. 
 
  

The original stone foundation is only exposed in some areas 

inside the basement but is mostly covered with insulation. 

A jog in the foundation shows the concrete face over the 

original stone foundation (right) relative the concrete 

foundation of the east addition (left). 
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The 1948 Boulder County Assessor’s card indicates that at that time there was a basement that was 80% 
excavated (likely referring to the amount of area beneath the house footprint) and that the basement was not 
finished but had dirt walls and a dirt floor. In 2024 the basement floor is a concrete slab of unknown depth and it 
could not be determined when the slab was poured. The retaining walls at the perimeter of the basement are 8-
inch thick concrete walls that retain the soil at the crawlspace areas. The presence of a footing beneath the 
retaining walls could not be determined due to the concrete slab floor. The height of the retaining walls stops 
roughly at the height of the crawlspace grade  and there are various wood posts bearing on the retaining walls 
that help to support the main level floor. 
 
There is an area off of the southwest corner of the basement that extends beyond the west exterior wall below 
grade. This area is open to the basement but with a slightly raised concrete floor and a concrete ceiling. It 
appears that this would have originally been a coal storage room, which are commonly found throughout old 
town Louisville, but the coal storage room was later opened up to the basement.  
 
The east addition foundation walls are concrete of unknown thickness and depth. There is a crawlspace 
beneath the east addition that is difficult to access from the basement but where visible concrete walls can be 
seen from the interior. Furthermore, there is a jog in the exterior face of foundation at the east addition 
indicating that the concrete foundation is original to this addition, and that this area was added after the original 
construction of the house. 
 
Condition Evaluation: 
 
Overall, the various foundation elements appear to be in fair to poor condition, but our assessment is limited. 
The foundation walls extend below grade and the presence of any footings cannot be determined without 
destructive investigation; it is likely that a footing does not exist. It is also likely that the original foundation does 
not extend to a minimum frost depth of three feet below grade. There is a layer of concrete on the exterior face 
of the original stone foundation that is in fair condition, but this obscures visibility of the stone foundation to 
determine its condition. The concrete layer on top of the stone foundation does not provide adequate 
waterproofing of the foundation and appears to run minimally below grade. Some of the crawlspace areas at the 
east and west ends of the house have limited access and limited visibility to be able to determine the condition 
at all locations. Finally, there is a layer of vinyl drape insulation that obscures most of the foundation walls on 
the interior face. Where observed, the stone foundation requires tuck-pointing and it is presumed that this is 
true of the entire stone foundation.  

The foundation is minimally exposed as it is covered by insulation. The original foundation appears to be stone. 
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The basement wall insulation is in good condition and appears to have been added within the last 20 years. 
There are no visible areas of the foundation that appear to be in poor condition, and, without further 
deconstructive investigation to determine otherwise, it is likely that the non-visible portions of the foundation are 
in a similar condition to those areas that are exposed.  

 
Recommendations: 
 

1. The basement and crawlspace foundation walls showed various signs of damage that require further 
evaluation. No additional load should be added to the existing foundation system without a full 
analysis of the current foundation walls/footings. Additional strengthening of existing crawlspace walls 
may be needed as determined by a licensed structural engineer to meet current code specifications. 

2. Continually monitor the main floor walls for signs of foundation distress such as cracking or improper 
door operation. Cracks were not observed within the finishes on the main level. If signs of cracking 
are detected, these areas should be evaluated by a licensed engineer and repaired as needed. 

3. The concrete on the exterior face of the stone foundation showed various signs of cracking. Further 
investigation is required to determine if the cracking is related to foundation movement in the stone 
foundation or if the cracking is caused by improper application of the concrete face. 

4. The concrete face on the exterior side of the stone foundation should be removed. The stone 
foundation will need to be tuck-pointed and waterproofed. The depth of the stone foundation and the 
size of the footing (if any) should be determined and evaluated by a licensed structural engineer. 

5. The concrete retaining walls in the basement need further investigation by a licensed structural 
engineer. These walls are covered with vinyl insulation that will need to be temporarily removed to 
determine how the retaining walls are supported. Further support of the retaining walls may be 
required as prescribed by a licensed structural engineer. Also, destructive investigation may be 
needed to verify the presence of footings below the retaining walls and additional strengthening to the 
footings may be necessary. 

  

The concrete retaining walls are minimally exposed as they are covered by insulation. 



 

 

 

1016 MAIN - page 23  

 

6. New footings are likely needed to support the point and distributed loads from the roof and floor 
framing as specified in the recommendations below. New foundation support below any new beam 
and posts supporting the floor and roof framing should be coordinated with a licensed structural 
engineer. 

7. Alternatively, the foundation walls (including the perimeter and interior walls) could be replaced with a 
new concrete foundation at either a basement or crawlspace depth below frost, or a combination of 
basement and crawlspace depths. New foundation walls should be designed by a licensed structural 
engineer and supported with proper footings.  

a. A new foundation should be set high enough to allow for proper drainage away from the 
foundation as prescribed by a geotechnical engineer. 

b. To pour a new concrete foundation, the house will need to be temporarily lifted or moved to 
a temporary location by a licensed house mover. The location of the house on the site 
should not vary from the current, historic location. The top of the foundation will need to be 
increased to create proper drainage. This will minimally increase the height of the house.  

c. A new concrete foundation will benefit the overall structure of the house with minimal impact 
to the exterior appearance of the house. Benefits include a foundation that has a proper 
footing set below the minimum frost depth; new waterproofing of a concrete foundation will 
prolong the overall lifespan of the structure; will eliminate the need to remove the existing 
concrete facing to tuck-point and waterproof the existing stone foundation; a new concrete 
foundation will support the gravity and lateral loading of the house as well as support the 
required structural elements needed to support the floor structure, walls, and roof as 
described below. 

  

The concrete face over the stone foundation is cracked and does not extend below grade in most areas. 
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FLOOR & CEILING SYSTEMS 
 
Description: 
 
The floor framing of the main floor was not entirely exposed for analysis. The floor framing is mostly visible from 
beneath within the basement area but the east and west sides of the house sit over a crawlspace that extends 
to areas that are difficult to see. There is also insulation material that obscures the floor framing, mostly the 
connections at the perimeter walls. Therefore, our analysis is only for the visible portions of the floor framing. 
However, it is likely that the non-visible floor framing is constructed in a similar manner to those areas that are 
visible. The basement is unfinished and therefore much of the floor framing in this area was exposed for review.  
 
The floor framing of the original house is 
constructed with 2x6 floor joists at 24-
inches on-center, spanning in the north-
south direction and spliced over a central 
beam line. The joist sizing is roughly 1 ¾” x 
5 ½”, indicating that the joists are of older 
construction and likely original. The 1948 
Boulder County Assessor’s card also states 
2x6 floor joists at 24-inch spacing. The 
joists found in the east addition are also 
2x6 but span in the east-west direction. On 
the south side of the original house there is 
a bay window that is an addition. The floor 
framing of the bay window is partially 
visible as newer 2x6 floor joists back 
spanning into the basement and sistered to 
the original floor joists.  
 
The original floor joists were constructed to bear on the exterior walls and spliced on a central beam line. The 
central beam was replaced when the basement was dug out, but a new beam supports the floor joist splice. 
The newer beam is constructed of a triple-ply 2x6 with an additional 4x6 member added to the center span of 
the beam. The beam is supported by three large wood columns that appear to bear on the concrete slab floor. 
There is a second beam line supporting the floor joists on the south side that is constructed of a two-ply 2x6 
and supported by adjustable steel pipe columns. The steel columns also bear on the concrete slab floor but are 
not connected to the floor or the beam. The floor joists on the north side of the central beam are supported by 
wood columns that bear on the concrete retaining wall. 
 
The floor sheathing beneath the bathroom is OSB whereas the original floor sheathing is 1x3 tongue-and-
groove wood flooring that was the original finish floor. The OSB sheathing was added in 2021 as part of a 
bathroom remodel. The floor sheathing of the east addition could not be determined as there is insulation within 
the floor joist bays, obscuring the floor sheathing. The floor sheathing of the east addition may be different as 
this addition was not always enclosed, as seen in the 1948 floor plan sketch, and as is often the case found on 
similar houses throughout Louisville. There are different types of finish flooring (possibly multiple layers) on the 
main floor on top of the floor sheathing.  
 
The area that was originally a coal room has a concrete ceiling with various metal supports cast in the concrete. 
The concrete ceiling is typical of coal rooms throughout Louisville, but normally these are found on either side of 
a house and not beneath a covered front porch, which is the case at 1016 Main. 
 
The floor framing of the upper floor was not exposed as it is covered with finish materials above and below. Site 
measurements indicate that the upper floor joists are 2x6 and they likely span in the north-south direction, 
matching the gable roof rafters. Building records show that the upper floor was remodeled in 1992. However, it 
is unclear if the upper floor was finished and used as floor space prior to 1992 or if it was an attic.  

Floor joist supports bearing on a retaining wall. 
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Condition Evaluation: 
 
Our evaluation of the floor structure is 
somewhat limited as not all of the structure 
was exposed for analysis. This includes 
thickness of the floor sheathing, 
inaccessible crawlspace areas on the east 
and west ends of the house, and the upper 
floor framing. Our assessment is for the 
portions of the floor framing that were 
visible. However, it is likely that the non-
visible areas are framed in a similar 
manner and are in a similar condition to 
the areas that were visible. It is also noted 
that the floor framing materials and 
methods are typical of wood framed 
buildings constructed around the same 
timeframe in the Louisville area.  
 
The 2x6 floor joists are in fair condition 
and are often found in houses built around 
the same time in the Louisville area. The 
joist sizing and spacing may not meet the 
minimum IRC code requirements for 
today’s standards. The main level floor felt 
similar to homes of this era, and no 
significant areas of bulging or sagging 
were observed.   
 
The beams supporting the floor joists are 
in poor condition. The spacing and sizing 
of the beams are not adequate for the 
current loads that they are supporting. The 
beams are not properly attached to their 
supports, nor extend the full length of the 
floor system. The beam sizing, spacing, 
and spans may not meet the minimum IRC 
code requirements for today’s standards. 
 
The floor joist supports bearing on the concrete retaining wall are in poor condition as well. The columns are not 
properly attached to the floor joists, and it is unclear how they are attached to the retaining wall or how the 
retaining wall is supported.  
 
The floor sheathing appears to be in fair condition. The sheathing appears to be performing adequately, but the 
extent of the sheathing and the number of layers on top of the sheathing could not be determined. The floor 
sheathing does meet the minimum IRC code requirements for today’s standards and appears to be performing 
adequately. 
 
An evaluation of the second floor framing is not possible without further deconstructive investigation. It appears 
that the upper floor joists are 2x6, likely at 24-inches on-center spacing, and spliced on a central bearing wall. 
These are all assumptions and based on the assumptions, the upper floor joists do not meet the minimum IRC 
code requirements for today’s standards. 
 

Original floor joists and floor sheathing. 

Concrete ceiling in what was previously a coal room. 
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The basement insulation is in good condition with insulation covering nearly all of the foundation walls in the 
basement and insulation in the floor system of the east addition. 
 
Recommendations: 
 

1. The beams and beam supports should be replaced or reinforced as prescribed by a licensed 
structural engineer. The best method is to construct new beams and beam supports that support the 
existing floor joists and remove the existing beams and beam supports as prescribed by a licensed 
structural engineer. These new supports should bear on footings, or any other type of foundation as 
prescribed by a licensed structural engineer and located at a depth and soil bearing capacity as 
specified by a licensed geotechnical engineer. 

2. The floor framing should be further observed by a licensed engineer and repaired as needed. The 
existing floor joists may be over spanned per current IRC code. New floor joists could be sistered to 
the existing floor joists or new beam lines should be added to the main floor system to support the 
existing floor joists as mentioned above. Special attention should be given to the connections 
between the foundation walls, floor joists, beams, and beam supports. The floor joists are not suitable 
for additional load resulting from a remodel or addition. 

3. It is likely that the non-visible portions of the floor structure are constructed in a similar manner to 
those areas that are exposed. However, the entire floor structure should be verified and evaluated by 
a licensed structural engineer prior to any remodel or addition. 

4. If the main floor deflection is inadequate, consult a licensed structural engineer for additional support 
design options. 

5. New beams may need to be added to support the point and distributed loads from the roof framing as 
specified in the recommendations of the ‘Roof Framing Systems’ section of this report.  

6. The front porch appeared to be a concrete slab over basement/crawl space below. The slab at this 
location appears to span between the exterior foundation wall and interior floor structure. The 
thickness of the slab and connections at the ends were not visible for our review. Also, the reinforcing 
of the slab is visible when looking at the underside of the slab from the basement. This does not meet 
the minimum IRC code specifications of today’s standards. The slab at this location and the 
connections at the ends of the slab shall be replaced or modified as prescribed by a licensed 
structural engineer to meet the minimum IRC code specifications of today’s standards.  

 
  

Two beam lines supporting the main floor joists with columns bearing on a concrete slab floor. 
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ROOF FRAMING SYSTEMS 
 
Description: 
 
Nearly all of the roof framing is not exposed for analysis. There is an upper floor built into the attic space that is 
finished, and the remaining attic spaces do not have access hatches. The only roof structure that is partially 
visible are the exposed rafter tails on the east addition. For this reason all of our roof framing analysis is based 
on assumptions. Some site measurements suggest roof member sizing, but the spacing, support, and 
attachments cannot be known at this time. Our assumptions are also based on typical building techniques and 
materials used on similar houses built around the same timeframe in the Louisville area. 
 
The original house has a main roof gable that runs east-west with a smaller gable over the west build-out. This 
gable has a steep pitch and is continuous for the length of the original house. Measurements inside of the 
skylights indicate that the rafters are either 2x6 or 2x8 and they are likely on a regular spacing of 16 or 24-
inches. There may be a 1x ridge joiner as is sometimes the case but likely not a ridge beam. It appears that 
there are collar ties in the upper 1/3 of the roof that are likely either at every or every-other rafter. The flat ceiling 
in the upper floor appears to be attached to these collar ties. It also appears that there is an inaccessible attic 
space above the collar ties, as there are roof vents near the ridge. The entire main gable appears to be acting 
as a rafter and ceiling joist system with what appear to be 2x6 ceiling joists, probably at 16 or 24-inches on-
center spacing and possibly spliced on a central bearing wall. At the north and south sides of the upper floor 
there are stem walls that have attic space beyond, but these are not accessible, and appear to have been 
constructed in 1992 to define the livable space and create storage areas. 
 
The gable roof over the west build-out is likely framed in a similar way to what is described above. However, 
there is no attic access to this area. Similarly, there is no access to view the roof over the covered front porch. 
This roof is a hipped roof with a flat top that appears to be constructed as an upper deck but without access. 
 
The east addition has a low-pitch shed roof. This roof appears to be constructed with 4x6 rafters, as the rafter 
tails are exposed, and the rafters are at 24-inch on-center spacing. The rafters appear to be supported by a 
beam and columns within the wall structure. 

The roof pitch, flat roof, and skylight depth indicate what the roof structure might be. 
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Condition Evaluation: 
 
Without exposing the roof structure, we are unable to give an evaluation. The roof is probably constructed of 
typical materials and methods for houses built around the same time in the Louisville area. The roof member 
sizing, spans, and spacing likely do not meet the minimum IRC code for today’s standards. The type and 
amount of roof insulation could also not be determined. 
 
Recommendations: 
 
The roof and ceiling structure is not to current code standards. Since Louisville did not likely have a building 
code at the time of construction, we are unable to determine if it was built to a code or engineered. The original 
roof is probably built to a similar standard of other buildings typical of this type and age.  
 
All new repairs should be specified by a licensed structural engineer. Repair details should be provided and 
submitted to the City of Louisville for review and be observed by the engineer and city inspectors during 
construction. 
 

1. Deconstructive investigation is necessary to fully analyze the roof structure. Coordinate locations to 
remove finish materials to view the roof structure with a licensed structural engineer. 

2. Hurricane clips (or toe-nails) may need to be added where roof framing members bear on exterior 
walls to meet the minimum IRC code requirements of today. 

3. Additional collar ties may be needed to be in compliance with current IRC code for prescriptive roof 
framing. 

4. Diagonal braces and purlins may be needed to strengthen the existing rafters to be in compliance 
with the current IRC code for prescriptive roof framing. 

5. Additional beams may be needed in the attic area to support the above-mentioned diagonal braces 
and purlins. This is mainly needed approximately at the mid-span of the roof rafters. These beams will 
require support in the wall system and likely would require new foundation support in the crawlspace 
and basement. This must be coordinated with a licensed structural engineer. 

6. Attic insulation should be added to achieve an R-value as close as possible to current code 
standards. The maximum insulation possible should be added at the perimeter of the roof as the roof 
depth in this location does not allow for the minimum required by code. Any energy upgrades, such as 
increased insulation in the attic, could result in prolonged snow retention on the roof and could 
ultimately affect roof performance without first completing structural reinforcement. 

7. It is not recommended to add additional roofing materials such as an additional layer of shingles, or 
solar panels without the additional structural support mentioned above.  

The original roof is a steep gable & the east addition roof is a low pitch with exposed rafter tails. 
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3.3 ENVELOPE – EXTERIOR WALLS 
 
EXTERIOR WALL CONSTRUCTION 
 
Description: 
 
The main level wall framing was not exposed for review. The wall framing is likely a 2x4 stud wall with studs on 
regular spacing as site measurements support this assumed wall thickness. The 1948 Boulder County 
Assessor’s card indicates wood framing with no sheathing. It is likely that the wood siding is attached directly to 
the studs without an additional layer of sheathing. This construction method is typical of similar houses built 
around the same time in the Louisville area. It is also likely that there is minimal to no insulation in the original 
house walls.  
 
It appears that the central interior wall running east-west is a load bearing wall for the upper floor framing and 
that this wall is supported by beams in the basement as described above. Further analysis of these walls should 
be complete prior to their removal or modification. 
 
Condition Evaluation: 
 
Since the wall structure was not exposed for observation, we are unable to evaluate the condition or determine 
if there is any structural damage. The wall heights are approximately 9 ½ feet tall, which is at the upper height 
limit for 2x4 wood stud construction. Wall finish cracks were observed on some of the interior wall and ceiling 
surfaces. The cause of this cracking could be from foundation movement or from improper application of 
textured surfaces of the original plaster over gypsum board. Furthermore, the insulation type and R-value within 
the walls could not be determined if any is present. It is likely that there is minimal to no wall insulation. 
 
Recommendations: 
 

1. Without the opportunity to observe the exterior wall structure, we do not have any recommendations 
currently. If the opportunity presents itself, the exterior walls should be assessed by a licensed 
structural engineer. The owner is to note that the walls will need to be evaluated if any remodels or 
additional load is to be added, including the interior walls as several of these walls appear to be load 
bearing. Also, if any remodel or addition plan is in place, new braced wall lines may be added by 
adding OSB or gypsum board on the interior side of exterior walls to resist wind loading. 

2. Wall cavity insulation should be added to achieve an R-value as close as possible to current code 
standards. Any energy upgrades, such as increased insulation in the attic, could result in prolonged 
snow retention on the roof and could ultimately affect roof performance without first completing 
structural reinforcement. 

 
EXTERIOR FINISHES 
 
Description: 
 
The original house is clad in painted wood clapboard siding that 
runs from the top of the foundation to the bottom of the roof 
eaves. The same clapboard siding is also present on the main 
roof gable ends on the east and west sides. However, the 
smaller gable end above the west bay has decorative painted 
wood shingle siding with a diamond face. The clapboard siding 
and the shingle siding appear to be original as both are seen in 
an early 1900’s photograph of the house. The east addition 
siding is painted wood shiplap siding with a Dutch cove profile. 
This type of siding is commonly found throughout Louisville and 
is likely original to when this part of the house was enclosed.  Wood shingle siding in the smaller gable end. 
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Condition Evaluation: 
 
Overall, the painted wood siding is in fair condition and appears to 
have been well maintained. However, the siding is likely original 
and there are some areas that show signs of deterioration that 
would be expected of wood siding over 100 years old. 
 
Recommendations: 
 
Scrape, repair, refinish, or replace the original wood clapboard, 
shiplap, and shingle siding as necessary. 
 
EXTERIOR MASONRY 
 
Description: 
 
In 2024 there is no exterior masonry on the house, and it does not 
appear that any exterior masonry existed as part of the original 
construction or the east addition. At some point a brick chimney 
was added to the exterior face of the north wall. This chimney is 
visible in Google Street View images in 2012 but was removed by 
2015. The location of the chimney is partially visible where 
patches were made to the siding and roof. The images of the 
chimney show that it was in poor condition, and it was likely 
removed as it was no longer being used, likely was not structurally 
stable, and was not historic. 
 
Recommendations: 
 
No recommendations at this time. 
 
EXTERIOR APPENDAGES 
 
Description: 
 
The original house had a covered front porch 
attached to the west side that is still intact in 
2024. The front porch is a poured concrete slab 
that likely replaced an original wood deck at 
some point. The front porch partially sits on top 
of the coal storage room and the porch floor may 
have been redone when the coal room was 
added or at the time that the coal room was no 
longer being used. The porch roof is a hipped 
roof with what appears to be intended as a 
balcony, though there is no access. The roof is 
supported by wood-wrapped beams supported 
by a turned wood column in the southwest 
corner and attached columns at the house. In 
1948, the porch was wrapped with a knee wall 
that was later removed and there is currently a 
concrete planter on the west side of the porch. 
 

Clapboard siding (right) on the original 

house and shiplap (left) on the addition. 

The covered front porch is mostly original with a concrete 

floor and planter that are not original. 
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There are several appendages on the south side of the house, 
none of which are original. In 1967, a concrete patio was 
added at the southeast corner with a stained wood trellis 
structure and corrugated sheet roofing. The trellis is attached 
to and supported on the north side by the house. In 1989, a 
bay window and greenhouse were also added to the south 
wall of the original house. The bay window was designed to 
look like the original house, with siding, windows, and trim that 
all match the appearance of the original house. The bay 
window has a hipped roof that sits below the main gable roof 
and the floor is cantilevered. The greenhouse has a concrete 
foundation that supports a metal frame with single-pane glass 
windows, some of which are operable. The greenhouse is only 
accessible from within the house and has a wood deck floor. 
 
The second floor was remodeled in 1992 which included 
adding insulation, a bathroom and a dormer. Building records 
indicate that the dormer was on the south side of the house. 
However, the dormer was never built. There is a bay window 
on the east side of the second floor that was likely part of the 
1992 remodel, possibly replacing the original design to have a 
south side dormer. The east bay window is designed to look like the 
original construction with clapboard siding and trim that match the 
original house. The east bay window has a hipped roof and a 
cantilevered floor.  
 

  

1989 site plan showing proposed bay 

and greenhouse additions. 

A trellis structure in the southeast corner and a bay window on the upper floor, neither of which are original. 
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Condition Evaluation: 
 
The covered front porch is mostly original, with the concrete slab floor 
and concrete planter as the only replacements. The structure of the 
porch was not exposed for analysis due to finish materials and no 
access to view the roof members. Therefore, our analysis of the 
structural elements is limited. The porch roof does appear to be 
sagging and is therefore likely not properly supported. The wood 
finish materials and the wood columns are in fair condition, similar to 
the exposed wood elements found elsewhere on the house.  
 
The concrete patio and trellis structure that were added in 1967 are 
in fair condition. The concrete slab is cracked but relatively level and 
does not slope water to the house foundation. The wood trellis 
appears to be properly supported, partially by the house, but the 
wood stain is weathered, especially on the members that are not 
covered by the corrugated roof. There are also numerous vines 
growing on the trellis, but these do not appear to be encroaching on 
the original house nor do they appear to be damaging the trellis. 
 
The south side bay window is in good condition. This element was 
added in 1989 and appears to be well maintained, though not historic. 
The greenhouse, also added in 1989, is in good condition. The bay 
window structure and the foundation of the greenhouse were only 
partially visible for analysis. Building details found in the building 
records indicate how both of these elements were constructed, and it 
appears that both were engineered to a code at the time of 
construction. 
 
The structure of the east bay window was not exposed for analysis 
due to finish materials and there are no records of this construction. 
The east bay window appears to have been added in 1992 and is in 
good condition, but not historic. 
 
Recommendations:   
 

1. Further deconstructive investigation is necessary to 
properly analyze the covered front porch. The roof, beams, 
columns, and attachments need to be verified and 
analyzed by a licensed structural engineer. Additionally, the 
porch floor is sitting on top of the coal room, and it is 
unclear how it is supported. Further analysis is required by 
a licensed structural engineer to determine how the 
concrete porch slab is supported. The condition of 
all these elements needs to be verified with 
deconstructive investigation. 

2. The concrete planter on the west side of the porch 
should be removed. This planter is not historic and 
may cause poor drainage away from the house 
foundation or from the coal room area below. 

3. Consider removing the trellis structure on the south 
side of the house. This is not an historic element of 
the house and is attached to the house structure.  

Bay window construction details. 

The bay window was designed to 

match the historic house. 
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4. Consider removing the greenhouse on the south side of the house. This is not an historic element of 
the house and is attached to the house. The doors accessing the greenhouse should also be 
removed with the removal of the greenhouse as these are not historic nor in a historic location. 

5. The south side bay window should be removed. This is not an historic element though the 
appearance was intended to match the historic house. The bay window should be removed, and new 
windows should be added in this location that match the windows seen in the early 1900’s 
photograph. 

6. Consider removing the east side bay window on the second floor. This is not an historic element 
though the appearance was intended to match the historic house. However, the bay window is on the 
rear of the house and therefore is not visible when the house is viewed from Main Street, therefore 
the visual impact on the original house is minimal. If the east bay window is removed, consider adding 
a window in this location that matches the window in the west gable end. It is unclear if there was 
originally a window in this location and all evidence would be lost, but it is possible that the original 
structure had windows at both gable end walls. 

Greenhouse attached to the south of the house. Details for the greenhouse added in 1989. 
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3.4 ENVELOPE – ROOFING & WATERPROOFING 
 
ROOFING SYSTEMS 
 
Description: 
 
The house roof is covered with an asphalt composite shingle roof that was added in 2018, according to building 
records. Building records indicate that the previous roof was removed down to the decking. In 2002 an asphalt 
roof was added on top of two layers of single-ply roof as was previously allowed by code. There is a small area 
of membrane roof at the covered front porch that is partially visible from the upper floor but is not accessible. 
The same type of membrane roof is also found on top of the low-pitch east addition roof. Building records state 
that the membrane roof is a single-ply torch down roof that was added in 2002. It does not appear that this roof 
was replaced in 2018. The 1948 Boulder County Assessor’s card indicates that the shingles at that time were 
wood, which is typical for similar houses throughout Louisville. 
 
There are several mushroom-style roof vents near the gable roof ridge on the south roof aspect. These vents 
appear to have been added in 2018. There is no lower roof, mid-roof, or soffit venting on the house. The roof 
vents appear to be venting a small attic space in the uppermost part of the gable as there is a finished second 
floor within the roof structure. There is no attic access to fully analyze roof insulation or venting. Painted 
aluminum drip edges along the rakes and eaves were also likely added in 2018 as drip edges were required by 
code during that time.  

 
  

Asphalt shingle roof with roof venting near the ridge. 
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Condition Evaluation:  
 
The asphalt composition shingle roof is in good condition. The areas of membrane roof appear to be in good 
condition but were not accessible during the site visit. The roof venting appears to be adequate for a small attic 
in the upper portion of the roof. However, this attic was not accessible and therefore assessment is limited. 
 

Recommendations:   
 

1. The membrane roof should be further inspected by a licensed professional. The roof was visible from 
within the house on the second floor, but not all areas were visible. Where visible, the roof appears to 
be in good condition and it was likely inspected in 2018 and deemed to be in good condition at that 
time as well, as it does not appear that it was replaced. 

2. Keep all areas clear of debris, especially the low-pitch roof locations that are susceptible to debris 
build-up. 

3. It appears that there is a small attic space in the upper part of the gable. This area was not accessible 
during the site visit to analyze the roof structure, insulation, and attic venting. Provide an attic access 
hatch and have the attic analyzed by a licensed structural engineer and licensed architect. 

 
SHEET METAL FLASHING 
 
Description: 
 
Sheet metal flashing was not observed during the site visit. It is possible that sheet metal flashing exists 
beneath finish materials in several locations. Areas where sheet metal flashing may be found include where 
exterior low roofs meet exterior wall faces at the covered front porch, east addition, and bay window roofs. 
There is also likely flashing around the skylights beneath the asphalt shingles.  
 
Condition Evaluation: 
 
Since no sheet metal flashing was exposed, we do not have an evaluation currently. Since the roof was 
replaced in 2018, it is likely that sheet metal flashing was installed, replaced, or inspected as required by code 
at that time. 
 
Recommendations 
 
We do not have any recommendations at this time. If sheet metal flashing is exposed in the future with the 
removal of finish materials, the condition should be evaluated by a licensed professional. 
 
  

Membrane roof at the covered front porch that is also found on the east addition. 
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PERIMETER FOUNDATION DRAINAGE 
 
Description: 
 
A perimeter foundation drain was not observed during the inspection. Due to the construction period and 
construction methods used, it is unlikely that a perimeter foundation drain exists.  
 
Recommendations 
 
No recommendations at this time. 
 
DRAINAGE SYSTEM, GUTTERS & DOWNSPOUTS 
 

Description: 

 
Painted k-style gutters are found throughout the 
house. Gutters are located at the end of all roof 
eaves in appropriate locations and of appropriate 
lengths for adequate water collection. The roof 
eaves of the gable roofs are square-cut and 
therefore the gutters are attached with standoffs at 
regular spacing. 
 
2x3 downspouts are located throughout and 
appear to be of an adequate amount for proper 
drainage where located. Downspouts have 
downspout extensions at all locations to direct 
water away from the foundation. There are 
downspouts on the south side that are routed 
across the trellis structure to direct water beyond 
the south side patio. Part of the trellis has a 
corrugated metal roof that does not have gutters 
or downspouts, but water is carried by the roof 
away from the house foundation.  
 
Gutters and downspouts are not visible in the 
photographs from the first half of the 1900’s and it 
is unclear when the k-style gutters and 
downspouts were added. Gutters may have been 
added after 1950 and the current gutters and 
downspouts may be replacements. 
 
Condition Evaluation: 
 
Overall, the gutters are in fair condition. Gutters can be difficult to assess outside of significant rain or snow 
events, but they appear to be properly attached, and no visible signs of leaking were present. Since we were 
unable to observe the gutters from above, it could not be determined whether the gutters are kept clear of 
debris or if any areas of standing water were present.  
 
The downspouts are in fair condition as they appear to be of an adequate amount and in proper locations. 
Downspouts have extensions or are otherwise routed to direct water well beyond the house foundation. 
 
  

Typical K-style gutter, downspout, & downspout extension. 
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Recommendations: 
 

1. Ensure that all gutters, downspouts, and downspout extensions are maintained to discharge water 
away from the building foundation and are kept clear of debris. 

2. Consider replacing the gutters with half-round gutters to match the historic style typical of Louisville. 
Downspouts should be replaced with round downspouts. 

 
SKYLIGHTS / CUPOLAS 
 
Description: 
 
Skylights are visible in Google Street images as far back as 2012 and are present in 2024. It is unclear when 
the skylights were added but they are not original. Building records do not mention when the skylights were 
installed, but they may have been part of a re-roof that occurred in 2002.There are two skylights on the south 
aspect and one skylight on the north aspect of the main house gable. All three skylights are manually operable 
skylights.  
 
Condition Evaluation: 
 
Overall, the skylights appear to be in good condition and create proper seals, but operability was not tested. 
There is likely flashing around the skylights that were inspected or replaced in 2018 as part of a re-roof that 
would have been required by code. 
 
Recommendations 
 
We do not have any recommendations at this time. If sheet metal flashing is exposed in the future with the 
removal of finish materials, the condition should be evaluated by a licensed professional. 
 

  

Operable skylights on the south roof aspect. 
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3.5 WINDOWS & DOORS 
 
DOORS 
 
Description: 
 
The front door is a painted wood panel door with a 1/3 lite and 
a dentil beneath the glass panel. The front door has two panels 
above and five panels below the glass panel. In addition, there 
is a decorative trim below the dentil and a manual doorbell in 
the door panel. The front door faces west off the covered front 
porch and appears to be in an original location. There are no 
available historic photographs that show the front door. 
However, the current front door is likely historic, and possibly 
the original door. The front door has an aluminum full-lite storm 
door that is not historic. 
 
There is a second exterior door in the southeast corner of the 
house facing south. The door in this location is a painted wood 
door with five panels. This location is likely original to the east 
addition and while it is difficult to determine if this door is the 
original door slab, the current door is likely historic. This door 
also has an aluminum full-lite storm door that is not historic. 
 
Also on the south side of the house is a double-panel French 
door that accesses the greenhouse. There are two single-pane 
side lites on either side of the French door and a stained-glass 
transom. This door and door location are not original. The 
doors may have existed prior to the greenhouse, providing 
access to a deck, or they might have been added in 1989 
when the greenhouse was constructed. 
 
There is door hardware throughout the house, including the handles, hinges, locking mechanisms, and the 
doorbell, that are likely historic elements.  
 
Condition Evaluation: 
 
The front door is in good 
condition. This door has been 
well maintained and the lifespan 
has been extended by the 
covered front porch and 
aluminum storm door.  
 
The rear door is in fair condition. 
This door works properly and 
appears to create an acceptable 
seal. The rear door was 
exposed to elements prior to the 
construction of the trellis and 
added storm door but appears 
to have been well maintained. 

Double doors to greenhouse. Door at east addition. 

Front door. 
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The French doors accessing the greenhouse are in 
good condition. These doors, along with the 
transom and sidelites appear to have been added 
relatively recently, possibly in 1989, and are 
protected from weather by the greenhouse. 
 
Recommendations: 
 
The painted wood rear door facing south should be 
fully restored. The wood door parts should be 
further inspected and repaired with replacement 
parts used only where necessary. All of the wood 
should be painted and sealed to resist weathering. 
The door hardware should also be repaired to 
remain functional. The weatherstripping around the 
doors should be replaced to create proper seals. 
 

  

Interior doorknob that could be original. 

Door handle and doorbell at front door. Both could be original. 
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WINDOWS 
 
Description: 
 
Most of the windows throughout the house are painted wood with 
single-pane glass. The windows in the original house are double-
hung windows and the windows in the south bay window are 
single-hung. The east addition windows are all fixed three-over-
three windows that are fixed, except for one casement window on 
the north side. There is also a fixed window on the north side of the 
original house with frosted glass. This window is in the bathroom 
and appears to be a replacement window, possibly in an original 
location, but does not match the original size. Two of the three 
windows in the upper floor bay window are casement windows 
while the third window is fixed. 
 
Most of the windows appear to be original except for the windows 
on the second floor, the south bay windows, and one of the 
windows on the north side in the bathroom. The original double-
hung windows have aluminum framed storm and screen windows. 
There is also evidence of exterior hardware that was previously 
used to attach screens that no longer exist. 
 
Condition Evaluation: 
 
Overall, the windows are in various conditions based on their time of construction. The newer windows on the 
upper floor and the south bay window are all in good condition as these would have all been added in 1989 or 
1992. The windows on the original house and east addition are in fair condition. These windows are all well 
beyond the expected lifespan of painted wood windows. However, these windows appear to have been well 
maintained over the years and the aluminum storm windows have likely prolonged their lifespan. 
   

 
  

Exterior hardware previously used to 

hold window screens. 

Wood window with aluminum 

frame storm window and screen. 
Single-pane 3-over-3 fixed windows at the east addition. 
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Recommendations: 
 

1. The original wood double-hung and fixed windows should be properly restored as described below. 
Windows should be made to be operable, create proper seals, and only use replacement parts where 
no other option is available. 

a. Remove and replace all window putty. 
b. Clean and restore all glass panes with special care given to stained glass. 
c. Repair and refurbish all wood window sash elements including stiles, rails, and muntins. 
d. Repair and refurbish all wood window frames. 
e. Repair and refurbish all counterweights and restore to operability. 
f. Repair and refurbish all hardware including locking mechanisms.  
g. Install new storm and screen windows with minimal frames. 

2. Alternatively, all of the windows could be replaced with fiberglass or aluminum-clad wood windows. 
The replacement windows should match the size, location, and style of each existing window. 

3. The bay windows should be removed as described above in section 3.3. The bay windows are not 
original and therefore should be removed. Paired double-hung windows should replace the south bay 
window as seen in the photograph from the early 1900’s. A single window should be added to the 
east gable end that matches the window on the upper level in the west gable end.  

  

Double-hung wood windows with aluminum frame screen windows. 
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3.6 EXTERIOR DETAILS 
 
SOFFIT & FASCIA 
 
Description: 
 
The soffits on the original house gable rakes and eaves 
are painted 1x wood boards attached to the rafters. These 
match the soffits seen in the earliest photograph of the 
house and are likely original. The south bay window also 
has painted 1x wood soffits that are original to the bay that 
was added in 1989. There are painted wood beadboard 
soffits on the house that are likely original. The beadboard 
soffits are located at the covered front porch ceiling and 
where the roof overhangs the west bay. The east addition 
has exposed rafter tails on the east side that are painted. 
 
The fascia throughout the house is minimally exposed as it 
is covered at nearly all locations with gutters and painted 
aluminum drip edge. The fascia is partially exposed from 
underneath, but assessment is limited. The fascia appears 
to be 1x wood fascia and attached to square-cut rafter 
ends. The painted wood fascia on the original house is 
likely original. 
 
Condition Evaluation: 
 
Overall, the soffits are in fair condition. The soffits have 
been well maintained and are protected from the 
elements. However, it is likely that the soffits are original 
and therefore the painted wood is over 100 years old. 
Some chipping and cracking of the wood is present and 
some of the seams are not flush. 
 
The fascia was minimally exposed for analysis due to 
being covered by gutters and aluminum drip edge. Where 
visible the fascia is in good condition. Further analysis is 
required when the k-style gutters are removed.  
 
Recommendations: 
 

1. Scrape, repair, refinish, or replace all pained 
wood soffits. 

2. The fascia should be fully evaluated when the k-
style gutters are removed. The fascia may need 
to be repaired or replaced and properly 
reinforced for new gutter attachment.  

 
  

Painted wood 1x soffit & fascia at the eaves and 

rakes with beadboard soffit at some locations. 

Exposed painted rafter tails at the east addition. 
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TRIM 
 
Description: 
 
The house has 1x4 painted wood corner trim throughout on the original house as well as the subsequent 
additions. The original house also has painted wood decorative ogee trim at the top of the corner trim that 
matches the window head trim. Additionally, there are painted wood frieze boards of various sizes throughout 
the entire house. 
 
The window trim on all the original house window locations is painted wood 5-piece trim. The windowsills are 
2x6 with 1x4 jamb and head trim and a decorative ogee header. This window trim is also what is found on the 
front door and was copied for the south bay windows.  
 
The east addition windows have a painted wood 2x6 sill with painted wood 1x picture frame jamb and head 
trim. The east addition door also has painted wood 1x picture frame trim.  
 
The trim throughout the house generally matches that seen in the 1948 image. However, the details of the 
window and door trim are difficult to determine in historic photographs. It is likely that the current window and 
door trim is original with some possible modifications made over time, particularly where the bathroom window 
was replaced. 
 

 
Condition Evaluation: 
 
Overall, the painted wood trim is in fair condition. The wood trim has been well maintained over its lifespan and 
has been protected by the roof overhangs. There are some signs of chipping and cracking as would be 
expected of wood trim that is likely over 100 years old.  
 
Recommendations: 
 
Repair, restore or replace all of the painted wood trim as necessary. 
 
  

Decorative painted wood trim is found at the windows, doors, corners, and gable ends. 
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ORNAMENTATION 
 
Description: 
 
The ornamentation found on the house is in the detail of the wood trim and the front door panel as discussed 
above. There is also a decorative painted wood railing on top of the covered front porch roof. The railing is 
original and gives the impression that this area is an upper floor deck, but it is not accessible. Other 
ornamentation is found at the front porch column capitols, the painted wood ogee trim at the gable roofs, and 
the shingle siding in the upper gable end of the smaller west facing gable. 
 
Condition Evaluation: 
 
Overall, the painted wood ornamentation elements are in fair condition. The wood trim has been well 
maintained over its lifespan and has been protected by the roof overhangs. There are some signs of chipping 
and cracking as would be expected of wood trim that is likely over 100 years old. The painted wood railing on 
top of the front porch roof is less protected from weather and is therefore further deteriorated. There is also a 
small dip in the front porch roof structure that is noticeable in the railing.  
 
Recommendations: 
 
Repair, restore, or replace all of the painted wood ornamentation as necessary. 

 

Decorative painted wood railing and column capitals at the front porch roof. 
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3.7 MECHANICAL SYSTEMS 
 
HEATING & AIR-CONDITIONING 
 
Description: 
 
Heating is provided to the entire house through a 
gas-fired forced-air furnace located in the 
basement. Building records do not indicate when 
the furnace was replaced but it appears to have 
been installed within the last ten years. The furnace 
is direct-vented out of the north wall of the 
basement. Air conditioning is not part of the forced-
air system, but window air conditioning units were 
installed during the site visit. The furnace sits on 
the concrete slab floor in the basement with 
adequate space for servicing. A combination of 
rigid and insulated flexible ductwork runs 
throughout the basement to floor vents servicing 
the main floor. There are wall registers on the 
upper floor that also appear to be served by the 
basement furnace. Building records indicate that in 
1996, a gas line was run, and a free-standing stove 
was installed. This appears to refer to the studio. 
 
Condition Evaluation: 
 
The furnace and air delivery system appear to be in 
good condition but were not tested. As the furnace 
is a newer unit, it is likely that performance is 
adequate for the current size of the house. 
Insulation upgrades mentioned elsewhere in this 
report will increase heating and cooling efficiency.   
 
Recommendations: 
 

1. Continue to perform routine maintenance on the furnace to prolong the lifespan.  
2. If heating or cooling does not perform to the homeowner’s satisfaction, consult with a licensed 

mechanical designer for upgrade options. 
 
  

Furnace and ductwork in the basement. 
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WATER SERVICE, PLUMBING, & SEWER UTILITIES 
 
Description: 
 
A standard 50-gallon gas-fired water heater is located in the basement 
and is atmospherically vented through the roof. Building records 
indicate that the unit was installed in 2006. Building records also 
indicate that there was water damage in the bathroom which required 
new sheathing, insulation, plaster/drywall, and finishes. These support 
what was seen for floor sheathing as noted in the Structural System 
part of this report. The water delivery system is a combination of 
copper and PEX pipes with the waste lines being PVC, ABS plastic 
and cast-iron. The sewer line exits the house as cast iron on the east 
side, at a relatively low depth which is common for similar houses in 
Louisville. Building records state that the sewer line was replace and a 
water line was run to the garage in 2009. It appears that the water line 
and sewer were actually run to the studio at the time that it was 
remodeled with a bathroom added. The extent of the sewer line 
replacement and the material used could not be determined. 
Additionally, there is no fire sprinkler system in the house. 
 
Condition Evaluation: 
      
The water heater, supply and waste lines, and sewer appear to be in 
good condition, but were not tested. Building records indicate that the 
water heater was installed in 2006, therefore, the water heater may be 
nearing the end of an expected lifespan 
 
Recommendations: 
 
Consider replacing the water heater with a high-efficiency unit with a sealed combustion intake/exhaust system. 

 

  

Water heater, supply, and waste lines 

in the basement. 

Site plan from 2009 indicating new sewer and water lines running to the studio. 
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3.8 ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS 
 
ELECTRICAL SERVICE & PANELS 
 
Description: 
 

Electrical service is brought in overhead to the east side of the garage 
from an electrical pole located in the alley. The electrical meter is located 
on the exterior face of the north side of the garage and the main electrical 
panel is on the interior side of the garage. Building records indicate that 
the electrical panel was moved in 1992, and it appears that the panel was 
upgraded to a 200-amp service at that time. The electrical panel and 
meter were likely previously located on the house and then relocated to 
the garage, with an underground electrical line running to the house. 
There is a sub-panel located in the basement of the house, and it 
appears that there is also a sub-panel in the studio, though this could not 
be located due to limited access.  
  
Condition Evaluation: 
 
The electrical service was not tested during the site visit but appears to 
be in working condition. The panel appears to be sized appropriately for 
the existing house and studio requirements. 
 
Recommendations: 
 
We do not have any recommendations at this time. Any future plans to 
remove the garage or construct a new garage should keep the main 
electrical panel on the garage with sub-panels in the house and studio. 
Future electrical work should be performed by a licensed electrical 
engineer and shall meet all applicable building codes. 
 

Main electrical panel in the 

garage. 

Electrical meter on the north side of the garage. Sub-panel in the house basement. 
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ELECTRICAL DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 
 
Description 
 
Electrical distribution throughout is Romex wiring that is visible in the basement and garage. It appears that this 
wiring serves the entire house, though not all areas are visible for analysis. It is likely that knob-and-tube wiring 
was originally used, as was common with similar houses in the Louisville area, and there are remnants of 
abandoned knob and tube wiring in the basement and in the garage. It appears that all the knob-and-tube 
wiring has been abandoned and is no longer in use. Building records indicate that in 1984, electrical wiring was 
added to the garage and modified in the kitchen and living room as part of a remodel. 
 
Condition Evaluation:      
 
The electrical distribution was not tested during the site visit but appears to be in good condition. 
 
Recommendations: 
 
No recommendations at this time. 

 
  

Romex wiring next to abandoned knob-and-tube wiring in the garage. 
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LIGHTING 
 
Description: 
 
There is a pendant light fixture located at the covered front porch. 
An early 1900’s photograph shows a light fixture in this location 
but the fixture in 2024 is a replacement, added at an unknown 
time. The wiring for this light fixture could not be determined as 
there is no access to the front porch roof. There is also an 
exterior wall sconce located next to the south facing door. This 
fixture location might be original to when this addition was 
enclosed sometime after 1948. At the rear of the house, in the 
southeast corner, there is a flood light that appears to be 
equipped with motion and light detection. None of the light 
fixtures were tested but appear to be in working condition. The 
front porch light and the wall sconce appear to be on interior 
switched circuits while the east light fixture appears to be motion 
controlled.  
 
Condition Evaluation: 
 
The light fixtures were not tested but appear to be in working 
condition. None of the exterior light fixtures are historic but the 
light fixture at the front porch is a replacement fixture in a historic 
location and the wall sconce on the south side of the house might 
be in an original location as well. 
 
Recommendations:  
 
Consider installing new exterior lighting that complies with Dark 
Sky regulations. 

 
 

Pendant light fixture at the front porch. 

Wall sconce at the east addition. 

Flood light at east exterior wall. 
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4.0 ANALYSIS AND COMPLIANCE 

 

4.1 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 
Due to the age of the building, the finish coatings may contain lead-based paint and asbestos may be present in 
the plaster topcoat. A professional evaluation should be conducted to determine the presence of any hazardous 
materials.  

 

4.2 MATERIALS ANALYSIS 
 
Does not apply. 
 

4.3 ZONING CODE COMPLIANCE 
 
Notes: 
 

● It is recommended that the owner have a survey of the property conducted to verify the Lot Size. All 
Lot Coverage and Floor Area Ratio percentages are based on the actual property size and are 
subject to change from what is specified in this report. 

● Building area square footages are taken from: 
o Boulder County Property Records (R) 
o As-built measurements as measured from the interior face of wall, by DAJ Design (M) 

● Some areas are taken from the Boulder County Property Records. These records are found to be 
inaccurate at times. All areas are subject to change based on actual measurements. 

● Only the main floor and upper floor of the house were measured by DAJ Design as this is the main 
historic structure located on the specified property. 

 
Legal Description:   Lot 10, Block 17, Caledonia Place 

City of Louisville, County of Boulder, State of Colorado 
Year Built (Main House): c. 1895-1910 
Lot Dimensions: Approx. 50’ x 150’ 
Lot Size:  7,500 sf (ILC) 
Zoning:  RM (one residential unit per 3,500sf) 
  Property is subject to the Old Town Overlay Zoning District Regs 
 
Areas of levels in square feet (sf): 
First level (above ground) finished area: 988 sf (M) 
Upper level finished area: 392 sf (M) 
Covered front porch area: 70 sf (M) 
Attached greenhouse area: 50 sf (M) 
Garage area: 420 sf (M) 
Studio area: 282 sf ® 
Shed area: 18 sf (M) 
 
Allowable Building Height (from existing grade): 
Primary Structure: 27’  
Accessory Structure: 20’  
 

  

https://library.municode.com/co/louisville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17ZO_CH17.12DIRE
https://www.louisvilleco.gov/home/showdocument?id=426
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Lot Coverage: 
Existing: 1,888 sf 25%  House, Front Porch, Studio, Garage, & Shed 
Landmark: 3,000 sf 40%  1,112 sf remain 
 
Floor Area Ratio: 
Existing: 2,150 sf 29%  First Floor, Studio, Garage, & Shed 
Landmark: 3,375 sf 45%  1,225 sf remain 
 
Setbacks: 
Front: 20’ (could be different depending on the front of neighboring house 

locations) 
Front Porch: 14’ (6’ encroachment into front yard & street side yard setback) 
Rear: 25’ 
Side (interior lot line): 5’ 
Accessory Rear: 3’ 
Accessory Side: 3’  
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5.0 PRESERVATION PLAN 

 

5.1 PRIORITIZED WORK 
 
CRITICAL DEFICIENCY 
 
One or more of the following indicate a critical deficiency: 

1. Advanced deterioration has resulted in failure of the building element, feature, or space, or will result 
in its failure if not corrected within two years. 

2. Accelerated deterioration of adjacent or related building materials has occurred as a result of the 
feature or element’s deficiency. 

3. The feature or element poses a threat to the health and/or safety of the user. 
4. The feature or element fails to meet a code/compliance requirement. 

 

• The top of the foundation relative to the top of grade should be determined around the entire perimeter of 
the house, especially at the west side of the house. If the top of the foundation is determined to be at or 
below the existing grade, new grading should occur to bring the grade down below the top of the 
foundation, as prescribed by a licensed structural engineer. 

• Finished grades around the house perimeter should be re-graded to create positive drainage away from 
the house. The top of finished grade should be a minimum of 6 inches below the top of the foundation and 
the beginning of any wood framing, and the grade slope away from the foundation for at least the first 5 
feet. Coordinate the slope with a licensed geotechnical engineer. This option may be difficult at the north, 
west, and south sides of the house as significant grading is necessary and there is little room to create 
new grading due to the proximity of the property lines.  

• The house foundation could be replaced to bring the top of the foundation at least six inches above 
finished grade. This option would allow for the best outcome of finished grade away from the house 
foundation and would ensure that the wood structure and wood siding are not susceptible to rot. 
Coordinate with a licensed structural engineer and a licensed geotechnical engineer. Construct a new 
foundation at either a basement or crawlspace depth below frost, or a combination of basement and 
crawlspace depths. New foundation walls should be designed by a licensed structural engineer and 
supported with proper footings.  

• A new foundation should be set high enough to allow for proper drainage away from the foundation as 
prescribed by a geotechnical engineer. To pour a new concrete foundation, the house will need to be 
temporarily lifted or moved to a temporary location by a licensed house mover. The location of the house 
on the site should not vary from the current, historic location. The top of the foundation will need to be 
increased to create proper drainage. This will minimally increase the height of the house but will reflect the 
original grade.  

• The concrete on the exterior face of the stone foundation showed various signs of cracking. Further 
investigation is required to determine if the cracking is related to foundation movement in the stone 
foundation or if the cracking is caused by improper application of the concrete face. 

• The concrete face on the exterior side of the stone foundation should be removed. The stone foundation 
will need to be tuck-pointed and waterproofed. The depth of the stone foundation and the size of the 
footing (if any) should be determined and evaluated by a licensed structural engineer. 

• The concrete retaining walls in the basement need further investigation by a licensed structural engineer. 
These walls are covered with vinyl insulation that will need to be temporarily removed to determine how 
the retaining walls are supported. Further support of the retaining walls may be required as prescribed by a 
licensed structural engineer. Also, destructive investigation may be needed to verify the presence of 
footings below the retaining walls and additional strengthening to the footings may be necessary. 

• New footings are likely needed to support the point and distributed loads from the roof and floor framing as 
specified in the recommendations below. New foundation support below any new beam and posts 
supporting the floor and roof framing should be coordinated with a licensed structural engineer. 
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• Alternatively, the foundation walls (including the perimeter and interior walls) could be replaced with a new 
concrete foundation at either a basement or crawlspace depth below frost, or a combination of basement 
and crawlspace depths. New foundation walls should be designed by a licensed structural engineer and 
supported with proper footings.  
o A new foundation should be set high enough to allow for proper drainage away from the foundation as 

prescribed by a geotechnical engineer. 
o To pour a new concrete foundation, the house will need to be temporarily lifted or moved to a 

temporary location by a licensed house mover. The location of the house on the site should not vary 
from the current, historic location. The top of the foundation will need to be increased to create proper 
drainage. This will minimally increase the height of the house.  

o A new concrete foundation will benefit the overall structure of the house with minimal impact to the 
exterior appearance of the house. Benefits include a foundation that has a proper footing set below 
the minimum frost depth; new waterproofing of a concrete foundation will prolong the overall lifespan 
of the structure; will eliminate the need to remove the existing concrete facing to tuck-point and 
waterproof the existing stone foundation; a new concrete foundation will support the gravity and 
lateral loading of the house as well as support the required structural elements needed to support the 
floor structure, walls, and roof as described below. 

• The beams and beam supports should be replaced or reinforced as prescribed by a licensed structural 
engineer. The best method is to construct new beams and beam supports that support the existing floor 
joists and remove the existing beams and beam supports as prescribed by a licensed structural engineer. 
These new supports should bear on footings, or any other type of foundation as prescribed by a licensed 
structural engineer and located at a depth and soil bearing capacity as specified by a licensed 
geotechnical engineer. 

• The front porch appeared to be a concrete slab over basement/crawl space below. The slab at this 
location appears to span between the exterior foundation wall and interior floor structure. The thickness of 
the slab and connections at the ends were not visible for our review. Also, the reinforcing of the slab is 
visible when looking at the underside of the slab from the basement. This does not meet the minimum IRC 
code specifications of today’s standards. The slab at this location and the connections at the ends of the 
slab shall be replaced or modified as prescribed by a licensed structural engineer to meet the minimum 
IRC code specifications of today’s standards.  

• Scrape, repair, refinish, or replace the original wood clapboard, shiplap, and shingle siding as necessary. 

• The south side bay window should be removed. This is not an historic element though the appearance 
was intended to match the historic house. The bay window should be removed, and new windows should 
be added in this location that match the windows seen in the early 1900’s photograph. 

• The membrane roof should be further inspected by a licensed professional. The roof was visible from 
within the house on the second floor, but not all areas were visible. Where visible, the roof appears to be in 
good condition and it was likely inspected in 2018 and deemed to be in good condition at that time as well, 
as it does not appear that it was replaced. 

• The painted wood rear door facing south should be fully restored. The wood door parts should be further 
inspected and repaired with replacement parts used only where necessary. All of the wood should be 
painted and sealed to resist weathering. The door hardware should also be repaired to remain functional. 
The weatherstripping around the doors should be replaced to create proper seals. 

• The original wood double-hung and fixed windows should be properly restored as described below. 
Windows should be made to be operable, create proper seals, and only use replacement parts where no 
other option is available. 

o Remove and replace all window putty. 
o Clean and restore all glass panes with special care given to stained glass. 
o Repair and refurbish all wood window sash elements including stiles, rails, and muntins. 
o Repair and refurbish all wood window frames. 
o Repair and refurbish all counterweights and restore to operability. 
o Repair and refurbish all hardware including locking mechanisms.  
o Install new storm and screen windows with minimal frames. 
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• Alternatively, all of the windows could be replaced with fiberglass or aluminum-clad wood windows. The 
replacement windows should match the size, location, and style of each existing window. 

• Scrape, repair, refinish, or replace all pained wood soffits. 

• Repair, restore or replace all of the painted wood trim as necessary. 

• Repair, restore, or replace all of the painted wood ornamentation as necessary. 
 
SERIOUS DEFICIENCY 
 
One or more of the following indicate a serious deficiency: 

1. Deterioration, if not corrected within two to five years, will result in failure of the feature or element. 
2. Deterioration of a feature or element, if not corrected within two to five years, may pose a threat to the 

health and/or safety of the user. 
3. Deterioration of adjacent or related building materials and/or systems will occur as a result of the 

deficiency of the feature or element. 
 

• Keep overgrowth trimmed away from the house and overhead electrical lines and remove any overhead 
branches. The ground covers should be trimmed away from the house foundation and should not be 
allowed to grow up the house walls. 

• Continue to monitor the drainage around the perimeter of the house. The perimeter should be observed 
after snow and significant rain events to assess for all areas of pooling water.  

• The wood floor framing members including the sill plate, rim board, floor joists, and floor sheathing should 
be inspected for rot caused by poor drainage. If rot is found in any of these members, the affected flooring 
should be replaced as prescribed by a licensed structural engineer. Rot was not observed during the site 
visit. However, many of the susceptible areas, primarily at the house perimeter, were not visible for 
analysis due to insulation in the basement. 

• The garage likely meets the age to qualify as a historic element of the site. However, the garage was not 
originally constructed in a manner to have a long-life expectancy and has subsequently been minimally 
maintained. The size and location of the overhead garage door only provides one on-site parking space, 
and the condition of the roof poses a safety concern. For these reasons, we recommend removing the 
garage or extensive structural repair to the existing framing should occur to meet current code standards. 

• Similarly, the parking area on the west side of the house should be removed. On-site parking could be 
accommodated in this location with a new concrete slab or wheel tracks. However, no parking should 
occur above the coal room and the coal room should be further assessed prior to any above grade work. 

• The basement and crawlspace foundation walls showed various signs of damage that require further 
evaluation. No additional load should be added to the existing foundation system without a full analysis of 
the current foundation walls/footings. Additional strengthening of existing crawlspace walls may be needed 
as determined by a licensed structural engineer to meet current code specifications. 

• New footings are likely needed to support the point and distributed loads from the roof and floor framing as 
specified in the recommendations below. New foundation support below any new beam and posts 
supporting the floor and roof framing should be coordinated with a licensed structural engineer. 

• The floor framing should be further observed by a licensed engineer and repaired as needed. The existing 
floor joists may be over spanned per current IRC code. New floor joists could be sistered to the existing 
floor joists or new beam lines should be added to the main floor system to support the existing floor joists 
as mentioned above. Special attention should be given to the connections between the foundation walls, 
floor joists, beams, and beam supports. The floor joists are not suitable for additional load resulting from a 
remodel or addition. 

• It is likely that the non-visible portions of the floor structure are constructed in a similar manner to those 
areas that are exposed. However, the entire floor structure should be verified and evaluated by a licensed 
structural engineer prior to any remodel or addition. 

• New beams may need to be added to support the point and distributed loads from the roof framing as 
specified in the recommendations of the ‘Roof Framing Systems’ section of this report.  

• Deconstructive investigation is necessary to fully analyze the roof structure. Coordinate locations to 
remove finish materials to view the roof structure with a licensed structural engineer. 
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• Hurricane clips (or toenails) may need to be added where roof framing members bear on exterior walls to 
meet the minimum IRC code requirements of today. 

• Additional collar ties may be needed to be in compliance with current IRC code for prescriptive roof 
framing. 

• Diagonal braces and purlins may be needed to strengthen the existing rafters to be in compliance with the 
current IRC code for prescriptive roof framing. 

• Additional beams may be needed in the attic area to support the above-mentioned diagonal braces and 
purlins. This is mainly needed approximately at the mid-span of the roof rafters. These beams will require 
support in the wall system and likely would require new foundation support in the crawlspace and 
basement. This must be coordinated with a licensed structural engineer. 

• Attic insulation should be added to achieve an R-value as close as possible to current code standards. The 
maximum insulation possible should be added at the perimeter of the roof as the roof depth in this location 
does not allow for the minimum required by code. Any energy upgrades, such as increased insulation in 
the attic, could result in prolonged snow retention on the roof and could ultimately affect roof performance 
without first completing structural reinforcement. 

• Wall cavity insulation should be added to achieve an R-value as close as possible to current code 
standards. Any energy upgrades, such as increased insulation in the attic, could result in prolonged snow 
retention on the roof and could ultimately affect roof performance without first completing structural 
reinforcement. 

• Further deconstructive investigation is necessary to properly analyze the covered front porch. The roof, 
beams, columns, and attachments need to be verified and analyzed by a licensed structural engineer. 
Additionally, the porch floor is sitting on top of the coal room, and it is unclear how it is supported. Further 
analysis is required by a licensed structural engineer to determine how the concrete porch slab is 
supported. The condition of all these elements needs to be verified with deconstructive investigation. 

• The concrete planter on the west side of the porch should be removed. This planter is not historic and may 
cause poor drainage away from the house foundation or from the coal room area below. 

• Remove the greenhouse on the south side of the house. This is not an historic element of the house and is 
attached to the house. The doors accessing the greenhouse should also be removed with the removal of 
the greenhouse as these are not historic nor in a historic location. 

• Consider removing the east side bay window on the second floor. This is not an historic element though 
the appearance was intended to match the historic house. However, the bay window is on the rear of the 
house and therefore is not visible when the house is viewed from Main Street, therefore the visual impact 
on the original house is minimal. If the east bay window is removed, consider adding a window in this 
location that matches the window in the west gable end. It is unclear if there was originally a window in this 
location and all evidence would be lost, but it is possible that the original structure had windows at both 
gable end walls. 

• It appears that there is a small attic space in the upper part of the gable. This area was not accessible 
during the site visit to analyze the roof structure, insulation, and attic venting. Provide an attic access hatch 
and have the attic analyzed by a licensed structural engineer and licensed architect. 

• Consider replacing the gutters with half-round gutters to match the historic style typical of Louisville. 
Downspouts should be replaced with round downspouts. 

• The fascia should be fully evaluated when the k-style gutters are removed. The fascia may need to be 
repaired or replaced and properly reinforced for new gutter attachment.  
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MINOR DEFICIENCY 
 
One or more of the following indicate a minor deficiency: 

1. Standard preventive maintenance practices and building conservation methods have not been 
followed. 

2. A reduced life expectancy of affected or related building materials and/or systems will result. 
3. A condition exists with long-term impact beyond five years. 

 

• Work with a licensed arborist to maintain the mature trees and shrubs. Ensure that growth does not 
interfere with the house roof, siding, or foundation. 

• Consider replacing the hardscape walking surfaces throughout the rear and side yards with new surfaces 
that are level. 

• Continually monitor the main floor walls for signs of foundation distress such as cracking or improper door 
operation. Cracks were not observed within the finishes on the main level. If signs of cracking are 
detected, these areas should be evaluated by a licensed engineer and repaired as needed. 

• If the main floor deflection is inadequate, consult a licensed structural engineer for additional support 
design options. 

• Without the opportunity to observe the exterior wall structure, we do not have any recommendations 
currently. If the opportunity presents itself, the exterior walls should be assessed by a licensed structural 
engineer. The owner is to note that the walls will need to be evaluated if any remodels or additional load is 
to be added, including the interior walls as several of these walls appear to be load bearing. Also, if any 
remodel or addition plan is in place, new braced wall lines may be added by adding OSB or gypsum board 
on the interior side of exterior walls to resist wind loading. 

• Remove the trellis structure on the south side of the house. This is not an historic element of the house 
and is attached to the house structure.  

• Ensure that all gutters, downspouts, and downspout extensions are maintained to discharge water away 
from the building foundation and are kept clear of debris. 

• Continue to perform routine maintenance on the furnace to prolong the lifespan.  

• If heating or cooling does not perform to the homeowner’s satisfaction, consult with a licensed mechanical 
designer for upgrade options and/or all-electric heating and cooling options. 

• Consider replacing the water heater with a high-efficiency unit with a sealed combustion intake/exhaust 
system or an all-electric heat pump water heater. 

• Consider installing new exterior lighting that complies with Dark Sky regulations. 
 

5.2 PHASING PLAN 
 
A phasing plan is not available at this time. 
 

5.3 ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COST OF CONSTRUCTION 
 
A probable cost of construction is not available at this time.  
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6.0 PHOTOGRAPHS AND ILLUSTRATIONS 

 

 
c. early 1900s view from Main Street 
 

 
1950 West Elevation 
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2024 West Elevation 
 
 
 

 
2024 View from the Southwest 
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2024 View from the Northwest 
 
 
 

 
2024 View from the Southeast 



 
 

December 2, 2024 

  

Attn: Josh Johnston 

DAJ Design 

Louisville, CO  

  

Dear Josh,  

  

We visited the building at 1016 Main Street, Louisville, CO on October 8, 2024, to review the 

existing building for the purpose of documenting and evaluating the existing structure.  It was at 

this time that we reviewed the building with DAJ Design and coordinated our findings with the 

report created by DAJ Design. 

 

On December 2, 2024, we reviewed the final report and made any necessary modifications to 

the structural sections.  All findings, evaluations and recommendations are in the report.  Below, 

in this letter, are our structural conclusions and a summary of our scope of work.  Please feel 

free to contact us for any further information. 

 

 

Structural Conclusions: 

A. In our professional opinion, the building’s structure is adequate for its continued safe use. 

The construction does not meet all modern code standards; however, it has performed 

adequately up to this point.  We recommend that a licensed Structural Engineer be retained to 

further evaluate the structure, provide the repairs recommended in each of the sections of this 

report and assist in any modifications to the structure proposed by the owner and an architect. 

Please see the recommendations sections of the report for any required or recommended 

structural recommendations, to be completed by a licensed structural engineer and contractor. 

 

It is also important to note that a significant portion of the building’s structure was not exposed 

for our review.  There may be damaged structure that we were not able to observe due to finish 

materials.  Also, additional cosmetic imperfections could arise, which is normal for an old 

structure. 

 

B. An extreme event occurring at the site, such as a tornado, a serious (rare) earthquake or 

other unforeseen event could significantly damage the structure. But this is also true for most 

old structures in Louisville and is only mentioned for completeness of this report. 

 

C. The drainage around the home should be addressed to allow for water to flow away from the 

building. Poor drainage could result in water infiltration or excessive movement and damage to 

the foundation and wood framing. 

 

 

 

 



 
 

Summary and Limitations: 
 

A. Summary: 

 

1. The goal of our site observation and the structural portion of the report is to provide an 

overview of the building’s structure and foundation and identify areas where remedial work in 

the near future is prudent. 

 

2. The recommended remedial measures are intended to promote the building’s continued safe 

use and are not intended to eliminate all existing and potential future cosmetic defects. 

 

B. Limitations: 

 

1. The information contained in the report is the author’s professional opinion based on visual 

evidence readily available at the site, without the removal of existing finish materials. Of course, 

this means there could be hidden defects which are not discoverable at this time, without 

demolition of finish materials. That is true for most buildings, and an inherent limitation for this 

kind of report. Should additional information become available or additional movement is 

perceived, we recommend that our firm be contacted for further review. 

 

2. The issuance of the report does not provide the building’s current or future owners with a 

guarantee, certification, or warranty of future performance. Acceptance and use of this report do 

not transfer financial liability for the building or the property to the author or this engineering 

firm. 

 

3. The report is also only preliminary to make note of areas that need to be addressed.  A 

licensed Structural Engineer should be retained to provide a more thorough investigation and 

provide appropriate repair details for all necessary repairs. 

 

Prepared by,      Reviewed by, 

 

Vignan Beesam, M.S.     Billy Schoelman, P.E. 

 

         

bscho
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July 22, 2025 

 
Mr. Rob Zucarro- City of Louisville Planning Department 

 

RE:  Consultation Assessment of 1016 Main St., Louisville, CO 80027 

 

Dear Mr. Zucarro,  

 

This letter is to confirm a consultation of whether or not the City of Louisville should consider a Landmark 

Designation for this property, once it has been purchased.  

 

The City of Louisville has seen widespread destruction of historic housing in recent years with is a product 

of the rapidly increasing popularity of the Louisville area. The city currently has about 68 Historical 

Landmarked structures.  I have had discussions with a Local/Louisville Real Estate Sales Expert, Elizabeth 

Ryterski, and she states that there is not always a benefit to a local landmark designation if the home is 

being sold on the open market, however, if you plan on keeping the property in tack (original condition), it 

is a beneficial option for these historic homes. Unfortunately, there is insufficient data available to 

determine an exact monetary value of the possible increase or decrease in the value of the subject property. 

 

Subject is a 1910 Queen Anne with 1,276 finished square feet, a 286 square foot carriage house and two car 

alley load garage on a 7,889 square foot lot. The City has Grants available to preserve the integrity of these 

nostalgic homes, and the homeowner must go through a Historic Structure Assessment (in a Residential 

Context) in order to determine if the property is eligible for these grants. Additionally, there may be "Extra-

Ordinary Circumstances" grants available for certain homes. If a homeowner applies for and is granted 

funds to improve a Landmarked property, the subject property could be expanded up to a total of 2,450 

square foot (or an increase of 888 square foot of living area) per the Table of Preservation and Landmark 

Bonuses, which would ultimately increase the value of this property. 

 

So the question of whether or not I would recommend the City actively going through the Louisville 

Landmark designation with plans to preserve another Historic home in the city, the answer is Yes, I would 

recommend that action be undertaken. 

 

Thank you for your business. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Glenn T. Fleckenstein 

Glenn T. Fleckenstein- Hammond Appraisals Inc. 

Certified Residential Appraiser  

 



Item Description Personnel needs Suggested Timeline

1. Landmark plaque ceremony Annual ceremony honoring 2024-early 
2025 landmarks

1 HPC volunteer for event planning in 
May Lynda April – May (HPC volunteer May only)

Item Description Personnel needs Suggested Timeline

4. Grant Program Update
Consider Historic Preservation Fund 
grant increases as well as considering 
adding additional grant programs.

Staff
Full Commission for review Q3 - Q4 (July - December 2025)

Item Description Personnel needs Suggested Timeline

3. Public Outreach Update the online map which features 
landmarked properties

Staff
HPC Subcommittees (1-2 members)
Josh, Lynda

No suggested timeline.

Create a walking tour around Old Town 
that features historic and landmarked 
structures of significance. Provide 
background information for each 
destination.

Staff
HPC Subcommittees (1-2 members)
Sloane, Lynda

No suggested timeline.

Create an updated brochure/flyer 
highlighting the historic preservation 
program to be distributed to the public

Staff
HPC Subcommittee (1-2 members)
Sloane, Marty

To be completed after grant program update.
Brochure can be drafted with other information in meantime.

Q3 (July - September 2025)

Identify in-person events in Louisville to 
participate at a booth promoting the 
historic preservation program and 
answering questions.

Staff
HPC Subcommittees (1-2 members)
Chrissy, Talbot

Q2 (April - June 2025) - Identify key public events for HPC representation
Louisville Farmers Market
Summer Fest
Q3 - Q4 (July - December 2025) - Staff booths at events

All items require some level of staff involvement, especially for final review and/or City approval of public materials, etc. However, the following items will be initiated and developed primarily by commissioners. Open government rules limiting business discussions 
among commissioners to 2 commissioners maximum without public notice apply.

Commissioner-Initiated Work Plan Items

Table 1. List of 2025 Work Plan Items
Recurring Work Plan Items

These are standard work plan items to support basic functions and requirements of the HPC.

Priority Work Plan Items
These are the priority work plan items to be addressed in 2025
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	5_720 Grant
	5a.0 720 Grant_Probable Cause Staff Report
	The history of 720 Grant highlights two notable families in Louisville History. The earliest history of the Robinson and Ferguson families that spans 46 years and the role of George Robinson in significant historical events during the Long Strike and ...
	The earliest deed for Lots 6 & 7, Block 7 of the Pleasant Hill Addition is from Orrin Welch to John George Robinson in 1904. Robinson, who went by George (1872-1927) was born in Northumberland, England and came to the US in 1878 as a young boy with hi...
	In 1952, the United Pentecostal Church or Apostolic Church purchased the house at 720 Grant from the Thomas Davies estate for use as a parsonage. The first pastor to live at 720 Grant was William LaRue who came from Pueblo, CO with his wife and 18-mon...
	The Evanoffs only lived at 720 Grant for two years before moving to Rock Springs, WY. However, Tony Evanoff’s grandparents (Stephen and Eva Drake Evanoff) came from Bulgaria and had lived in Louisville since 1922. Pamela Sue Domenico moved from Longmo...
	Please see the attached Social History Report for a more detailed history.
	Photo of 720 Grant Street, Boulder County Assessor Card from 1948.
	Street view of 720 Grant Street (August 2025)
	Street view of 720 Grant Street (August 2025)
	ARCHITECTURAL INTEGRITY:
	720 Grant is not included in the PaleoWest "100 Architectural Inventories for the City of Louisville” (2023). “Stories in Places: Putting Louisville’s Residential Development in Context” (2018) identifies 720 Grant as a National Folk (Victorian) House...
	National folk house forms were associated with railroads and worker housing in general (McAlester 2017:134–147). They were popular from the 1870s to 1930s and are the dominant residential type in Louisville from that time. Housing forms and styles wer...
	The structure appears to have maintained the original building footprint since the Boulder County Assessor Card from 1948. Building permit records include a new roof in 2019, pergola and patio added in 2009, a 2-story addition (800 sq ft) and unfinish...
	HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE ANALYSIS AND CRITERIA FOR FINDING PROBABLE CAUSE FOR LISTING AS LOCAL LANDMARK:
	PRESERVATION MASTER PLAN:
	The Preservation Master Plan was adopted in 2015 and includes goals and objectives for the historic preservation program. A finding of probable cause would meet the following goals and objectives:
	Goal #3: Encourage voluntary preservation of significant archaeological, historical, and architectural resources
	Objective 3.3 - Encourage voluntary designation of eligible resources
	Objective 3.4 - Promote alternatives to demolition of historic buildings
	Goal #5: Continue leadership in preservation incentives and enhance customer service
	Objective 5.1 - Promote availability of Historic Preservation Fund grants and other incentives
	FISCAL IMPACT:
	The finding of probable cause allows for a grant of up to $7,500 for a Historic Structure Assessment (HSA) from the Historic Preservation Fund.
	RECOMMENDATION:
	Staff recommends a finding of Probable Cause under the criteria in section 15.36.050 of the LMC, making the properties eligible for the cost of a historic structure assessment. The current maximum amount available for an HSA is $7,500. Staff recommend...
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	7a.0 Contigency Reserve Memo
	Date:  August 18, 2025

	7a.1 Resolution Contigency Fund
	A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE 2025 ANNUAL CONTIGENCY/EMERGENCY RESERVE FUND FOR THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION FUND
	WHEREAS, the Historic Preservation Commission finds that establishing the 2025 annual Contingency/Emergency Reserve Fund at 20% of the annual operating budget of the Historic Preservation Fund to be consistent with Resolution No 17, Series 19 and othe...
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	8a.0 1016 Main St HPC Review
	Date:  August 18, 2025
	HISTORICAL BACKGROUND:
	The history of 1016 Main exemplifies the modest lives of Louisville residents in the late 19th and 20th centuries. The property was used by several generations of the Ashe and Petrelli families as a source of rental income and as a home. It provides a...
	The exact year of construction cannot be determined. Boulder County Records give 1910 as the house’s date of construction, however, the County Assessor Card notes the house was 55 years old in 1950, placing the earliest date of construction at 1895. N...
	Mary Quillian Ashe purchased the home in 1910, after having previously lived as a next-door neighbor. Mary and her husband, Thomas Gregory Ashe, who was a superintendent of the Lucas mine near Broomfield, moved to Texas with their six sons in 1911. Ho...
	In 1938, the Ashe family sold the home to Victor and Mary Petrelli. Victor was born in Italy and came to the US in 1910. Mary was of Italian descent and born in New Jersey. The Petrellis spent their early years of marriage in Italy until coming back t...
	See Attachment No. 5 for complete Social History Report.
	Photo of 1016 Main Street dated ca. early 1900s.
	Photo and floor plan of 1016 Main from the 1948 Assessor’s Card.
	ARCHITECTURAL INTEGRITY:
	1016 Main Street was documented in the PaleoWest “Stories in Places” residential context as displaying a Queen Anne architectural style, one of three in the Caledonia Place subdivision. It is likely that this building was constructed from a Sears and ...
	The house has maintained many of its original features, including the siding, windows, and trim. It is unclear if the front door is original, but it may be.  Overall, the propery exhibits a high level of archtectural integrity.  This block of Main Str...
	Current image of 1016 Main Street.
	Current image of 1016 Main Street.
	HISTORIC STRUCTURE ASSESSMENT:
	In 2024, the property owners received an HPF grant to complete a Historic Structure Assessment (HSA) for the property (see Attachment No.7). The HSA provides a detailed assessment of the history and condition of the building.  While there are many not...
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