
 

 
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 
ClerksOffice@LouisvilleCO.gov. A forty-eight-hour notice is requested. 
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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, February 23, 2026 

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. Introductions  
5. Approval of Minutes (January 2026) 
6. Public Comments on Items Not on the Agenda 
7. Public Hearing:  

a. 540 County Road (Grain Elevator) - Alteration Certificate and Grant 
Request 

8. Updates from Staff 
9. Updates from Commission Members 
10. Adjourn 

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


 

 
City of Louisville 

Community Development     749 Main Street      Louisville CO 80027 
303.335.4592        www.LouisvilleCO.gov 

Historic Preservation Commission 

Meeting Minutes 
January 26, 2026 

City Hall, Council Chambers 
749 Main Street 

6:30 PM 
 
Call to Order – Daniels called the meeting to order at 6:30 PM. 
 
Roll Call was taken, and the following members were present: 

 
Commission Members Present:  Marty Beauchamp 
     Keith Keller 
     Jeff Moline 
     Austen Welker 
     Sloane Whidden 
     Talbot Wilt 
 

 Commission Members Absent: Jamie Peterson 
 
Staff Members Present:  Jess Daniels, Senior Planner 

 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

Motion to approve the agenda was moved by Whidden, seconded by Beauchamp, and 
adopted by voice vote. 

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Commissioners noted clerical inconsistencies in the November and December minutes. 
The Commission proceeded with consideration of the October 2025 minutes only. 
Motion to approve the October 2025 minutes was moved and seconded. The motion 
was adopted by voice vote. 
The November and December 2025 minutes will be brought back for consideration at a 
future meeting. 
Motion to approve the agenda was moved by Wilt, seconded by Whidden, and adopted 
by voice vote. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
None were heard. 
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2026 PROCEDURAL ITEMS 

a. Election of Officers for 2026 
Motion to elect Whidden as Chair of the board was made by Wilt, seconded by 
Welker, and adopted by voice vote. 
 
Motion to elect Beauchamp as Vice Chair of the board was made by Whidden, 
seconded by Wilt, and adopted by voice vote. 
 

b. Approval of Posting Locations for Agendas 
Staff reviewed the official posting locations: 
• Louisville City Hall 
• Louisville Public Library 
• Louisville Police Department 
• Louisville Recreation Center 
• City of Louisville website 
The motion to approve the posting locations was adopted by roll call vote 6–0. 
 

c. Approval of Expected 2026 Historic Preservation Commission Meeting Dates 
Staff presented the proposed 2026 meeting schedule. 
The motion to approve the expected 2026 meeting dates was adopted by roll call 
vote 6–0. 

 
PROBABLE CAUSE: 524 Main Street 

Staff Presentation 
Staff presented a request for a probable cause determination for 524 Main Street to 
qualify for a Historic Structure Assessment (HSA) grant of up to $7,500. Staff explained 
that probable cause is evaluated using the landmarking criteria outlined in the Louisville 
Municipal Code. 
 
The property was constructed in 1908 and is approximately 118 years old. Staff stated 
the property is not listed in the PaleoWest Stories in Place inventory nor in the Colorado 
Cultural Resource Survey. It is identified as a National Folk architectural type, common 
in Louisville between the 1870s and 1930s and associated with railroad and worker 
housing. 
 
Historic photographs from the 1952 Boulder County Assessor card were compared to 
present-day images, demonstrating that the structure has maintained its historic 
footprint and a high degree of architectural integrity. Staff also noted social significance 
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due to occupancy by community members involved in mining and civic activities, 
including service on City Council. 
Staff Recommendation 
Staff recommended approval of probable cause and authorization of a grant of up to 
$7,500 toward a Historic Structure Assessment. 
 
Commissioner Questions of Staff 
Commissioners asked procedural clarification questions regarding meeting order and 
speaker sequence. 
 
Commissioner Questions of Applicant 
 
None were heard. 
Public Comment 
No public comment was taken on this item. 
 
Commissioner Discussion 
Commissioners discussed the property’s strong structural integrity, particularly the 
consistent window and door placement over time. Commissioners noted that the 
building retains its historic footprint and reflects early residential development patterns 
in Louisville. Commissioners expressed support for approving probable cause. 
A motion to approve probable cause for 524 Main Street for a Historic Structure 
Assessment was moved by Beauchamp, seconded by Moline, and approved by a vote 
of 6–0. 

 
PROBABLE CAUSE: 517 La Farge Ave 

Staff Presentation 
Staff presented a request for probable cause for 517 La Farge Avenue for eligibility for a 
$7,500 Historic Structure Assessment grant. Staff explained that the property was 
constructed in 1950 and is approximately 76 years old. 
 
The property is identified as a Ranch architectural type in the City’s 100 architectural 
inventories. It is not listed in the PaleoWest Stories in Place inventory nor the Colorado 
Cultural Resource Survey. Photographs from the 1952 assessor card compared to 
current images demonstrate minimal exterior changes and retention of historic integrity. 
Staff stated that the home reflects post–World War II development patterns in Louisville, 
including the growing importance of automobile-oriented residential design and mid-
century infill development following the decline of mining operations. Staff concluded 
that the property meets the applicable landmarking criteria. 
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Staff Recommendation 
Staff recommended approval of probable cause and authorization of a grant of up to 
$7,500 toward a Historic Structure Assessment. 
 
Commissioner Questions of Staff 
No substantive questions were asked of staff. 
 
Applicant Presentation 
The applicant provided a detailed presentation explaining the home’s significance as a 
Weyerhaeuser “Four Square” pre-cut lumber model (Model 5129). The applicant 
described the post–World War II housing context, including standardized floor plans, 
kiln-dried lumber, and pre-marked construction materials designed for efficiency and 
expansion. 
 
The applicant stated the home retains a high degree of architectural integrity and 
represents mid-century infill development during Louisville’s transition from a mining-
based economy to postwar residential growth. 
 
Commissioner Questions of Applicant 
Commissioners asked whether additional Weyerhaeuser models exist in Louisville and 
whether similar examples have been landmarked. The applicant indicated that other 
examples exist, but none are currently landmarked to his knowledge. 
 
Public Comment 
No public comment was received. 
 
Commissioner Discussion 
Commissioners discussed the importance of recognizing mid-century architecture in 
Louisville and referenced prior discussions about identifying appropriate post–World 
War II properties for landmark consideration. Commissioners emphasized the home’s 
strong integrity and educational value in illustrating postwar development patterns. 
Commissioners expressed support for approving probable cause. 
A motion to approve probable cause for 517 La Farge Avenue was move by 
Beauchamp, seconded by Welker, and approved by a vote of 6–0. 
 

STAFF COMMENTS 
Staff provided updates regarding: 

• Implementation of the updated Historic Preservation Grant Program 
• Ongoing work related to an online landmark map 
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• Outreach and event opportunities, including the Farmers Market and other 
community events 

• The upcoming Saving Places Conference (February 11–13) 
• Upcoming Certified Local Government (CLG) evaluation and training 
• The next meeting scheduled for February 23, 2026 

 
COMMISSION COMMENTS 

The Commissioners introduced themselves and shared their backgrounds and interest 
in historic preservation. 
Commissioners also discussed procedural clarification regarding voting methods for 
future meetings. 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
Motion to adjourn was moved by Wilt, seconded by Beauchamp, and adopted by voice 
vote. 
The Commission adjourned at 8:00 PM. 



F 
 
 
ITEM: 540 County Road Alteration Certificate & Grant 

Requests 
 
APPLICANT: Erik Hartronft 
 540 County Road 
 Louisville, Colorado 80027 
 
OWNER: Louisville Mill Site LLC 
 540 County Road 
 Louisville, CO 80027 
 
PROJECT INFORMATION: 
ADDRESS: 540 County Road 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Lot 2 Louisville Mill Site 
DATE OF CONSTRUCTION: Ca. 1905-1906 
 
REQUEST: Alteration certificate, preservation and restoration 

grant, and new construction grant requests for the 
property at 540 County Road. 

 
VICINITY MAP: 

 

 

Historic Preservation Commission 
Staff Report 

February 23, 2025 
 

 

 



SUMMARY: The applicant is proposing to rehabilitate and redevelop the Louisville 
historic Grain Elevator into a commercial use for a Drinking Establishment, including 
restoring the porte cochere and boardwalk on the front side of the building, 
incorporating a historic wagon scale, and building a new, small “boxcar” building 
addition on the rear of the Grain Elevator.  

The applicant is requesting: 
• An Alteration Certificate to rehabilitate and redevelop the grain elevator to 

facilitate the establishment of a commercial use (Drinking Establishment).  
• Historic preservation grants for $1,475,000.00 
• A New Construction Grant for the Boxcar Addition for $111,000.00 

 
Staff Recommendations: 

1. Staff recommends approval of the Alteration Certificate.  
2. Staff recommends approval of a grants totaling $1,571,789. The following are the 

grant categories by amount recommended by staff as per Resolution 102, Series 
2025: 

a. Preservation, Restoration and Rehabilitation grant up to $343,000.00 
b. Extraordinary Circumstances grant up to $80,000.00 
c. Exceptional Circumstances grant up to $1,037,789.00 
d. New Construction grant up to $111,000.00 

 
BACKGROUND 
The Grain Elevator represents a unique part of Louisville’s agricultural history and is 
among the last remaining historic grain elevators in the State of Colorado. It has been 
considered a high value property for local historic preservation. The grain elevator was 
established as a national landmark in 1986 and a local landmark in 2015. In 2012, the 
City purchased the Louisville Grain Elevator property for $950,000 using Historic 
Preservation Funds (HPF) in order to avoid the demolition of the historic building. The 
City’s acquisition at that time included the Grain Elevator property and the adjoining 
commercial property at 544 Front Street (previously a NAPA auto parts store and 
currently houses E-Bike of Colorado).   
 
The City then published a request for proposals (RFP) for a public-private partnership to 
redevelop the properties, which included the restoration and activation of the Grain 
Elevator property for commercial use.  The City initially entered into an agreement with 
a redevelopment company (Olde Town Group) for restoration of the Grain Elevator 
property and approved up to $2.1M in HPF grants to assist with development costs.    
 
Issues arose around property boundaries and a building encroachment onto the 
adjoining property to the south (500 Front Street).  Due to a lack of resolution around 
these issues, the project with Olde Town Group was dropped, and instead the City 
entered into an agreement with a different entity, Louisville Mill Site, LLC.  This new 
development partnership included the owner of 500 Front Street and facilitated 
resolution of the outstanding encroachment and property boundary issues.   
 

https://www.louisvilleco.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/47517/639062494222370000
https://www.louisvilleco.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/47517/639062494222370000


The agreement with Louisville Mill Site, LLC included selling the property for a 
discounted price of $200,000, a grant from the HPF for $500,000 for initial stabilization 
work on the Grain Elevator, waiver of public land dedication fees or requirements, and 
rebates on application fees associated with the redevelopment of the property.  The 
initial stabilization work was completed in 2016 and the property transferred to Louisville 
Mill Site, LLC.   
 
Previous Applications (2015) 
The City has previously approved the following applications related to the Grain 
Elevator property: 

1. Historic Preservation 
Designation of the Grain Elevator building as a local landmark establishment of a 
conservation easement for the building, and approval of a historic preservation 
“Alternation Certificate” for the restoration work on the building and to allow a 
small building addition on the east side of the Grain Elevator.   

2. Louisville Mill Site Subdivision 
The Louisville Mill Site Subdivision, which established three lots and an outlot in 
front of the Grain Elevator (see Attachment No. 1).  Lot 1 encompassed the 
existing commercial building on the south side of the development, Lot 2 
encompassed the Grain Elevator, and Lot 3 encompassed the existing 
commercial building on the north side of the development.  Outlot A is located in 
front of the Grain Elevator. Outlot A and portions of Lots 2 and 3 include a 
conservation easement (Note No. 8 on plat) that provides “No Build Areas” 
limiting development in order to preserve public view corridors to the Grain 
Elevator building.   

3. Planned Unit Development (PUD) and Special Review Use (SRU) 
The Louisville Mill Site Redevelopment PUD/SRU, which approved the 
demolition of the NAPA building (Lot 3) to be replaced by a new 19,000 sq. ft. 
three-story commercial building, a three-story addition to the existing commercial 
building on Lot 3, a small building addition on the east side the Grain Elevator 
(Lot 2), and an outdoor gathering area on Outlot A with an alternative plan for 
development as a parking lot. The development plans also included use of a 
leased area from BNSF for additional parking in the BNSF right of way on the 
east side of the development.  The SRU authorized an “outdoor activity area” on 
Outlot A and Lot 2 to include food and beverage service.  The PUD and SRU 
approvals have since expired.  

 
Current Applications (2025-2026)  

1. Historic Preservation  
The current proposal is for redevelopment and renovation of the historic 
Louisville Grain Elevator on Lot 2 (landmarked) to facilitate a commercial use. 
The plans include restoring the porte cochere and boardwalk on the front side of 
the grain elevator building, including a historic wagon scale, and building a new, 
small “boxcar” building addition on the rear of the Grain Elevator to include 
restrooms (Attachment No.2).  
 



2. Planned Unit Development (PUD) and Special Review Use (SRU)  
A concurrent PUD and SRU to allow an Outdoor Eating and Drinking 
Establishment and Mobile Food Court at 500-544 Front Street is proposed. Most 
of the development is proposed on Outlot A (not landmarked) which is located 
directly in front of Lot 2 (landmarked; location of Grain Elevator) and includes the 
proposed location of the outdoor gathering area, which would be fenced and 
include food truck pads, outdoor seating, a relocated historic accessory structure 
used as a tap house, and a small stage in the southwest corner of the lot. Limited 
development for parking, drive aisles, and drainage infrastructure would occur on 
Lot 1 and Lot 3 and in the BNSF right of way. Grain Yard, LLC, intends to lease 
and occupy the space as a bar, gathering space, and Mobile Food Court.  See 
Attachment No. 3 for PUD/SRU application materials and supporting 
documentation.  

 
The new PUD and SRU applications were considered by the Planning Commission on 
November 13, 2025 and recommended to City Council for approval, following a 
recommendation by the Historic Preservation Commission.  
LINK: November 13, 2025, Planning Commission Meeting. 
 
Prior and Current City Financial Contributions 
The City and the City’s Urban Renewal Authority have previously provided $1,470,439 
in assistance for the redevelopment of the property.   
 
Table 1: Prior City Financial Contributions 
Sale of Property*   $750,000  
HPF Stabilization Grant   $500,000 
Urban Renewal Public Streetscape Improvements**   $163,526 
Public Land Dedication Waiver   $48,927 
Fee Waivers   $7,986 
TOTAL   $1,470,439 

* $950,000 acquisition cost minus $200,000 sale price 
** Required Infrastructure by Subdivision Improvement Agreement 
 
Additional urban renewal grant funding and tax increment financing requests are 
anticipated as part of this overall proposal.  The City has completed a “gap analysis” as 
part of the tax increment financing request, which evaluates the owner’s initial financial 
proforma for the project and estimates the potential funding cap associated with the 
project to meet reasonable return on investment for the property owner.  The “gap 
analysis” is not yet finalized, but staff anticipates a gap of approximately $2,000,000.  
The applicant would like to close the identified funding gap utilizing both HPF grant 
funding and any urban renewal funding that is awarded.    
 
  

https://ompnetwork.s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/sites/357/documents/2025_11_13_pc_full_packet.pdf?KLkAK0iF2ReyHQlMRkVwXKOvOLw1Qrvl


HISTORICAL BACKGROUND: 
Louisville Grain Elevator History  
Information from Gigi Yang, Louisville Historical Museum 
 
This building is considered to be one of the area’s last remaining wooden grain 
elevators. It was placed on the National Register of Historic Places in 1986 due to the 
elevator being “historically and visually the most significant structure associated with the 
agricultural history of the community.” It is also listed on the Colorado Register of 
Historic Places. Its stacked plank construction style is considered to be rare. A review of 
the available evidence shows that the date of construction of this building was most 
likely 1905-06. 
 
This building was constructed by John K. Mullen, an Irish immigrant who built and 
operated a number of grain elevators in Colorado in his capacity as President of the 
Colorado Milling & Elevator Co. Besides being associated with John K. Mullen, the 
building was also associated with the Moore and Thomas families. The elevator was 
managed for about 35 years by Louisville resident Howard A. Moore and then  
his son, Donald Moore. In 1957, it was purchased by Louisville residents Charles 
Thomas and Quentin Thomas. Charles Thomas was the brother-in-law of Donald 
Moore. This building is connected with not only Boulder County’s agricultural heritage, 
but is also connected with the area’s railroad history, mining history, and the history of 
the Irish in Colorado. Louisville is often described in terms of its history as a small coal 
mining town. However, farming not only predated mining in the area, but local farmers 
continued to play an important role in the town’s economy and cultural life through much 
of the 1900s. 
 
A Denver Post article from the 1990s noted that the stacked plank method of 
construction of the Louisville Grain Elevator is unique. The article cited James Stratis, a 
restoration specialist for the Colorado Historical Society, as stating that “the elevator’s 
role in the grain transportation system and its unique ‘stacked-plank’ architecture make 
the structure a national treasure.” 
 
It is believed that the general, original purpose of a grain elevator in this area was to 
receive grain, particularly wheat, from farmers. The Louisville Historical Museum has in 
its collection annual licenses given in the 1930s by the state of Colorado to Donald 
Moore, operator of the Grain Elevator, to inspect and grade wheat, barley, oats, corn, 
and rye. A grain elevator in this area would have also performed some processing of the 
grain, and local residents could purchase 100-lb. sacks of flour directly from the Grain 
Elevator, and families in Louisville used the flour sacks from the Grain Elevator to make 
clothing. Advertisements for the Grain Elevator show that this was a longtime, active 
business that played a vital role in the economy of the Louisville area. The building has 
been vacant since the Grain Elevator closed in the late 1960s. 
 
Please see attached social history report for more information (Attachment No. 4).  
 
 



ARCHITECTURAL INTEGRITY: 
Stories in Places: Putting Louisville’s Agricultural, Railroad, and Mining Development in 
Context identifies the historical impact of grain elevators in a post WWII era (pg X-X). 
WWII profoundly affected American culture and economy. Across the United States and 
in Louisville, the early post-WWII years saw a boom in agricultural production, 
population growth, house construction, automobile use, and new industries. After WWII, 
the agricultural industry expanded rapidly due to human population explosion, further 
mechanization, development of new, high-yield varieties of grain, consolidation of farms, 
and use of chemical fertilizers and pesticides. At the same time, trucks using newly 
constructed interstate highways and regional roads generally replaced railroads for 
transporting large-scale agricultural products (Christensen 2009:37). 37 Dramatically 
increased agricultural production and a new network of roads created a need for and 
facilitated larger, dispersed grain elevators (Christensen 2009:37; Gohlke 1992, as cited 
in Christensen 2009:35). Increased yields often led to long lines of trucks at small 
country grain elevators that could not easily handle large volumes of product. In 
contrast, larger elevators could handle larger volumes and accommodate larger trucks. 
Although they were located farther from production sites, the larger elevators could still 
be accessed fairly quickly with the new road networks (Bouland 1967, as cited in 
Christensen 2009:35). Many railroads discontinued or greatly reduced service along 
lines that did not provide consistent business. Furthermore, some rail lines and grain 
elevators were abandoned as a result of the bankruptcy of many railroad companies 
between WWI and WWII (Christensen 2009:37). All of these factors contributed to the 
abandonment of many country elevators between 1930 and 1960 (Christensen 
2009:35), including Louisville’s, which closed in 1956 (The Louisville Times 1957). 
 
Wood was commonly used for grain elevators until the end of WWII, particularly for 
country grain elevators such as Louisville’s, as wood could be shipped in large 
quantities by railroad. Country grain elevators received grain directly from farmers for 
delivery to a terminal. Country grain elevators have a capacity that ranges from less 
than 100,000 bushels of grain to more than one million bushels (Christensen 2009:14). 
Louisville’s Grain elevator was a country grain elevator. These grain elevators were 
placed along railroads approximately every six to 10 miles to connect farmers with 
larger, more centrally located, grain markets. This spacing was dictated by the 
availability of water and fuel, potential grain production, the distance at which farmers 
could deliver their harvests and return home by team and wagon on the same day, and 
railroad companies’ blocking of other companies from the same area.  
 
Country elevators are typically made of wood, steel, brick, tile, and/or concrete. Those 
Country grain elevators made of wood come in two forms: studded and cribbed. Stories 
in Place identifies the Louisville Grain Elevator as cribbed construction. Cribbed wood 
grain elevators are constructed of stacked lumber including 2 × 10s, 2 × 8s, 2 × 6s, and 
2 × 4s, while studded wood grain elevators comprise balloon frame construction (Frame 
1990; Mahar-Keplinger 1993:18, as cited in Christensen 2009:20). Cribbed construction 
is more stable and common for grain elevators than studded construction. The pieces of 
lumber are laid flat to form a rectangle or square, interlocking like logs in a log cabin, 
and held together with large metal spikes. Smaller width lumber of decreasing size is 

https://www.louisvilleco.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/22204/636831728329270000
https://www.louisvilleco.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/22204/636831728329270000


used near the top of the grain elevator (Mahar-Keplinger 1993:18, as cited in 
Christensen 2009:20). Cribbed elevators (Figure 28) are generally topped by one of 
three types of cupola roofs: triangular, rectangular, or setback triangular. These tops 
feature stud construction (Mahar-Keplinger 1993, as cited in Christensen 2009:21). 
Louisville’s cribbed grain elevator (Christensen 2009:62) features a triangular cupola 
roof. 
 
Early wood grain elevators were highly susceptible to fire, so builders started to clad the 
exterior with corrugated steel panels or asbestos. These coverings largely prevented 
stray sparks from railroad use and other external sources from igniting the grain 
elevators. As a grain elevator’s production increased, it was often necessary to expand 
the size of the building by adding exterior (usually steel) bins, then routing the grain 
through the head house to the bins via spouts or conveyors (Christensen 2009:22). 
Louisville’s grain elevator is unusual in that it retains wood siding that has never been 
replaced with or covered by metal siding (Bacon 2010b:9).   
 
The Louisville Grain Elevator building has been the subject of three different 
architectural and historical surveys, funded and completed jointly by the City of 
Louisville and the State of Colorado in 1982, 1985, and 2000:  
 
State of Colorado Survey, 1982  
The 1982 inventory record stated the building’s special features to be “Multi-level steep 
gables, 50 feet high at highest gable; next to railroad track for transport” and included 
the following statement of significance:  
 

This tall frame structure, although badly deteriorated, provides a valuable visual 
record of the agricultural heritage of Louisville which has been so largely 
overshadowed by the pervasiveness of coal mining. . . . [I]ts location near the 
tracks, (like the early lumber companies), pointed out the fact that Louisville had 
become an important distribution point for agricultural products by the early 
1900’s.  The 1982 inventory records also stated that “rehabilitation would help 
preserve perhaps the only structural link to the agricultural heritage of the town.” 

 
National Designation Statement of Significance,1986 
The grain elevator was one of twelve historic buildings in downtown Louisville that were 
placed on the National Register of Historic Places in 1986 and was found to be: 

 
 “…historically and visually the most significant structure associated with the 
agricultural history of the community.  Its frame construction and functional 
design illustrate an important resource type traditionally associated with 
agriculture”. Louisville Multiple Resource Area and under Railroads in Colorado, 
1858-1948, Multiple Property Submission. 
 
 
 
 



State of Colorado Survey, 2000  
The survey of this building conducted in 2000 for the State of Colorado gave the 
following statement of significance:  
  

This building has been individually listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places. It is historically significant, relative to National Register Criterion A, for its 
association with the theme of agriculture during the first half of the twentieth 
century. The structure is architecturally significant, under National Register 
Criterion C, because it [is] one of the region’s last remaining wooden grain 
elevators, and because of its rare stacked plank construction. The preservation 
of this building should be one of Louisville’s highest preservation priorities.  

 
Historic Structure Assessment (HSA), 2011 
A Historic Structure Assessment was completed for the property in 2011, prepared by 
Anderson Hallas Architects, PC (Attachment No. 5). The contract was for $38,000, 
which was funded by the City of Louisville through the Historic Preservation Fund 
(HPF).  
 
The HSA describes the Grain Elevator as composed of five sections, each with a 
different height and roof.  Section 1 is the section furthest north and the numbers 
progress to the south. The northern and southern most sections have shed roofs, and 
the middle three sections, each have a gable roof. The three north sections have wood 
tongue and groove siding, the southernmost section has shiplap wood siding. The 
section in the middle, containing the grain storage bins, has stacked wood planks. The 
process of stacking boards horizontally with the broad sides together is called cribbing 
and was a common construction technique for grain elevators. The elevator is wood 
sided and has never had metal siding put on, as many grain elevators have had, except 
in a few sections by the gabled roofs. The HSA states that the proposed work on the 
building would restore its architectural integrity and ensure its status as a significant 
structure both locally and nationally. The HSA concluded that the building is structurally 
sound, barring a few areas of deterioration, though the report is now 15 years old. A 
structural assessment supplemental was completed by Ascent Structural Engineering in 
November, 2025 (Attachment No. 6) 
 
 



 
Louisville Grain Elevator, 2/8/1916, Louisville Historical Museum 
 

 
Louisville Grain Elevator, 2/8/1916, Carnegie Branch Library for Local History, Boulder 
 



 
Louisville Grain Elevator, circa 1916, Carnegie Branch Library for Local History, Boulder 
 

 
Boulder County Assessor card photo showing Grain Elevator, circa 1949-1958 
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ALTERATION CERTIFICATE REQUEST: 
The applicant is requesting an alteration certificate. Alteration certificate requests are 
tied to landmark requests to ensure the work proposed would not affect a property’s 
historical integrity for landmarking. Alteration certificates are not required for routine 
maintenance, such as painting, but are required for work that requires a building permit. 
The proposed work falls under this review purview, which should focus on how the 
proposed changes may or may not impact the building and its historic integrity. 
 
The proposed Alteration Certificate applies only to the landmarked property (Lot 1)  
containing the grain elevator. Structural stabilization and renovation of the grain elevator 
for commercial use is proposed per the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties. Specific scope of the Alteration Certificate includes:  

• Existing siding and stacked plank walls to be repaired or replaced to match 
original as required, with paint to match original color as closely as possible 

• New ‘corten’ corrugated metal roofing  
• Restore historic painted wall sign 
• New tenant signage area on structure 
• New glass enclosure with operable wall panels  
• New patios for outdoor dining 
• Repair or replace original windows to match historic conditions 
• Four new skylights 
• New glazed entry 
• Reconstruction of original boardwalk  
• Restoring the porte cochere  

Additional details for the rehabilitation and renovation of the grain elevator are 
presented in construction documents in Attachment No X.  
 
ALTERATION CERTIFICATE CRITERIA AND STANDARDS ANALYSIS: 
Sec. 15.36.120. - Criteria to review an Alteration Certificate. 
A.  The commission shall issue an Alteration Certificate for any proposed work on a 
designated historical site or district only if the proposed work would not detrimentally 
alter, destroy or adversely affect any architectural or landscape feature which 
contributes to its original historical designation. 
 
B.  The commission must find the proposed alteration to be visually compatible with 
designated historic structures located on the property in terms of design, finish, material, 
scale, mass and height. When the subject site is in an historic district, the commission 
must also find that the proposed alteration is visually compatible with characteristics that 
define the district. For the purposes of this chapter, the term "compatible" shall mean 
consistent with, harmonious with, or enhancing to the mixture of complementary 
architectural styles, either of the architecture of an individual structure or the character 
of the surrounding structures. 



 
C.  The commission will use the following criteria to determine compatibility: 

Criteria and Standards Met? Evaluation 

1.  The effect upon the general historical 
and architectural character of the structure 
and property. 

Yes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The work will improve and 
preserve the historic quality,  
character, and stabilization of the 
Grain Elevator building.   
 

2.  The architectural style, arrangement, 
texture, and material used on the existing 
and proposed structures and their relation 
and compatibility with other structures. 

Yes 
  
 
 
 
 
 

The proposed restoration 
maintains the style of the Grain 
Elevator and uses compatible 
and comparable materials where 
relevant, including windows, 
siding, and plank.  
 

3.  The size of the structure, its setbacks, 
its site, location, and the appropriateness 
thereof, when compared to existing 
structures and the site. 

Yes There are no changes to the size, 
location, or setbacks of the Grain 
Elevator. 

4.  The compatibility of accessory 
structures and fences with the main 
structure on the site, and with other 
structures. 

N/A The grain elevator is located on 
landmarked property on Lot 1. 
Accessory structures such as 
restoring the porte cochere and 
boardwalk on the front side of the 
building ramp are compatible.  

5.  The effects of the proposed work in 
creating, changing, destroying, or 
otherwise impacting the exterior 
architectural features of the structure upon 
which such work is done. 

 Materials and features are 
proposed to be matched as 
closely to original aspects as 
possible. The Secretary of the 
Interior's Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties 
will be used for the rehabilitation.  

6.  The condition of existing 
improvements and whether they are a 
hazard to public health and safety. 

N/A No public health hazards are 
identified with this proposal.  

7.  The effects of the proposed work Yes The proposed work will positively 



Criteria and Standards Met? Evaluation 

upon the protection, enhancement, 
perpetuation and use of the property. 

affect the future usability of the 
building. 

8. a.  A property shall be used for its 
historic purpose or be placed in a new use 
that requires minimal change to the 
defining characteristics of the building and 
its site and environment. 

No 
 
 

It is not possible or feasible for 
the Grain Elevator to be used as 
intended for grain/milling. The 
change in use to a Drinking 
Establishment is intended to 
maintain and promote 
preservation and rehabilitation of 
the grain elevator alongside 
changing it to a more viable and 
contemporary use.  

8. b.  The historic character of a property 
shall be retained and preserved. The 
removal of historic materials or alteration 
of features and spaces that characterize a 
property shall be avoided. 

Yes The building will be preserved 
and restored with like character 
and materials.  

8. c.  Each property shall be recognized 
as a physical record of its time, place and 
use. Changes that create a false sense of 
historical development, such as adding 
conjectural features or architectural 
elements from other buildings, shall not be 
undertaken. 

Yes 
 

 
 
 
 

 

The request related  
does not include  
conjectural features or other  
features that create a false sense  
of history. A non-historic “box car” 
addition is proposed off the rear 
of the Grain Elevator.  While this 
element does not reflect the 
historic development of the Grant 
Elevator, it is designed to be 
subordinate to the main structure 
and will not be easily visible from 
public viewsheds.   

8. d.  Most properties change over time; 
those changes that have acquired historic 
significance in their own right shall be 
retained and preserved. 

N/A 
 
 

 

There are no architectural 
features on this property that 
have acquired historic 
significance in their own right. 

8. e.  Distinctive features, finishes and 
construction techniques or examples of 
craftsmanship that characterize a property 
shall be preserved. 

N/A 
 

No existing distinctive finishes 
are proposed to be removed.  

8. f.  Deteriorated historic features shall N/A Windows, siding, and plank are 



Criteria and Standards Met? Evaluation 

be repaired rather than replaced. When 
the severity of deterioration requires 
replacement of a distinctive feature, the 
new feature shall match the old in design, 
color, texture and other visual qualities 
and, where possible, materials. In the 
replacement of missing features, every 
effort shall be made to substantiate the 
structure's historical features by 
documentary, physical, or pictorial 
evidence. 

 
 
 
 
 

 

proposed to be repaired where 
possible instead of replaced.  

8. g.  Chemical or physical treatments, 
such as sandblasting, that cause damage 
to historic materials shall not be used. The 
surface cleaning of structures, if 
appropriate, shall be undertaken using the 
gentlest means possible. 

N/A Damaging techniques are not 
proposed for use on this project.  

8. h.  Significant archaeological 
resources affected by a project shall be 
protected and preserved. If such 
resources must be disturbed, mitigation 
measures shall be undertaken. 

N/A Significant archeological 
resources have not been 
identified on this property.  

8. i.  New additions, exterior alterations 
or related new construction shall not 
destroy historic materials that characterize 
the property. The new work shall be 
differentiated from the old and shall be 
compatible with the massing, size, scale, 
and architectural features to protect the 
historic integrity of the property and its 
environment.1 

Yes 
 
 

 
 

The proposed ”box car” addition 
is sited to the rear of the building 
and will be differentiated from the 
old through material, massing 
and scale.  Other proposed 
structure are  physically detached 
from the Grain Elevator and 
would not destroy historic 
materials on the historic building. 

8. j.  New additions and adjacent or 
related new construction shall be 
undertaken in such a manner that if 
removed in the future, the essential form 
and integrity of the historic property and its 
environment would be unimpaired. 

Yes The new addition is proposed to 
be differentiated from the historic 
grain elevator, be detached, and 
include restrooms. If removed the 
historic aspect of the grain 
elevator would be maintained.   

 

 
 



No Build Area and Conservation Easement 
While outside of the scope of this HPC application review, staff would like to make HPC 
aware that there is a designated No-Build Area and conservation easement that was 
established though the Louisville Mill Site Subdivision.  The No-Build Area is intended to 
preserve view corridors to the Grain Elevator for historic preservation purposes.  The 
No-Build Area generally prohibits buildings and other improvements within the area.  
However, the conservation easement allows consideration of some development in the 
No-Build Area if authorized through a resolution approved by City Council.  Considering 
the stated intent of the conservation easement, staff finds that limited development 
within the No-Build Area could be appropriate if such development does not materially 
impact the public view corridors to the Grain Elevator.  The proposed use of the No-
Build Area includes parking areas, the Mobile Food Court and associated development 
such as the accessory building, fencing, a stage, and decorative lighting.  These 
improvements will help facilitate redevelopment and activation of the property and will 
have a minimal impact on the intended view corridors.   

Conservation Easement Language on Subdivision Plat 
 
 

 
Area of Conservation Easement  



GRANT REQUEST: 
The applicant is requesting approval of a Preservation and Restoration Grant To 
rehabilitate the grain elevator.  
 
Preservation and Restoration Grant: 
Under Resolution No. 102, Series 2025, commercial applicants are eligible for up to 
$343,000 in grant funds, including new construction grants for up to $111,000 for a total 
of up to $454,000 in matching grant funds under Tier 1. These grants funds are 
conditioned based on the applicant matching one hundred percent of the amount for 
approved work. Approved work must fall under the categories of preservation, 
rehabilitation, restoration, or maintenance (for income qualified applicants only). 
 

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. 
 
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. 

 
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.   

 
Staff evaluated the Preservation and Restoration Grant request and summarized the 
findings in Table 1: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.louisvilleco.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/47517/639062494222370000


Table 1. Analysis of Qualifying Grant Requests  

Requests Analysis 

Description Amount 
Preservation, 
Restoration, 
Rehabilitation 

Eligible 
Expense  

Site 
1. Final site grading (includes 

excavation and backfill for 
foundation 
insultation/damproofing) 

$117,694 Preservation Yes 

2. New water service for fire 
sprinklers $128,836 Rehabilitation Yes 

3. New sanitary sewer service  $76,102 Rehabilitation Yes 
Foundation 

4. Granular backfill at all 
crawlspace areas (hand placed 
over vapor barrier) 

 
$13,101 Preservation Yes 

5. Sump to drain at scale pit 
(Including plumbing equipment) 

 
 
 

$74,627 

Rehabilitation Yes 

6. Replace/reinforce section of 
wood foundation wall at Section 
1 

Preservation Yes 

7. Complete miscellaneous 
foundation construction in 
areas not previously addressed 
in stabilization phase. 

Preservation Yes 

Building Structural System 
8. First floor: Remove abandoned 

stairs; re-frame floor around 
stair opening at Section 1 and 2 
- Reframe for new stairs as 
indicated  

$103,965 

N/A No 

9. At tower section, reinforce 
vertical members as indicated 
and at 6th Floor Mezzanine, 
add strongbacks to north gable 
end wall at floor diaphragm 
elevation to brace wall studs at 
hinge 

Preservation Yes 



10. Structural repair of bin walls 
and floors below grade as 
required to re-establish the 
horizontal lateral base of the 
bin structure that provides 
lateral bracing for the building. 

Preservation Yes 

All Sections; Lateral Force Resisting System 
11. Selectively sheath existing stud 

walls to use as wood shear 
walls; add blocking, holdowns, 
and anchors into existing 
foundation 

$32,040 

Preservation Yes 

12. Miscellaneous drag strut and 
collector elements as indicated 
Will drag some force into 
existing bin walls in order to 
minimize number of new wood 
shear walls. 

Preservation Yes 

All Sections; Floor framing and wall framing at all sections 
13. Repair, re-frame, or replace 

percentage of floor framing to 
correct miscellaneous notched 
& cut joists, improperly 
headered joists, etc.  

 

$279,920 

Preservation Yes 

14. Sister or replace floor framing 
having grade limiting size knots 
or slope  

 

Preservation Yes 

15. Sister or replace wall framing 
due to char damage, or due to 
discontinuous studs as 
indicated 

Preservation Yes 

16. Remove and replace structural 
elements affected by previous 
fire damage (to be reviewed on 
site with structural engineer 
and architect) 

Preservation Yes 

17. New structural steel elements 
for reinforcing structure $254,395 Preservation Yes 

Restoration of wagon ramp, porte cochere & boardwalk 
18. Reconstruction of original Porte 

Cochere wall and roof to cover 
wagon ramp 

$109,887 Restoration Yes 



19. Reconstruct wagon ramp with 
grate at boot pit opening per 
original. Area of wagon ramp 
beyond wood framing to be 
concrete slab and ADA Ramp 

Restoration Yes 

20. Reconstruct wood boardwalk 
along west side of building with 
stairs on each end. Add railings 
for safety where required.  

Restoration Yes 

21. Disassemble scales, move and 
reassemble scale equipment 
and infill excavated scale pit at 
existing site 

$20,000 Restoration Yes 

22. Miscellaneous structural repairs 
and unknown conditions $30,000 N/A No 

Exterior Wall Construction & Envelope 
23. Selective repair or replacement 

of severely damaged wood 
shiplap siding. Additional siding 
replacement as required  

$131,562 

Preservation Yes 

24. Selective repair or replacement 
of severely damaged wood 
tongue and groove siding  

Preservation  Yes 

25. Repaint exterior of building 
including moderate preparation 
and some siding repair 
remains.  

Restoration Yes 

26. Paint new boardwalk, porte 
cochere, and wagon ramp) with 
two pain coats 

Restoration  Yes 

27. Code compliant wall and 
roof/attic insulation enclosing 
conditioned spaces  

$79,764 N/A Yes 

Envelope - Roofing & Waterproofing 
28. New metal roofing, flashings 

gutters & downspouts for new 
(Porte Cochere only) 

$13,319  
Restoration  Yes 

29. Membrane roofing and flashing 
at wagon ramp over basement 
space  

$3,897  
Restoration Yes 

30. Below Grade Damproofing for 
entire perimeter of existing 
building  

$6,245  
Preservation Yes 

31. Reconfigure gutters as required 
for proper drainage, discharge 

$24,230  Preservation Yes 



to rain gardens for water quality 
Windows and Doors 

32. Replace (7) eight lite double 
hung wood windows and 
frames to match original. 

$74,163 

Restoration Yes 

33. Replace (4) two lite double 
hung windows.  Restoration Yes 

34. Repair (2) fixed four lite 
windows (2'x2') Restoration Yes 

35. Reconstruct existing eight lite 
double hung wood window Restoration Yes 

36. Replace 50% of the wood on 
the sliding doors (6'x7'). 

$26,113 

Restoration Yes 

37. Sand and refinish 4 panel wood 
door, refurbish hardware non-
operating. 

Restoration Yes 

38. Replace 50% of the wood 
boards composing exterior 
doors (3'x7'). 

Restoration Yes 

39. Remove, wire brush and oil all 
hardware that remains.  Restoration Yes 

40. Install new hardware to match 
historic as closely as possible. Restoration Yes 

41. New barn door rollers and track 
for sliding door to match 
original 

Restoration Yes 

Interior Rehabilitation (Code, Safety, and Structure) 
42. Code compliant stairs from first 

to second level and from first 
level to basement in similar 
location to existing.  

$84,223 Rehabilitation 

No 

43. Replace floorboard subfloor  No 

44. Remove non-compliant access 
ladders (ship ladders).  No 

45. Media blast wood surfaces in 
the building  No 

46. Treat charred wall areas to 
avoid dusting for safety. No 

Mechanical Systems and Fire Protection 
47. Crawlspace ventilation to 

mitigate moisture and potential 
wood deterioration and mold.  

$26,724  
Rehabilitation Yes 



48. Fire sprinkler system  
$136,226 

Rehabilitation Yes 
49. Dry system to avoid freezing Rehabilitation Yes 
50. Fire alarm system Rehabilitation Yes 
51. Plumbing system rough-in (no 

interior tenant finish)  
$269,929  Rehabilitation Yes 

52. Electric heat pump system  $187,417 Rehabilitation Yes 
Electrical Systems 

53. Electric Main Switchgear and 
Service to Transformer 

$ 370,482 
Rehabilitation Yes 

54. Branch Circuits, Panels, 
Outlets & Lighting Rehabilitation Yes 

55. Xcel New Service Connection $50,000 Rehabilitation Yes 

Hazardous Material Mitigation  
56. Follow up testing and mitigation 

allowance due to time of 
vacancy 

$18,000 Rehabilitation Yes 

Miscellaneous Soft Costs 
57. 10% Owner's Construction 

Contingency for Hidden 
Conditions & Unforeseen 
Events                            

 
$274,286 

 
N/A No 

58. Building Permit & Plan Review 
Fees  

$35,657  N/A No 

59. Taxes, other fees, etc. paid at 
permit  $90,514 N/A No 

60. Builder's Risk Insurance - 
Carried by Owner $76,800 N/A No 

61. Engineering Fees subsequent 
to initial stabilization  $109,714 Preservation Yes 

62. Architecture Fees subsequent 
to initial stabilization  $174,857 Preservation  Yes 

63. Geotechnical Engineering Fees 
& Construction Phase Material 
Testing 

$5,368 
 

Preservation 
Yes  

64. Wood Scientist to quantify 
extent of bin wall and bin floor 
deterioration by resistance 
boring after excavation 
complete  

$1,000 

 
Restoration  

Yes  

65. Qualified lumber grader for one 
day to identify floor framing 
members not meeting #2 grade 
where applicable for adaptive 

$2,000 

 
Preservation 

 
Yes  



re-use  
Total Project Cost from Applicant $3,513,058  

Adjusted Eligible Expenses  $2,921,578 

Not eligible:  
• Fees ($35,657) 
• Taxes ($90,514) 
• Builders Risk 

Insurance 
($76,800) 

• Interior 
Rehabilitation 
($84,223) 

• Miscellaneous 
structure repairs 
and unknown 
conditions  
($30,000) 

• Owners 
Contingency 
($274,286) 

 
 
Total ineligible: $591,480 
 

Half of Eligible Project Cost $1,460,789  
Total Requested $1,475,000  
Total Recommended Grant $1,460,789  

 
Staff finds that the following items are not eligible for grant funds: 

- The building permit fees, construction use tax, development impact fees and 
builders risk insurance (Item Nos. 58 -60).  These items are not typically grant 
eligible items and have not been approved in past grant applications.  The City 
has supported other soft costs on past grant applications, including architectural 
and engineering fees related to eligible work covered by the grant.      

- Interior rehabilitation (Item Nos. 42-46).  While interior work related to 
mechanical, electrical, and plumbing systems, and interior structural work 
required by code are eligible items, these types of rehabilitation items related to 
the applicant’s interior finish plans are not eligible.     

- Miscellaneous structure repairs and unknown conditions (Item No. 22). The 
applicant has secured a final construction bid with General Contractor 
contingency included.  Staff finds this open-ended additional contingency is 
redundant and is not connected to any specific eligible grant item.   

- Owners 10% contingency (Item No. 57).  As previously noted, the applicant has 
received a final bid with contingency included and this item is not specifically 
connected to an eligible historic preservation grant item.  

 
 



Full scope of work and construction bid documents can be found in Attachment No. 1 
and Attachment No. 7.  
 
Extraordinary Circumstances (Tier 2) 
Commercial projects may request additional matching funds of up to $80,000 (Tier 2) if 
they qualify for extraordinary circumstances as defined by Section 8 (e) of Resolution 
No. 102, Series 2025:   
 

e…" extraordinary circumstances" shall mean additional grant funds are 
appropriate to:   

i. 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 additional grant funds, would 
be replaced by new materials; or 

ii. Pay for vital structural work and building code compliance -related 
work that exceed Tier 1 grant amounts, if identified in an approved 
HSA. 

 
Staff analysis: The proposed scope includes repair where possible of historic materials 
including windows, siding, and stacked plank walls. These materials are proposed to be 
repaired or replaced to match original. The proposed scope includes critical code 
deficiency work, including plumbing, electrical, fire, water and sewer improvements. 
Staff find that the project meets the definition of extraordinary circumstances, and that 
the applicant is eligible for up to $80,000 in additional matching funds for vital structural 
and code compliant work, as well as for scope that preserves original historic features.  
 
Extraordinary Circumstances (Tier 3) 
Commercial projects may be eligible for additional funding under Exceptional 
Circumstances (Tier 3). Staff analyzed eligibility of the project under Exceptional 
Circumstances as defined by Section 8 (f) of Resolution No. 102, Series 2025:   
 

f. ,,," exceptional circumstances" must meet all of the following criteria: 
  

i. Demonstrate exceptional architectural style or social history 
contributing to the historic fabric of Louisville; and 
 

Staff Analysis: The Grain Elevator has a particularly unique architectural style for grain 
elevators, identified as a cribbed structure and unusual in that it retains wood siding that 
has never been replaced with or covered by metal siding. As an anchor for the 
agricultural history of Louisville, the grain elevator is an important contributor to the 
historic fabric of Louisville in the post WWII era.  
 

ii. Demonstrate exceptional uniqueness in the City, and 
 

Staff Analysis: The Grain Elevator is the only grain elevator in the City and is integral 



to representing the City’s agricultural history, and is therefore singularly unique.  
 

iii. Demonstrate that, without the additional grant funds, the project is 
not financially viable; and  
 

Staff Analysis: The applicant has demonstrated that without additional funds the 
project is not financially.  The gap analysis completed as part of the urban renewal 
request shows a a $2,000,000 financial gap for the project.     
 

iv. Demonstrate a gap in funding for the project to be financially 
feasible. 

 
Staff Analysis: As discussed above, the City is completing a gap analysis of the project 
and anticipates a significant funding gap in the project in the range of $2M..   
 
Staff Analysis: The current fund balance is 2.9M. The grant request would reduce the 
funds to 1.38M. The City recently acquired 1016 Main Street for $1.4M in order to 
preserve and resell the property.  Staff anticipates listing the property by the end of this 
month and hopes to recover most of this cost, which would be added back into the fund 
balance.  Staff also anticipate receipt of one additional commercial grant request in 
2026, and is anticipating an uptick in residential grant requests as a result of the recent 
increase in grant funding available following the approval of Resolution No. 102, Series 
2025.  
 
New Construction Grant Request 
Owners of landmarked property or property with an established conservation easement 
on which new commercial structures or additions to existing commercial structures are 
proposed are eligible for grants as set forth in Section 8, Table 2 for new commercial 
construction that, beyond mandatory requirements, substantially limits mass, scale, and 
number of stories, preserves setbacks in a manner that, a 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 and have a floor area ratio 
(FAR) 20% below what is allowed by zoning. 
 
The proposed new construction grant is requested for an east addition to the historic 
grain elevator which would include restrooms. The addition is proposed to be a one-
story structure to appear like a traditional boxcar moved to the siding location where 
trains would load and unload material from the grain elevator in the past.  It is proposed 
to be a historically sensitive interpretation of the environment of the grain elevator to 
add to the historic context, while differentiating the new construction from the historic 
grain elevator.   
 



 
 
Figure 1: Boxcar addition elevations (page 49, Attachment No. 7). 
 
Staff Analysis: The proposed addition is 1 story and is limited in mass and scale. 
 
 

Table 2. Analysis of New Construction Grant Request 

Requests 

Description Amount 

All work related to the east addition to the grain 
elevator, similar to a train boxcar $838,622 

Owner costs, including contingency, permit and 
professional fees, taxes and insurance $232,960 

Half of Project Cost $1,071,582 

Total Requested $111,000 

Total Recommended $111,000 

 
Summary of Grant Requests 

PRESERVATION/RESTORATION GRANT REQUESTED:  
$1,475,000 
STAFF RECOMMENDED PRESERVATION/RESTORATION GRANT:  
$1,460,789 
(Includes Tier 1, Tier 2, and Tier 3 grants) 
 
NEW CONSTRUCTION GRANT REQUESTED:  
$111,000 
STAFF RECOMMENDED NEW CONSTRUCTION GRANT: 
$111,000 
 
TOTAL OF GRANTS REQUESTED 
$1,586,000 



STAFF RECOMMENDED TOTAL  
$1,571,789 

 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The unencumbered fund balance is estimated at $3M and the average income of the 
Fund over the past two years is approximately $885,000. The grant would reduce the 
fund balance to $1.38M.  Following the anticipated sale of 1016 Main St., the fund 
balance is estimated to be approximately $2.7M. Thus, staff finds there are adequate 
funds to support the request.   
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

1. Approval of Resolution No. 1, Series 2026, approving the Alteration Certificate. 
2. Approval of Resolution No. 2, Series 2026, recommending to City Council 

approval of grants totaling $1,571,789. The following are the grant categories by 
amount recommended by staff as per Resolution 102, Series 2025: 

a. Preservation, Restoration and Rehabilitation grant up to $343,000.00 
b. Extraordinary Circumstances grant up to $80,000.00 
c. Exceptional Circumstances grant up to $1,037,789.00 
d. New Construction grant up to $111,000.00 

 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Louisville Mill Site Subdivision 
2. Application 
3. Planned Unit Development (PUD)/Special Review Use (SRU) Proposal 
4. Social History Report 
5. Historic Structure Assessment, 2011 
6. Historic Structure Assessment Supplemental, 2025 
7. Grain Elevator Renovation Plans 
8. Resolution No. 1, Series 2026 (Alteration Certificate) 
9. Resolution No. 2, Series 2026 (Grant Request) 

 





LOUISVILLE MILL SITE LLC   
950 Spruce Street, Suite 2C, Louisville, CO  80027         303.673.9304 
    

Mr. Rob Zuccaro, Community Development Director  
City of Louisville, Colorado 
749 Main Street 
Louisville, CO  80027 

12 February, 2026    Re: Historic Louisville Grain Elevator 
       Redevelopment for The Grain Yard 
       HPF Grant Application 
       520, 540 County Road (Front Street) 
 
 

Rob, 

 
Per your request, we are pleased to provide this addendum to our initial Grant Application (original 
application dated 06/25/25, amended 09/20/25).  We understand that the magnitude of this grant 
request requires a great deal of review and scrutiny on your part and we are happy to provide any 
additional information that is required for the HPC review of our grant application. 
 
This resubmittal is based on the city’s request that we provide actual contractor bids in lieu of the 
contractor’s estimate that we provided last September.  I have provided you with a bid summary 
indicating the 3 bids that we received from pre-qualified general contractors.  The bid that we are 
prepared to accept, subject to adequate funding, is the low bid received from Melton Construction, 
(copy attached). 
 
Attached, as requested please find the following information, revised as noted: 

Grant Application Fillable Form-Louisville Mill Site 021226-REV-Signed.pdf 
LMS-LLC_GrainElev-Sabilization&Rehab-HPC_ScopeOfWork-021226-REV.pdf 
Grant Application Fillable Form-Louisville Mill Site 021226-REV-New_Construction-Signed.pdf 
LouisvilleGrainElevator-bid.pdf  

 
The Construction Drawings and Specification package as submitted for building permit and used for 
the general contractor bidding is in the DropBox below, as well as the structural engineer’s review 
letter, and the PUD drawings: 
 
 DropBox Folder:  Louisville_Grain_Elevator-Permit-CDs 
 
https://www.dropbox.com/scl/fo/qp0xg8itbrzaf4fhl2q48/APzBy22Z8waDVrx_BLUBryQ?rlkey=urp0lisq7
nilr064491h8yhdn&st=liuwc7o6&dl=0  
 
 
We have included the original PUD narrative herein for reference. 
 
The redevelopment of Louisville’s historic Grain Elevator is intended to transform this iconic 120-year-
old utilitarian agrarian structure into a vibrant venue that will become a community gathering place, 
contributing to Downtown Louisville’s vitality.  Please see the attached letter from the owners of The 
Grain Yard LLC, who will be the tenants of the building and site.  Please note that the managing 
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partners of the Grain Yard LLC are also partners in the ownership of the property as part of Louisville 
Mill Site LLC/Louisville’s Living Room LLC ownership group. 
 
The design for the Grain Yard redevelopment retains all of the original features of this historic 
landmark and provides for reconstructing the original porte cochere, wagon ramp and wagon scales, 
which were an integral part of the original building design and function.  We have proposed a small 
addition on the back of the building which will emulate a boxcar, in the location of the railroad siding 
that used to run behind the building.  The proposed design for this first phase is consistent with the 
original PUD and SRU that was approved in 2015.  This amendment to that PUD is intended to allow 
for some minor changes to the original approval, but is mainly a separation of this first phase from the 
rest of the development that is not currently moving forward.  The grain elevator building will be fully 
renovated inside in the areas that will accommodate this new use, while preserving the historic fabric 
of the wooden structure, (even preserving evidence of the major fire that occurred in the past).  The 
building will be ADA accessible, and energy upgrades will be provided as well as structural upgrades 
and new mechanical, plumbing, and electrical systems.  A new, safe electrical service to the building 
will be provided to replace the antiquated electrical system, as well as new water and sewer services. 
 
The site will be improved with landscaping, fencing and lighting for the open space in front of the grain 
elevator, (the ‘Yard’) which will be an area for community gathering, events and relaxing at this 
historic site, with spaces for food trucks.  We envision interpretive historic signage and displays 
documenting the agrarian history of Louisville’s early years and this building and site.  We would like 
to work with the City of Louisville and the Museum to bring this history to life on this site.  We would 
also like to move a small private granary from the Warembourg farm to the Grain Yard as a 
demonstration of how farmers stored grain on their private land versus this commercial grain elevator.  
We will utilize that small structure as a seasonal tap house for the Grain Yard in good weather.  We 
may also propose landmark status for this structure. 
 
We truly envision this project as a significant community benefit from an experiential and educational 
perspective.  Again, the ability to have this type of a tenant utilize the building is perfect to sustain the 
history of this site, and Louisville’s history into the future.  It will activate the site and give people 
access inside this amazing wooden agricultural cathedral.  The revenue from the commercial use of 
the building will provide the ability to properly maintain the property, which is not possible without a 
significant revenue stream and private investment into the building and the business. 
 
As we will demonstrate with our grant assistance submittals to the LRC and the HPC, the 
redevelopment of this site and the renovation and adaptive reuse of this unique historic structure will 
not be possible without significant public assistance.  Such assistance will be an investment together 
with a private venture for economic revitalization of this area, and also an investment in preserving 
and maintaining one of the most significant (if not the most significant) remaining structures from 
Louisville’s early history.  We look forward to accomplishing this project together with the City of 
Louisville, the Historic Preservation Commission and the Louisville Revitalization Commission.  This 
one truly takes a village. 
 
We are sensitive to possible concerns related to this proposed use at this site as they were expressed 
during the original PUD and SRU hearings.  Parking is always a concern in downtown Louisville, and 
we have addressed this issue similar to the originally approved PUD and SRU.  There are three 
commercial properties within this subdivision, which have entered into shared access, maintenance 
and parking agreements.  As part of this development, we will be providing parking on site as required 
per the Downtown parking regulations, as well as providing 20 shared spaces on Lot 1 (including 
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BNSF leased ROW) and Lot 3 with formalized access lanes through the combined site.  We are also 
showing potential for approximately 30 additional parking spaces in the adjacent BNSF ROW leased 
area that is controlled by the City of Louisville.  We would like to work with the city and the LRC to 
provide additional parking spaces for downtown in this area, which has been leased by the city for 
parking.  Please note that there are 6 street-parking spaces directly in front of the site on County 
Road and a city parking lot is about ½ block from the site. 
 
 
You will note that the final bid from the selected general contractor and subs is less than our 
estimated construction cost in September 2025 (although two other bids we received were similar to 
our original estimates).  Please note that the contractor’s bid includes the entire project construction 
cost, minus the Warembourg Granary relocation and rehabilitation, and the interior finish by the 
tenant.  The grant table attachment has breakouts for the HPF-eligible scope.  The contractor’s bid 
also does not include professional and permit fees, taxes, and other owner-carried costs which are 
included on our detailed spreadsheet attached to the grant table. 
 
Please note that a new construction grant request for $75,000 is attached.  Resolution 17, Series 
2019 provides “… for grants up to $75,000 for new commercial construction that, beyond mandatory 
requirements, … protects the integrity of the property and its environment by differentiating new work 
from the old.  Qualifying new construction must limit building height to two stories …and have a floor 
area ratio (FAR) 20% below what is allowed by zoning.” 
 
The east addition to the historic grain elevator is a one-story structure designed to appear like a 
traditional boxcar moved to the siding location where trains would load and unload material from the 
grain elevator in the past.  It is a historically sensitive interpretation of the environs of the grain 
elevator, and adds to the historic context, while differentiating the new construction from the historic 
grain elevator as an obvious addition.  This development includes Lot 2 and Outlot A for the 
rehabilitation project for the Grain Yard development.  The total lot area is 15,963sf and the total 
building area with the addition is 6,331sf.  Therefore the FAR is .40, however no maximum FAR is 
specified in the LMC. 
 
Please consider this request for the HPF grants as indicated herein.  Let us know if you have any 
questions regarding this application. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
J. Erik Hartronft, Manager, Louisville Mill Site LLC   
 
 
 
 
 
 L:\_MAIN_065\_Proj\1252-LsvlGrainElevator\Project Admin\LRC&HPC_Grant+Loan_Applications\HPC Grant Program\26-021226-
HPC_Grant_Resubmittal\Drafts\Louisville_Mill_Site-HPC_GrantApplication_Memo-021226.doc 



City of Louisville, 
 
The ownership group of The Grain Yard, LLC is excited to begin the process of working with the 
City to bring the grain elevator back to the community. 
 
We are proud to be the catalyst for the Restoration, Rehabilitation, and continued Preservation 
of the most historic commercial building in Louisville.  It is our intention to work alongside the 
building owner to utilize the inherent strengths of the building and honor the history of the space. 
 
Our concept as tenants of the building is to create a community gathering space.  We will be 
open all day, every day as a place for people to gather, talk, and learn.  Beyond the casual 
hangout moments, we plan to host pop up events, yoga classes, business meetings, private 
parties and public events, like museum tours. We will utilize lots of the cool spaces inside the 
building and also the yard between the building and the street.   
 
We plan to sell all sorts of beverages from coffee and tea to kombucha and mocktails to beer 
and cocktails.  We do not plan on having a kitchen, but rather we will partner with local 
restaurants like Azul Fuego and Lucky Pie during their slow hours and bring in food trucks 
during busy times.  We will need to apply for a liquor license that includes the building and the 
outlot.  The outlot will be fenced in to create a boundary for the license, but will be minimal in 
design to honor the conservation easement that requires the building not be obstructed. 
 
We will also be coming to the City for a Special Review Use for outdoor dining and live music.  
The live music will be limited in frequency and size, with the sound directed to the North East, 
away from the residential neighbors. 
 
Finally, we intend on submitting an application for a Business Assistance Package with the City 
prior to signing any lease agreement with the building owners.  We hope for some use tax 
rebates for the tenant improvements that are quite complicated in this old building and a sales 
tax rebate for our first few years to help us get off to a profitable beginning. 
 
We can’t wait to work with a great team of building owners, architects, builders, City staff, 
boards and commissions, neighbors, and all residents to bring this idea to life and return the 
grain elevator to the community. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Ownership Group of the The Grain Yard 
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Application form (  pages)
Separate list with detailed descriptions of proposed work
Alteration Certificate Application, if relevant (for work that alters the exterior of a property)
Optional: Cover letter describing the proposal
Optional: Invoices, estimates, and other cost-related materials to support request

GENERAL INFORMATION

Site Address:  ________________________________ 

Owner Name: ________________________________ 

Owner Phone: ________________________________ 

Owner Email: ________________________________ 

Owner Representative Name: ________________________________ 

Owner Rep. Phone: ________________________________ 

Owner Rep. Email: ________________________________ 

FILLING OUT THE GRANT TABLE ON PAGE 2 
Column 1: Give a title to each line item. Include the same title in your list of descriptions of the work so that it is clear 
which description corresponds to which estimate. 

Column 2: Provide the total cost of the line item. 

Column 3:  Check if relevant. Work completed within the past 5 years prior to landmarking is eligible for grants. 

Total Project Cost: Fill in the total cost of all of the line items. 

Half of Total: Divide the total project cost in half. This becomes your Total Grant Request. Preservation & 
Restoration Grants are 50/50 matching grants. 

Grant requests greater than maximum allowed: If the Total Grant Request is greater than the maximum allowed, 
you must submit a letter describing your request. Applications for grants above the maximum must begin with a 
specific meeting with staff to discuss the request above maximum. 

PRESERVATION & RESTORATION GRANT APPLICATION

APPLICATION MATERIALS REQUIRED
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GRANT TABLE

1 2 3

Title of Line Item Total Cost of Line Item
Check box if work 
will be completed 
prior to hearing.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Total Project Cost:

Half of total: Total Grant
Request

If Total Grant Request is greater than the maximum allowed, you must first meet with staff as 
part of the application process. 

Erik_H
$1,756,529
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The Property Owner (or Grantee) hereby agrees and acknowledges that: 
A. Funds received as a result of this application will be expended as reimbursements of up to half of actual expenses
and must be completed within established timelines.
B. Awards from the Historic Preservation Fund may differ in type and amount from those requested on an
application.
C. Recipients must submit their project for any required design review by the Historic Preservation Commission and
acquire any required building permits before work has started.
D. All projects are subject to zoning and building code review and approval of a grant does not constitute building
permit approval.
E. All work approved for grant funding must be completed even if only partially funded through this incentives
program.
F. Unless the conditions of approval provide otherwise, disbursement of grant or rebate funds will occur after
completion of the project and shall be accompanied by proof of payment. Reimbursements are processed as
payments to the Property Owner or Grantee.
G. The incentive funds may be considered taxable income and Applicant should consult a tax professional if they
have questions.
H. The grant application will be reviewed in accordance with all relevant City policy, including but not limited to the
categories of eligible expenses described below.

Eligible expenses fall into one or more of the categories below. Interior improvements for protection, stabilization, 
or code-required work are eligible for grants. Other interior improvements are not. 

Preservation applies methods to sustain existing form, integrity, and materials. Approved work focuses on
repairing exterior historic materials and features rather than extensive replacement and new construction.
Rehabilitation facilitates new uses and standards for a building through repair, alterations, and additions
that preserve those portions or features that convey its historical, cultural, or architectural significance.
Rehabilitation acknowledges the need to alter or add to a historic property while retaining the property's
historic character. Upgrading mechanical, electrical, and plumbing systems and other code-related work
may be considered rehabilitation.
Restoration accurately depicts 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.

SIGNATURES AND DATES

_____________________________________ 
Owner (or Grantee) Signature           Date 

If Grantee is not Property Owner, describe relationship to property: 

CITY USE ONLY – INTAKE VERIFICATION 
Table is filled out completely
List of Line Item Descriptions is attached
Title of Line Items matches Line Item Description Addendum

Line items correspond to one of the 3 eligible categories (preservation, restoration,
rehabilitation)
Applicant has met with staff if grant request is above maximum allowed



Bidder:

Melton Design Build 2/6/2026

Note - The Scope of Work listed on this Bid Detail Form is only Historic Preservation Scope that is 
qualified per Louisville's Historic Preservation Grant Program.  No interior tenant finish work shall be 
included in this Scope of Work.  Also, no costs related specifically to the east building addition 
("Boxcar addition") shall be included in this Scope of Work.

This bid detail information is supplemental to the Bidder's Schedule of Values and Lump Sum Bid 
which will be utilized for the Contract for Construction.  Bidder shall indicate the total lump sum 
contract amount for each numbered section below (no breakdown is required for each of the 
descriptive sub-categories in each section).  If allowance is included, indicate by notation above the 
section amount.  Note - Detail/Section costs do not preclude bidder from allocating actual costs 
differently when on-site construction dictates such modifications within the total bid amount which 
shall only be modified by change order to the Contract. 

The Section Subtotal Costs indicated in each numbered section below shall be the total cost of the 
work included in the bid, including general conditions, General Contractor's fee, overhead and profit, 
etc. and any contingencies or allowances applicable to the section.

3.1 Site
Provide final grading around structure (incl. excavation and backfill for foundation insulation/damproofing) 117,694 

Water Service - 1" Domestic, 4" Fire Service 128,836 
Sanitary Sewer Service 76,102 

Section Subtotal Construction Cost w/General Conditions, GC's Fee/OH&P, etc. = $322,632

3.2 Foundations

Granular backfill at all crawlspace areas - hand placed over vapor barrier 13,101 

Sump to drain at scale pit (Incl. plumbing equip.)

Replace/Reinforce section of wood foundation wall at section 1 as indicated.
Complete misc. foundation construction in areas not previously addressed in stabilization phase

Section Subtotal Construction Cost w/General Conditions, GC's Fee/OH&P, etc. = $87,728

3.3 Building Structural System

1st Floor: Remove abandoned stairs; re-frame floor around stair opening at section 1 and 2 - reframe for new 
stairs as indicated.
At tower section, reinforce vertical members as indicated and at 6th Floor Mezzanine, add strongbacks to north 
gable end wall at floor diaphram elevation to brace wall studs at hinge
Section 4; Bins
Structural repair of bin walls and floors below grade as required to re-establish the horizontal lateral base of the 
bin structure which provides lateral bracing for the building  (Incl. $30k allowance)
All Sections; Lateral Force Resisting System

Selectively sheath existing stud walls to use as wood shear walls; add blocking, holdowns, and anchors into 
existing foundation.

Miscellaneous drag strut and collector elements as indicated. Will drag some force into existing bin walls in 
order to minimize number of new wood shear walls. See lateral connections to new east addition.
All Sections; Floor Framing and Wall Framing
Repair, re-frame, or replace % of floor framing to correct miscellaneous notched & cut joists, improperly 
headered joists, etc. per allowance.
Sister or replace floor framing having grade limiting size knots or slope of grain (#3) VIF
Sister or replace wall framing due to char damage, or due to discontinuous studs as indicated, VIF.

Allowance to remove and replace structural elements affected by fire. Includes damaged elements requiring 
replacement and structurally acceptable elements to be replaced for aesthetic or odor reasons.  Review on site 
with structural engineer and architect.

New structural steel elements for reinforcing structure 254,395 

BID DETAIL FORM - HISTORIC PRESERVATION SCOPE OF WORK

Louisville Grain Elevator - Rehabilitation
Louisville Mill Site LLC

74,627 

103,965 

32,040 

279,920 
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BID DETAIL FORM - HISTORIC PRESERVATION SCOPE OF WORK

Louisville Grain Elevator - Rehabilitation
Louisville Mill Site LLC

Reconstruct wagon ramp, porte cochere & boardwalk
Reconstruction of original Porte Cochere wall and roof to cover wagon ramp
Reconstruct wagon ramp with grate at boot pit opening per original.  Area of wagon ramp beyond wood framing 
to be concrete slab and ADA Ramp.
Reconstruct wood Boardwalk along west side of building with stairs on each end.  Add railings for safety where 
required (to be differentiated from original construction per NPS guidelines).

Allowance to disassemble scales, move and reassemble Scale equip. & infill excavated scale pit at existing site, 
including scale platform is BOSC. (Cost not included in GC scope bid detail.) 20,000 
General
Allowance for miscellaneous structural repairs and unknown conditions 30,000 

Section Subtotal Construction Cost w/General Conditions, GC's Fee/OH&P, etc. = $830,207

3.4 Exterior Wall Construction & Envelope

Selective repair or replacement of severely damaged wood shiplap siding (extensive at section 5 and upper 
north wall of section 3 completed).  Addl. siding replacement as required (VIF w/Arch)   Total $20k Allow.

Selective repair or replacement of severely damaged wood tongue and groove siding (VIF w/Arch)

Repaint exterior of building - repainting with moderate prep required & some siding repair remains
Paint new elements with primer + 2 coats (boardwalk, porte cochere, wagon ramp)

Provide code compliant wall and roof/attic insulation enclosing conditioned spaces in existing bldg. 79,764 

Section Subtotal Construction Cost w/General Conditions, GC's Fee/OH&P, etc. = $211,326

3.5 Envelope - Roofing & Waterproofing

Metal roofing, flashings gutters & downspouts -Porte Cochere only 13,319 

Membrane roofing, flashing, etc. at wagon ramp over basement space 3,897 

Below Grade Damproofing for entire perimeter of existing building 6,245 
Reconfigure gutters as required for proper drainage, discharge to rain gardens for WQ 24,230 

Section Subtotal Construction Cost w/General Conditions, GC's Fee/OH&P, etc. = $47,691

3.6 Windows & Doors
Restore/replace all windows

Replace (7) eight lite double hung wood windows and frames to match original 
Replace (4) two lite double hung windows
Repair (2) fixed four lite windows (2'x2') section 5
Reconstruct existing eight lite double hung wood window (no glass - inside section 3)

Restore Doors
Replace 50% of the wood on the sliding doors (6'x7')
Sand and refinish 4 panel wood door, refurbish hardware non-operating
Replace 50% of the wood boards composing exterior doors (3'x7')

Restore/Replace Hardware
Remove, wire brush and oil all hardware that remains
Install hardware to match historic as closely as possible
New barn door rollers and track for sliding door to match original

Section Subtotal Construction Cost w/General Conditions, GC's Fee/OH&P, etc. = $100,276

3.7 Interior Rehabilitation (Code, Safety, and Structure)
Provide code compliant stair from first to second level and from first level to basement in similar location to 
existing.  Remove non-compliant access ladders (ship ladders).
Replace floor board subfloor - all Sections  (varies from 1"x6" or 1"x8" or 1 1/2" x 10) - Allowance
Media blast wood surfaces in the building - (Tenant option BOSC - Only at peeling painted areas or similar)  
Treat chared wall areas to avoid dusting for safety. Not in GC costs. BOSC

Section Subtotal Construction Cost w/General Conditions, GC's Fee/OH&P, etc. = $84,223

84,223 

109,887 

131,562 

74,163 

26,113 
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BID DETAIL FORM - HISTORIC PRESERVATION SCOPE OF WORK

Louisville Grain Elevator - Rehabilitation
Louisville Mill Site LLC

3.8 Mechanical Systems and Fire Protection (includes only cost for existing building)
Provide crawlspace ventilation to mitigate moisture and potential wood deterioration and mold. 26,724 
Provide fire sprinkler system in existing building to protect structure - dry system to avoid freezing
Provide fire alarm system in existing building to protect structure (required with fire sprinklers)
Provide plumbing system rough-in (no interior tenant finish) in existing building only 269,929 
Provide all electric heat pump system for conditioning the occupied portions of existing building 187,417 

Section Subtotal Construction Cost w/General Conditions, GC's Fee/OH&P, etc. = $620,296

3.9 Electrical Systems (includes only cost for existing building)
Electric Main Switchgear and Service to Transformer (Xcel cost by owner)
Branch Circuts, Panels, Outlets & Lighting for existing building only (no specialty fixtures)

Section Subtotal Construction Cost w/General Conditions, GC's Fee/OH&P, etc. = $370,482

Xcel Service Cost Allowance - Paid By Owner (no GC Fee/OH&P) = $50,000

4.0 Hazardous Material
Follow up testing and mitigation allowance due to time of vacancy (By Owner's Separate Contractor)

Section Subtotal Allowance - By Owner's Separate Contractor (no GC Fee/OH&P) = $18,000

Subtotal Construction Costs Including General Conditions & GC's Fee/OH&P

Total General Contractor Bid Amount for this Bid Detail Form - Historic Preservation = $2,742,861

Estimated Soft Costs, Fees, Taxes, & other costs By Owner (not included above) prorated for Scope: By Owner (not GC)

Owner's Construction Contingency for Hidden Conditions & Unforseen Events                           10% $274,286 
Building Permit & Plan Review Fees $35,657 
Taxes, other fees, etc. paid at permit $90,514 
Tap Fees paid at permit (not included in Grant Request)
Builder's Risk Insurance - Carried by Owner $76,800 
Engineering Fees subsequent to initial stabilization - This Scope % only $109,714 
Architecture Fees subsequent to initial stabilization - This Scope %  -  Note 25% discount (Owner/Architect) $174,857 
(3.2.1) Geotechnical Engineering Fees & Construction Phase Material Testing $5,368 
(3.3.9) Wood Scientist for one day to quantify extent of bin wall and bin floor deterioration by resistance boring 
after excavation complete - Allowance

$1,000 

(3.3.17) Qualified lumber grader for one day to identify floor framing members not meeting #2 grade where 
applicable for adaptive re-use - Allowance

$2,000 

Planning/Architectural Fees for PUD/SRU @25% discount (Not included in Grant Request)
Owner's Representative / Project Manager (Not included in Grant Request)
Note - Other Public Approval & Grant processing costs, legal & accounting (Not included in Grant Request)

Estimated - Direct Project Soft Costs $770,197

Total Qualifying Project Costs - (Not Including Stabilization Previously Completed)

Total GC Bid Amount plus Soft Costs for this Bid Detail Form - Historic Preservation = $3,513,058

Half of Total GC Bid Amount plus Soft Costs for this Bid Detail Form - Historic Preservation = $1,756,529

  Total HPF Preservation Grant Request - Historic Preservation = $1,475,000

Note - The sums on this form are not additive to the LRC Grant form as categories are duplicated.

136,226 

370,482 
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Combined Summarized
Description Total Totals

By Ownership - Excluded in Estimate
GeoTech/Arch Design/Engineering $0
Tap fees, Permits, Plan Review and Use tax Fees $0
Development fees, Dry and Wet Utility Company fees $0
Excludes abatement of hazardous materials $0
3rd party inspection expenses (GC too cordinate inspections) $0
All call out notes that mention (BOSC) $0

DIVISION 1 - GENERAL CONDITIONS $373,760
General Conditions

Project Management $91,200
Project Engineer/Coordinator $35,200
Superintendent $163,200
General Labor $28,000
Accounting $12,100
Toilets $13,160
Dumpsters $2,250
Jobsite security fence $15,400
Job Trailer (We plan to office inside the building) $0
Office Supplies, printing, software $3,850
Final Clean $9,400

Weather Conditions
BID Allowance #1 - Weather Conditions $40,000 $40,000

DIVISION 2 - SITE WORK $412,596
Irrigation/Landscaping

Contractor to install all sleeving for the Irrigation per sheet IR100 $2,650
Irrigation system and Landscaping (BOSC)

Site Work & Utilities
Site Demolition $11,230
Erosion Control $2,848
Excavation/Export/Import/backfill/Compaction $122,049
New Utilities $222,394
Surveying $19,500

Asphalt Paving
Asphalt Paving $31,925

DIVISION 3 - CONCRETE $157,355
Footings, Foundation walls and Slab $62,566
Site concerete $94,789

The Grain Yard
540 County Rd., Louisville, CO 80027

Pre-Construction Consultant/Estimator:  Andrew Breen
Architecture by Hartronft Associates
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DIVISION 4 - MASONRY $0
N/A $0

DIVISION 5 - STEEL $251,800
Steel columns/Beams/stairs/handrails/Architectural metals $251,800
Custom barn door (Frame is included in number above) $0

DIVISION 6 - WOODS 388,602$                   
Rough Framing

BID Allowance #2 - Existing siding repair/replacement $20,000
BID Allowance #3 - Wood stud, floor joist & subfloor repair $15,000
BID Allowance #4 - Bin floor & Wall Repair $30,000
Rough framing material $133,890
Rough framing Labor $137,172
South Deck (material) - Provide decking material $9,695
South Deck (labor) - Labor to install decking material $8,320
Window installation $3,375
Jobsite cleaning $7,650
Dumpsters/Recycling $7,500
Rental equipment $16,000

Millwork
All millwork and finishes are (BOSC) $0

DIVISION 7 - THERMAL PROTECTION $157,012
Damproof/Waterproofing

Damproof/Waterproofing $3,210
Gravel on Vapor barrier $4,900
Exterior Site caulking $2,450

Insulation 
Wall, ceiling, rigid insulation & vapor barrier $67,500

Roofing
Membrane roofing, standing seam & Corten panels $60,312
Gutters/Downspouts $18,640

DIVISION 8 - DOORS & WINDOWS $131,030
Doors

Doors/Frames (Material fabricated and delivered) $41,474
Door Frame/slab and hardware install $3,135
Rolling doors 105A & 105C (Refurbish and replace hardware) $3,800
Storefront Doors/frames $14,397

Windows
Operable windows & sliding doors - Material $53,263
Install - (Included in framers number) $0

Skylights
(4) new Skylights & wagon ramp skylight/walkable $14,961

DIVISION 9 - FINISHES $126,566
Drywall & Paint

Drywall & Cement board (restrooms) $6,712
Drywall - boxcar walls/ floor insulation assembly/Drywall where spray foam $25,102
Corten Wall panels (restrooms) $5,338
Painting and coating $47,065
Lead Abatement contingency $15,000

Flooring
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Sealed concrete (basement & boxcar) $6,320
Floor and wall tile in restrooms $18,104
Carpet walk off tile and rubber base $2,925

DIVISION 10 - SPECIALTIES/ACCESSORIES $26,496
Specialties

Code signage $3,500
FRP $2,451
Bathroom accessories $19,595
Knoxbox $950

DIVISION 11 - EQUIPMENT $0
Any kitchen equipment, appliances and bar/tap equipment is (By Owner) $0

DIVISION 12 - FURNISHINGS $0
N/A $0

DIVISION 13 - SPECIAL EQUIPMENT $1
N/A $1

DIVISION 14 - ELEVATORS $65,818
New Lift for Kegs $65,818
Optional enclosure & gate package - Excluded $0

DIVISION 15 - MECHANICAL $575,708
Fire Supression

Fire Supression (dry system) $96,208
$0

Plumbing
Plumbing Building $295,000

HVAC
Unit heaters, new RTU's, ventilation $184,500

DIVISION 16 - ELECTRICAL $490,558
Electrical

New panels, switchgear, power, occupancy sensors & light fixtures $469,462
Fire Alarm $21,096
Low Voltage (Conduit runs only) $0

Subtotal $3,197,302 $3,197,302

Subtotal $3,197,302 $3,197,302
(FEE) - General Liability / Overhead / Profit $239,798 $239,798
Estimated Permit Fees (By Owner) $0 $0
General Contractor - Contingency $159,865 $159,865
General Conditions - Contingency due to weather delay notices $31,000 $31,000
        (In the event of overrun on CPM schedule)

Estimate Total: $3,627,965 $3,627,965

*Please note all Change orders will be marked up at 10% OH&P
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Louisville Historical Museum 
Department of Library & Museum Services 

City of Louisville, Colorado 
March 2012 

 
 
 

Louisville Grain Elevator History  
 
Address: 540 County Road, Louisville, Colorado 
 
Legal Description: Referred to as Tract 712, Louisville 
 
Year of Construction: Likely 1905-06 (see discussion) 
 
Summary: This building is considered to be one of the area’s last remaining wooden grain elevators. It 
was placed on the National Register of Historic Places in 1986 due to the elevator being “historically and 
visually the most significant structure associated with the agricultural history of the community.” It is 
also listed on the Colorado Register of Historic Places. Its stacked plank construction style is considered 
to be rare. 
 
This building was constructed by John K. Mullen, an Irish immigrant who built and operated a number of 
grain elevators in Colorado in his capacity as President of the Colorado Milling & Elevator Co. Besides 
being associated with John K. Mullen, the building was also associated with the Moore and Thomas 
families. The elevator was managed for about 35 years by Louisville resident Howard A. Moore and then 
his son, Donald Moore. In 1957, it was purchased by Louisville residents Charles Thomas and Quentin 
Thomas. Charles Thomas was the brother-in-law of Donald Moore. 
 
As shown below, this building is connected with not only Boulder County’s agricultural heritage, but is 
also connected with the area’s railroad history, mining history, and the history of the Irish in Colorado. It 
was owned by an outsider before it became a locally owned Louisville business several decades later.  It 
is located in Louisville’s historic downtown area. 
 
Every attempt has been made in the writing of this report to give accurate factual information, to 
discontinue the use of incorrect information that has occasionally cropped up in past reports about the 
building, and to compile in this document all of the available information about the structure’s history. 
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Construction by John K. Mullen and Early Operation 
 
The story of Louisville, Colorado is often told in terms of its history as a small coal mining town. 
However, farming not only predated mining in the area, but local farmers continued to play an 
important role in the town’s economy and cultural life through much of the 1900s.  
 
It was on the farm of David Kerr that coal was first discovered in 1877. And since coal mining was 
seasonal in this area due to the high moisture content of the coal that caused it to disintegrate once the 
coal was brought out of the ground, coal mining and farming came to have a complimentary 
relationship. Some miners worked on farms in the warm months, while some farmers worked in coal 
mines in the cold months. Louisville area farmers, though they did not live in town, certainly identified 
themselves as Louisville residents and fully participated in the town’s economic, civic, and cultural life. 
They attended Louisville churches, shopped in the stores, and sent their children to Louisville schools. 
Just as Louisville miners tended to be recent European immigrants, the area farmers also represented 
different ethnicities. 
 
Louisville faced particular challenges in the 1880s and 1890s (following its founding in 1878) and finally 
emerged with a viable economy after the turn of the century. This development likely made it a 
particularly attractive site for someone to build an elevator or mill in the early 1900s. A 1902 Denver 
Post item reported that a company called the Centennial Mill and Elevator Company in Louisville had 
been incorporated. However, there is no evidence that this was the company that constructed the 
Louisville Grain Elevator. 
 
Boulder County property records indicate that the property on which the Grain Elevator was built came 
from The Union Pacific Coal Company. The deeds show that Peter F. Murphy of Louisville purchased 
property from Union Pacific in August 1905 and resold this parcel to John K. Mullen in October 1905. 
Both were Irish Catholics. It could be speculated that they knew one another and that Murphy was even 
acting on Mullen’s behalf. 
 
John K. Mullen, who had the Louisville Grain Elevator built, was an Irish immigrant who rose to great 
heights as the head of an empire of grain elevators and flour mills in Colorado and some surrounding 
states. He was born in County Galway, Ireland in 1847 and came to the United States in 1856 at the time 
of the Irish Potato Famine. He and his family settled in Oriskany Falls, New York, where he worked at a 
flour mill. As a young man, he worked his way West and assumed more and more responsibility in the 
grain industry. As described on the jacket of William J. Convery’s biography of Mullen, Pride of the 
Rockies: The Life of Colorado’s Premiere Irish Patron, John Kernan Mullen, Mullen “ruthlessly rose to 
control of the West’s flour milling industry and was one of the architects of early Denver’s 
transformation from a dusty supply town to the Queen City of the Mountains and Plains. A celebrated 
giver during his lifetime, J.K. Mullen endowed many religious and civic monuments.” For example, 
Mullen High School in Denver was named for him, as was the Mullen Library at Catholic University in 
Washington, D.C. He helped finance and oversaw the construction of Denver’s Cathedral of the 
Immaculate Conception. At times, he was even the owner of Elitch Gardens and the famous Matchless 
Mine in Leadville, among other prominent Colorado properties.  
 
The book states that “[e]vidence of Mullen’s contribution to the architectural landscape stretches 
beyond Denver. The tallest structure in many farming towns throughout the Rocky Mountain West is the 
grain elevator constructed by Mullen’s Colorado Milling and Elevator Company” (p. 2). “By 1924, The 
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Colorado Milling and Elevator Company owned nearly three hundred mills, warehouses, and elevators 
…” (p. 197). The following is a portrait of J.K. Mullen from 1933:  
 

 
      Portrait accessed online from the Denver Public Library,  
             Western History Collection, www.denverlibrary.org  

 
 
As explained in the UC-Denver report on Eastern Plains and Front Range Grain Elevators of Colorado, 
Mullen was not only responsible for bringing to Colorado the Hungarian milling process, but he also 
played a leading role in creating high altitude flour. The fact that he owned both the grain elevators 
where farmers would bring their grain and the flour mills where the grain could be processed had the 
effect of tightening his control on the industry. 
 
Although an accounting of the number of remaining J.K. Mullen’s Colorado grain elevators and mills 
could not be located for this report, information was found regarding Boulder County grain buildings. 
According to available information, two separate milling/elevator structures in Boulder burned down in 
1889 and 1931. Longmont lost a flour mill and Mullen-owned grain elevator to fire in 1934. According to 
the UC-Denver report on Eastern Plains and Front Range Grain Elevators of Colorado, two other 
elevators besides the Louisville Grain Elevator still stand in Boulder County: in Lafayette and on a private 
farm in Hygiene. As with many historic elevators, the elevator in Lafayette has had metal siding installed 
on its sides to reduce the risk of fire, something that has never been done to Louisville’s, other than in a 
few limited sections. Specific information about the elevator in Hygiene could not be located for this 
report. Louisville’s elevator is the only one in the County that is listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places. 
 
A 1918 Denver Post article shows that Louisville area wheat farmers at times disputed Mullen’s 
practices, not unlike similar conflicts of the time between Louisville coal miners and the mining 
companies. The articles states: 
 

The wheat growers of the Lafayette-Louisville district are up in arms over the practices of 
the J.K. Mullen elevator there. Instead of the $2.20 per bushel price fixed by the federal 
food commission, the elevator is paying only about $1.00 or less for the highest grade 
wheat. . . . [The] Mullen explanation of a deduction of the freight to Kansas City does not 
explain this entire discrepancy.  . . . [The farmers] are told that the purchase of wheat may 
be abandoned if there is any complaint. 
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According to the UC-Denver report Eastern Plains and Front Range Grain Elevators of Colorado, citing 
Convery’s biography of Mullen, 
 

In an effort to placate suspicious farmers who felt CM&E [the Colorado Milling & Elevator 
Company] was a monopoly guilty of price fixing, Mullen looked for ways to improve 
CM&E’s image. J.K. instituted several measures designed to reestablish trust in his 
company. In order to provide a sense of local ownership, subsidiary mills acquired or 
opened by CM&E were named for the community …. 

 
In this connection, it should be noted that the first and longtime name of the Louisville Grain Elevator 
was the “Louisville Milling & Elevator Company,” and it appears to have been selected for the public 
relations reason noted. Other legal owners of the building were the Northern Colorado Elevator 
Company and the Colorado Milling & Elevator Company. It was also called the “Denver Elevator” and the 
words “The Denver Elevators” were painted on the side of the building even while it was owned by the 
Colorado Milling & Elevator Company. Despite the name changes, all of these companies are believed to 
have been under the control of John K. Mullen.  
  
Date of Construction 
 
A review of the available evidence shows that the date of construction of this building was most likely 
1905-06. 
 
(The Boulder County Assessor lists two improvements located at 540 County Road and gives the date of 
construction of both of them as 1936. However, the County has sometimes been found to be in error 
with respect to the dates of construction of Louisville buildings. The 1936 date is clearly not accurate 
with respect to the Grain Elevator building.) 
 
Different reports that have been written about the history of this building have given the dates of 
construction as 1903, 1904, 1905, and 1908. 
 
The 1908 Sanborn fire insurance map for Louisville showed the Elevator and stated the year of 
construction to have been 1903. However, an examination of the deeds reveals that it was not until 
August 1905 that The Union Pacific Coal Company sold the property to Peter F. Murphy, who then sold it 
to J.K. Mullen in October 1905. It seems unlikely that the structure would have been built prior to the 
transfer of these deeds. Also, in February 1905, the Longmont, Colorado Ledger newspaper reported 
that “Louisville, in Boulder County, wants a flour mill.” While a flour mill is not the same as a grain 
elevator, the statement suggests that what Louisville may have more broadly been seeking was a way 
for its wheat farmers to easily get their wheat crops to a mill. The construction of a grain elevator would 
have fulfilled that need, and the appearance of the item in the Longmont paper could suggest that 
Louisville did not yet have a grain elevator. 
 
The Elevator, and Howard Moore as its manager, were first listed in the 1907-08 directory for Louisville, 
which could indicate that it was built before 1907. Significantly, the Elevator is not listed in the 1904 or 
1906 Louisville directories. (A 1905 directory for Louisville appears to not exist.) 
 
For the foregoing reasons, it is believed that the Elevator was constructed in 1905-06. 
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Location of Grain Elevator and Association with Railroad 
 
The Grain Elevator and the nearby Acme Mine that was located at Roosevelt and Hutchinson used the 
same railroad spur that left the main track just northeast of the Elevator and curved over to the Acme. 
In fact, the 1905 deed that conveyed the property from Peter F. Murphy to J.K. Mullen specifically 
referred to the “Acme switch” in its legal description of the parcel (a description repeated in the 1957 
deed to the Thomas family). The following section of the 1909 Drumm’s Wall Map of Louisville shows 
this relationship, with a building labeled “Elevator” on the upper right, on the spur that continued to the 
west past the Acme mine dump towards the Acme Mine. 
 

 
    1909 Drumm’s Wall Map of Louisville, Louisville Historical Museum 

 
This map shows how the Elevator was actually constructed to be parallel to the railroad spur, not the 
main track. This is why even today, even with the spur gone, it sits at an angle to the main track. It is 
believed that the reason was that it was better for the railroad cars being loaded with grain at the 
Elevator to not block the main line of the railroad. 
 
This photo, looking east, shows the relationship of the Elevator to the Acme Mine, with the Elevator 
visible in the rear to the left of the photo: 
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                                       Rescue squad by Acme Mine looking east, circa 1920s, Louisville Historical Museum 

 
Architecture, Physical Description, and Functions of the Grain Elevator 
 
The building has been the subject of three different architectural and historical surveys. These are 
believed to have been funded and completed jointly by the City of Louisville and the State of Colorado in 
1982, 1985, and 2000. In addition, information about this building is available from the 1986 National 
Register listing and in the 2011 structural report by Anderson Hallas Architects that was commissioned 
by the City of Louisville. 
 
It is believed that the general, original purpose of a grain elevator in this area was to receive grain, 
particularly wheat, from farmers. A farmer would bring a wagonload of grain to the elevator; interviews 
of local residents indicate that the grains brought to the Louisville Elevator included wheat, corn, oats, 
and barley.  The Louisville Historical Museum has in its collection annual licenses given in the 1930s by 
the state of Colorado to Donald Moore, operator of the Grain Elevator, to inspect and grade wheat, 
barley, oats, corn, and rye. 
 
The wagon would be weighed on the weigh scale, then emptied into a pit. Then the empty wagon would 
be weighed again in order to obtain a true weight of the contents. The manager of the grain elevator 
was responsible for this recordkeeping. Merwin Jay Harrison, whose father was manager of the Mullen-
owned grain elevator in Broomfield, Colorado, stated in a 1996 oral history interview for the Carnegie 
Library for Local History that wheat would then be loaded onto boxcars and shipped to Denver, where, 
he believed, it would be delivered to the Hungarian Flour Mill, which was also owned by J.K. Mullen. 
Later, trucks rather than boxcars were used to transport the grain.  
 
A grain elevator in this area would have also performed some processing of the grain, including 
separating out gravel and weed seeds from the grain brought in by farmers, and grinding. 
 
Local residents could purchase 100-lb. sacks of flour directly from the Grain Elevator. These may have 
been brought from flour mills in Denver, but precise information could not be located for this report. 
Families in Louisville used the flour sacks from the Grain Elevator to make clothing. 
 
Out of six possible types of materials used in the construction of grain elevators in the United States, the 
Louisville Grain Elevator was constructed of wood. Also, as a wooden elevator, it is considered to be of 
“cribbed” construction, meaning stacked lumber, as opposed to balloon frame construction. 
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The UC-Denver report on Eastern Plains and Front Range Grain Elevators of Colorado states that wood 
was the earliest construction material used for grain elevators. A disadvantage of wood was its high 
combustibility, particularly with elevators typically being located near railroad tracks where sparks could 
start a fire. The report cites the statistic that wood grain elevators had to be replaced at an average of 
every four years due to fires. (As noted below, the Louisville Elevator had an interior fire in the 1950s.) 
 
The Louisville Grain Elevator is a three story building in the section of its tower. The following excerpt 
from the 1908 Sanborn fire insurance map for Louisville shows the layout: 
 

 
         Louisville, Colorado [map]. 1908. Sanborn Fire Insurance Map. (Excerpt.)  

     Accessed at www.louisville-library.org. 

 
The 2000 survey of the building further describes the parts of the elevator: “This structure is oriented 
north-northeast to south-southwest, with overall measurements of 88’ by 28’. From the north-northeast 
end, the building is composed of five sections, including an office, an elevator, an elevator tower, grain 
bins, and a warehouse.” More detailed information about the purpose of these sections can be found in 
this 2000 survey report and in the 2011 structural engineering report by Anderson Hallas Architects. The 
covered area shown in historic photographs is where the scales were located. 
 
The 2011 report prepared for the City of Louisville by Anderson Hallas Architects states that the building 
footprint is 2,800 square feet and that there are 8,500 square feet of accessible interior floor space. The 
building sits on a 1.2 acre parcel. 
 
The capacity of the elevator was stated in the 1908 Sanborn map excerpt above to be 25,000 bushels. A 
penciled notation on the County Assessor card completed on the building in the 1950s appears to state 
the capacity as having been 20,500 bushels. 
 
The 1982 survey of the structure states that the building was partially renovated by the owners in the 
1970s. 
 
The April 4, 1999 Denver Post article stated: “Its stacked plank design and diminutive size make 
the elevator unique. Most elevators stored 35,000 bushels of grain. Louisville’s held far less.” 
 

http://www.louisville-library.org/
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The elevator is wood sided and has never had metal siding put on, as many grain elevators have had, 
except in a few sections by the gabled roofs.  
 
Management by Howard A. Moore and Donald Moore 
 
Howard A. Moore operated the Grain Elevator for about thirty years (while it was owned by Mullen’s 
companies) and was followed in this job by his son, Donald Moore. Howard Moore was living in 
Louisville and managing the Elevator by 1907, according to Louisville directories. He lived from 1876 to 
1934. He, his wife, Zura, and their children lived in Louisville. Their children were Grace, Sadie, Donald, 
Ethel, Howard Jr., Lois, and Louanna. Museum records indicate that Howard A. Moore served as mayor 
of Louisville from 1915 to 1917. 
 
The following photos from the collections of the Louisville Historical Museum and Boulder’s Carnegie 
Branch Library for Local History show the Grain Elevator while it was managed by Howard A. Moore: 

 

 
        Louisville Grain Elevator, 2/8/1916, Louisville Historical Museum 
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       Louisville Grain Elevator, 2/8/1916, Carnegie Branch Library for Local History, Boulder 

  

 
       Louisville Grain Elevator, circa 1916, Carnegie Branch Library for Local History, Boulder 

 



10 
 

 
       Louisville Grain Elevator, circa 1916, Carnegie Branch Library for Local History, Boulder 

 
 

Louisville directories show that after the death of Howard Moore in 1934, his son, Donald (1909-1975), 
took over the management of the Elevator. Directories indicate that by 1943, Donald had left this 
position and the new manager was Wayne Bickel. Managers after this era are noted below. 
 
The following advertisements for the Grain Elevator show that this was a longtime, active business that 
played a vital role in the economy of the Louisville area: 
 

 
From Louisville News, 1909, Louisville Historical Museum 
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           R.L. Polk Directory, 1916, Boulder County, Louisville Historical Museum 

 
 

 
                Louisville Historical Museum 

 
The Rex Theatre movie curtain, which is a painted canvas made in 1927-28 with advertisements of 
twenty-two Louisville businesses, includes the above advertisement for the Louisville Grain Elevator; the 
curtain currently is on exhibit at the Louisville Historical Museum. 
 

 
From 1940 St. Louis Church Annual Bazaar booklet, Louisville Historical Museum 
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                                                                                                                                       From Louisville Times, Sept. 3, 1942,  
                                                                                               commemorating the 50th anniversary of Methodist Church,  

                                                        Louisville Historical Museum 

 
Howard Moore and Don Moore are remembered as having given jobs at the Elevator to Louisville’s 
young men. For example, Lee Evans, who was born in 1917, worked at the Louisville Grain Elevator in 
the mid 1930s. In his autobiography, entitled From Happy Valley to the Mountaintop, he wrote: “As I 
grew older, I worked regularly after school and on Saturdays at the elevator, shoveling grain into the 
chute after it was delivered. I sacked grain and loaded it into cars and trucks for customers or for 
delivery on the elevator-owned truck into Denver. At my highest rate of pay, I got 50 cents a day! But I 
grew strong with the heavy work, and by the time I was seventeen I could grab the ear of a sack and lift 
a one hundred pound sack of grain with each hand and pitch it from the walkway up into a truck about 
four feet higher” (p. 71). 
 
Thomas Family Association and Ownership 
 
By the time of the 1946 Louisville directory, Charles Thomas had become the manager of the Grain 
Elevator. Charles Thomas’ wife (Iona Bowes Thomas) and Donald Moore’s wife (Sadie Bowes Moore) 
were sisters, perhaps leading to Charlie Thomas taking over the management of the Elevator not long 
after the tenure as manager by Donald Moore and his father.  A newspaper account states that Thomas 
lost one hand while working with a corn conveyor at the Elevator. By 1949, the manager had become 
Vance Lynn, possibly as a result of Thomas’ injury. According to the 1951, 1953, and 1955 directories for 
Louisville, the manager was Dan Gunkel. 
 
In 1957, Charles Thomas (1912-2002) and his brother, Quentin Thomas (1908-1986), who had a feed 
store nearby on Pine Street, purchased the Grain Elevator from the Colorado Milling & Elevator 
Company. The deed states that it was purchased for “$10 and other valuable consideration.” This was 
the first time that the building became a locally owned business, after fifty years of outside ownership. 
 
The Thomas family was a pioneer family of Louisville with varied business interests and properties. 
Charles Thomas and Quentin Thomas were the grandsons of Nicholas and Mary Thomas. Nicholas 
Thomas was from Wales and worked as a coal miner, while Mary Oldacre Thomas ‘s personal history 
includes the fact that she had worked as a chain maker as a young woman in England before marrying 
and coming to the United States. They immigrated from England in 1881 with their young son, Nicholas 
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Thomas, Jr., and came to Louisville in 1883. In 1892, Mary Thomas was one of the founders of the 
Methodist Church in Louisville, still located at 741 Jefferson, along with other early English settlers in 
Louisville.  The family homes were at 733 Pine and 700 Lincoln (which, like the Grain Elevator, is listed 
on the National and Colorado Registers of Historic Places). Nicholas Thomas Jr. helped stated the Big Six 
Coal Company , which operated the Sunnyside Mine just southeast of Louisville. Nicholas Jr. and his sons 
formed the Ko-Z Coal Company and operated the Fireside Mine in Louisville, after which today’s Fireside 
Elementary School in Louisville is named. It is believed that they had other coal mining interests as well. 
Thomas family members also operated the City Market on Main Street and moved the business to a new 
building on Front Street that they constructed. The Thomas family ran the City Market from the Front 
Street location from about 1966 until 1982. This building at 637 Front later became the location of the 
U.S. Post Office in Louisville and is now the location of a restaurant and ice cream shop. Another 
business owned and operated by the Thomas family was the Thomas Feed Store on Pine Street.  
 
In the 1950s, and before 1957, a fire at the Grain Elevator damaged the interior. It was believed to have 
been caused by spontaneous combustion. Louisville volunteer firefighters Herb Steinbaugh and Tommy 
Cable are credited with saving the building in a risky and dramatic effort. They climbed up onto the 
Elevator roof in order to spray water into the tower section. A 1999 Denver Post article about the 
Louisville Grain Elevator stated that the year of the fire was 1955. 
 
It is believed that by this time, the emphasis was on using the Grain Elevator for animal feed as opposed 
to purchasing wheat from wheat farmers to send to flour mills in Denver. As noted above, Quentin 
Thomas had operated a feed store on the south side of Pine Street facing north, on the site of today’s 
637 Front Street. The following 1957 advertisement dates from the Thomas family’s early ownership 
and shows that the Thomas Feed Store had been moved to be located at the nearby Grain Elevator: 
 

 
                                                 From 1957 St. Louis Church Annual Bazaar booklet, Louisville Historical Museum 

 
As noted in the April 4, 1999 Denver Post article about the Louisville Grain Elevator, “the automotive 
industry essentially made grain elevators obsolete, since trucks could load grain in the field and 
transport it.” The UC-Denver report on Eastern Plains and Front Range Grain Elevators of Colorado 
states that many grain elevators were abandoned between the 1930s and 1950s for basically this reason 
and because of the failure of railroad companies, the droughts of the 1930s, changes in transportation 
and farm mechanization, and other reasons. 
 
Although it is believed that the Grain Elevator was not used for the storage of grain for human 
consumption after the 1950s, the scales continued to be useful for weighing purposes for several more 
years. This usage of the building continued into at least the mid 1960s. For example, a local teen working 
for a Louisville farm in the 1960s regularly drove truckloads of silage to the Elevator so that the truck 
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could be weighed, with owner Quentin Thomas making the scales available. These scales from the Grain 
Elevator were later acquired by a Louisville farming family and are currently located on a Louisville farm. 
They are believed to have last been used on this farm in the 1990s. 
 
According to the report by Anderson Hallas Architects, the Thomas family’s feed store located in the 
Grain Elevator was open until as late as 1972. 
 
County Assessor Cards 
 
This image from the County Assessor shows the building in circa 1949-1958: 
 

 
 
 
A statement written by the County Assessor’s office in 1958 says “This building has been burned out on 
the inside but is still being used.” (As noted above, this fire is believed to have occurred in around 1955.) 
 
Placement on National Register and Colorado Register of Historic Places 
 
In 1986, twelve historic buildings (seven residences and five businesses) in downtown Louisville were 
found to have met the required criteria and were placed on the National Register of Historic Places. The 
stated reason for the selection of the Grain Elevator was that “the elevator is historically and visually the 
most significant structure associated with the agricultural history of the community.  Its frame 
construction and functional design illustrate an important resource type traditionally associated with 
agriculture.  Listed under Louisville Multiple Resource Area and under Railroads in Colorado, 1858-1948 
Multiple Property Submission.” 
  
Statements of Significance from Architectural and Historical Surveys 
 
The survey of this building conducted in 2000 for the State of Colorado gave the following statement of 
significance: 
 

This building has been individually listed on the National Register of Historic Places. It is 
historically significant, relative to National Register Criterion A, for its association with the 
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theme of agriculture during the first half of the twentieth century. The structure is 
architecturally significant, under National Register Criterion C, because it [is] one of the 
region’s last remaining wooden grain elevators, and because of its rare stacked plank 
construction. The preservation of this building should be one of Louisville’s highest 
preservation priorities. 

 
The 1982 inventory record stated the building’s special features to be “Multi-level steep gables, 50 feet 
high at highest gable; next to railroad track for transport” and gave the following statement of 
significance:  
 

This tall frame structure, although badly deteriorated, provides a valuable visual record of 
the agricultural heritage of Louisville which has been so largely overshadowed by the 
pervasiveness of coal mining. . . . [I]ts location near the tracks, (like the early lumber 
companies), pointed out the fact that Louisville had become an important distribution point 
for agricultural products by the early 1900’s. 

 
The 1982 inventory records also stated that “rehabilitation would help preserve perhaps the only 
structural link to the agricultural heritage of the town.” 
 
Past Community Discussion About and Recognition of the Louisville Grain Elevator 
 
A 1996 Louisville Times article pointed to the strong support expressed by the Economic Development 
Committee of the Downtown Business Association for saving and re-using the Grain Elevator, and 
stated: 
 

Its roof is full of holes and its white pained is cracked and faded, but the 91-year-old 
elevator off Front Street is still coveted as a piece of Louisville’s history.  
 
The elevator is considered one of the city’s last recoverable landmarks, and a coalition of 
downtown business interests and historical preservationists is exploring ways to return the 
building to its former glory and open it to the public.  
 

Citing the DBA’s Vice President, Cheri Ruskus, the article noted that “preserving a landmark on what will 
be an increasingly important gateway to Louisville when the 96th Street interchange opens could mean 
good things for downtown business.” 
 
1998 saw the completion of “A Preservation Master Plan: Louisville Colorado.” This project and 
document were funded by the Louisville Downtown Business Association; Historic Boulder, Inc.; the 
Colorado Historical Society/State Historical Fund; and Boulder County Cultural Council, Tier III SCFD. The 
completed plan stated that the Economic Development Committee of the Downtown Business 
Association recognized the potential in sites such as the Grain Elevator “for multiple uses with significant 
public benefit.” 
 
A 1990s Denver Post article stated, 
 

If an enthusiastic group of business owners, preservationists and architects has its way, a 
towering remnant of this town’s rural past will someday welcome visitors to what has 
become a sprawling modern suburb. The group is studying the possibility of buying and 
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renovating the historic Thomas Grain elevator, built about 1905. Located just a block from 
Main Street and adjacent to a still-active railway line, the grain elevator rises above Front 
and Pine streets in downtown Louisville. 

 
A Denver Post article from the 1990s noted that the stacked plank method of construction of the 
Louisville Grain Elevator is unique. The article cited James Stratis, a restoration specialist for the 
Colorado Historical Society, as stating that “the elevator’s role in the grain transportation system and its 
unique ‘stacked-plank’ architecture make the structure a national treasure.”  
 
In 2007, the organization Historic Boulder, Inc., which is a 501c3 preservation organization focused on 
the Boulder area, selected the Louisville Grain Elevator for placement on its endangered list. 
 
Boulder County installed a large photo collage at the Boulder County Courthouse within the last two 
years. This collage includes a historic photo of the Louisville Grain Elevator in the top center because of 
its strong connection to Boulder County history. Color was added to the photo to reflect the building’s 
original color, which is believed to have been a deep red color. 
 
In 2011, the City of Louisville awarded a contract to Anderson Hallas Architects, PC to complete a 
structural assessment of the Louisville Grain Elevator. The contract was for $38,000, which was funded 
by the City of Louisville through its Historic Preservation Fund. The report by Anderson Hallas Architects, 
PC, dated May 2, 2011, concluded that the building is structurally sound, barring a few areas of 
deterioration. The report contains recommendations for a work plan for the Elevator with several 
different phases and cost estimates. 
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November 21, 2025

J.  Erik Hartronft
HAPC
950 Spruce St.
#2C
Louisville, CO  80027

Reference: Ascent Job# 2025-0150: Louisville Historic Grain Elevator

Dear Mr. Hartronft,

At your request, our firm observed the existing grain elevator structure located at 540 County Road, Louisville, CO 
with respect to the structural references within Historic Structure Assessment (HSA) prepared by Anderson Hallas 
Architects, PC Dated May 2nd 2011.

Since that document was prepared, your firm and another structural engineering firm JVA Consulting Engineers, 
prepared a structural stabilization plan with the anticipation of restoring the boardwalk and porte cochere on the 
west side of the building and a low profile addition on the east side of the building.  Construction efforts to prepare 
and stabilize the structure were commenced but not fully completed.

Our firm reviewed the current condition of the structure with respect to the structural stabilization documents and 
the 2011 HSA and have prepared the following narrative.  The Italicized text is directly from the 2011 HSA and is 
included in this document for reference.  In the HSA Text, note that  “GRID Z” referenced in the original Historic 
Structure Assesment text corresponds to “GRID C” in the construction plans prepared by HAPC, JVA and Ascent 
Group Inc.

3.2 Foundation Systems

Description

Sections 1, 2, and 3: The existing foundation is largely visible in the basement.  The basement is approximately six feet tall from the 
bottom of the first floor joists to the dirt floor. The dirt floor approximately matches the top of continuous footing elevation. 
Continuous strip footings, where visible, were measured to be 6” thick by 2’-0” wide. These footings support half-height concrete 
stem walls. The stem walls support half-height wood stud walls around the perimeter and timber posts and beams along the interior 
bearing lines. Along gridline 4, full-height timber posts are supported on isolated spread footings.

In one location along gridline A and in two locations along gridline Z, the concrete stem wall is omitted where historic door openings 
once existed. The block-outs in the concrete stem wall are now covered with wood sheathing. 

The current exterior grade elevation approximately matches first floor elevation. The historic grade elevation was approximately three 
feet lower, near the top of concrete stem wall elevation and with isolated areas of lower grade at the basement door openings. A 
boardwalk, visible in the February 8, 1916 photograph, afforded access to the first floor level door openings. 

In Section 2, two interior timber posts on isolated spread footings support basement level machinery. In Section 3, four interior 
timber posts on isolated spread footing support the first floor in locations presumed to have previously housed heavy equipment. One 
of these four posts is no longer in-place. 

In the central portion of Section 3, an 8’-8” x 7’-8” x 5’-0” deep pit exists. The pit walls are unreinforced concrete approximately 7” 
thick. The pit floor is either dirt or a concrete slab concealed beneath the dirt. 

Section 4: Four continuous strip footings running in the north to south direction support the stacked-plank bin walls. The footings 
measure 14” thick by 3’-0” wide. The top of footing elevation is approximately 5’-6” below the first floor elevation. 
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The bin floors, consisting of 3”x10” joists spaced at 5 inches, spanning east to west, bear on two untreated 3”x12” plates on top of 
the strip footings. The stacked-plank bin walls rest on the ends of the floor joists. The space between the joists are infilled with 
3”x10” spacer blocks beneath the bin walls.

Section 5: The crawlspace under Section 5 is not accessible and is currently only visible through a small wall opening along gridline 
5. A total of nine timber posts and the perimeter walls support the first floor above. Isolated footings were visible under the six 
northern posts at the dirt floor elevation, roughly three feet below the bottom of first floor joist elevation. Footings were not visible 
under the three posts along the south. 
The perimeter foundation walls along gridlines A, Z, and 6 are constructed of wood studs and posts. The walls are sheathed on the 
exterior side with horizontal siding. The walls along gridlines A and Z are also sheathed on the interior side. Remnants of historic 
crawl space access openings are visible on each of the three foundation walls. 

Along gridline 5, substantial wall settlement is visible along the entire length of this wall with isolated areas of failure where the studs 
have collapsed inward. The walls along gridlines A and Z do not show signs of movement, but various diagonal braces have been 
installed perpendicular to the wall plane to resist soil pressure. 

The Architectural Inventory Form, (dated April 26, 2000) states that this building section has a wood timber on grade foundation. 
This is consistent with the substantial wall movement visible along gridline 6, signaling a deteriorated grade beam.  The foundations 
along gridlines A and Z are likely constructed with the same materials. A small portion of concrete footing is visible along gridline A 
approximately 10 feet north of gridline 6. This concrete is possibly part of a later repair; a departure from the typical foundation 
construction on the end walls; or an isolated footing at the jamb of the crawlspace access opening.

Evaluation

Sections 1, 2, and 3: The existing footings where visible were in good condition and showed no signs of distress or movement. 
Although the 6” thick strip footings are relatively thin, they are still capable of carrying Code required gravity wall loads. The width of 
the footings is acceptable assuming an allowable bearing pressure of 2500 psf. However, the existing perimeter footings are 
inadequate to resist the rotation induced by the lateral earth pressures applied to the stem wall.

The concrete stem walls are in good condition and showed no signs of distress, cracking, or movement. 

The interior wood foundation walls are in fair condition. The untreated sill plates are in contact with concrete which is not permitted 
by current Code. However, there were no obvious signs of deterioration at the time of our assessment, except at one location near grid 
intersection 3/A noted in the Wood Scientist’s report located in the Appendix.

The exterior stud walls were clearly not intended to retain soil originally and the wall is performing poorly as a result. The walls are 
deteriorated in some locations and deterioration would be expected to continue and become widespread if the wall is not repaired. 
The wood is absorbing moisture from the retained soil and wood with high moisture content is prone to decay. See the Wood 
Scientist’s report for more discussion on wood decay.  Current Code prohibits the use of untreated wood in contact with soil for this 
reason.  

Along gridline Z, in Section 3, the full-height stud wall has failed due to a combination of overload (soil pressure) and wood 
deterioration. In this location, the first floor and the walls above are supported by a timber beam which spans to gridlines 3 and 4. 
Thus, the failed stud wall does not pose an immediate risk of structural collapse of the framing above. 

Section 4: The existing footings, where visible near gridline 4, were in good condition and showed no signs of distress or movement. 
The footings were sized to support the weight of the stacked-plank bin walls and the weight of grain in a filled bin. Provided the bin 
walls remain largely intact and no more than two or three levels of floor framing are introduced in any adaptive re-use program, the 
existing footings should be able to remain in service unaltered. 

The existing bin walls below grade range from poor to good condition. In Bins 5 and 6, severe deterioration was readily visible. In the 
remaining bins, the condition likely varies considerably based on localized areas of high moisture content coupled with environmental 
conditions favorable to promoting wood decay. Because no visible deterioration was obvious, it is assumed that the remaining bin 
walls below grade are in fair to good condition with only small areas of wood in poor condition requiring repair. 

Section 5: The six visible isolated spread footings to the north appear to be in good condition. The remaining three isolated spread 
footings to the south were not visible and either never existed or have settled substantially. Their condition is poor.

The condition of the foundations along gridlines A and Z is poor since the untreated wood wall and grade beam is in contact with the 
soil. Wood deterioration was visible at the exterior grade elevation through a small break in the siding at grid intersection Z/6. 

The foundations along gridline 6 are in poor condition as segments of the foundation wall above have collapsed and settled 
significantly. Since this wall supports portions of the first floor and the roof, it should be corrected immediately or temporarily shored 
until permanent repairs can be performed. 

Recommended Treatment
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Sections 1, 2, and 3: If the exterior grade is returned to its historic elevation and the fill inside the basement is raised so that the 
difference in soil retaining heights on both sides of the wall is minimized, then the strip footings and concrete foundation walls, in 
general, may remain in service although isolated deficiencies will likely be uncovered during excavations that will require repair. It is 
also anticipated that alterations required for adaptive re-use of the building will concentrate or change loads in some locations. In 
these locations, the footing will need to be strengthened or enlarged.  Deteriorated portions of the wood stud foundation walls, once 
they are re-exposed along the exterior and no longer in contact with the surrounding soils, will require repair and replacement where 
deteriorated. Historic basement level door openings, will need to be infilled with concrete up to the top of the concrete stem wall.

If the grading alterations recommended above are not possible or desired, another basic foundation stabilization option exists. Details 
of the stabilization will be further developed during design phases after the final use of the building has been decided and in 
consideration of costs, durability, and other site constraints. The general approach would be as follows:

After excavating around the perimeter of the building to the bottom of the existing footing elevation, the first floor would be shored so 
that the existing untreated wood foundation walls could be removed. These walls would be replaced with concrete infill walls or 
preservative-treated wood stud walls and sheathing. The new walls would need to be anchored to the top of the existing stem wall and 
the first floor diaphragm. The existing concrete wall and footing would need to be augmented with a doweled footing extension and 
periodic counterforts to resist the lateral earth pressures. After the new wall assembly is constructed, appropriate waterproofing 
materials would need to be applied to the exterior side of the wall. 

The four isolated posts and footings in Section 3 may be removed if office use first floor loading is anticipated. They may also remain 
if assembly occupancy or large concentrated loads on the first floor are planned. One of the four timber columns will need to be reset. 
The existing pit in Section 3 should be backfilled to minimize potential settlement of the Section 4 bin strip footings if the pit were 
to deform. 
Section 4: No treatment to the bin footings is required. Note that if extensive alteration of the bin walls (i.e. punched openings) 
and/or significant recruitment of the bins wall for the lateral force resisting system is proposed as part of the adaptive re-use program, 
it will tend to concentrate load in discrete locations along the length of the existing strip footing. Large concentrated loads will 
require that the footing be strengthened in these locations. 

In Bins 5 and 6, the severely deteriorated portions of the walls require replacement.  Needle beam shoring may be required above the 
deteriorated areas. The deteriorated areas should be removed back to competent, dry material and replaced, ply-by-ply. Until repairs 
are made, the area between Bin 5 and Bin 6 should be periodically inspected. It may be prudent to shore the bin walls above this 
deterioration to prevent localized collapse until repairs are completed. 

In the remaining bins, the extent of stacked-plank deterioration requiring replacement should be quantified by resistance boring from 
the interior of the bins. After the bins have been cleaned and the exterior walls currently below grade are exposed during excavation, 
the condition should also be visually assessed prior to recommendation of final repairs. It is assumed that small areas of the bin walls 
below grade will require replacement. 

Along gridlines A and Z, the exterior grade should be removed so that the stacked-plank wood bin walls are not in contact with the 
surrounding soils. If this is not possible, the grade should be excavated to the footing elevation so that deteriorated areas of the wall 
can be removed and replaced. Prior to backfilling, the exterior side of the walls should be surfaced with an impervious waterproof 
membrane. Reinforcement, if required, to resist the soil pressures could be installed on the exterior side of the wall and be 
constructed with preservative treated lumber. 
Section 5: The soil around the six isolated spread footings to the north should be removed around the base of the timber columns to 
prevent potential deterioration to the column bases. The footing capacities can be determined once their size is determined, the 
nature of the first floor loading is determined, and the allowable soil bearing capacity is established. 

The three isolated spread footings to the south, if existing, should be removed. New footings should be cast integrally with the new 
stem wall recommended along gridline 6. Pilasters can be introduced along the stem wall that support the first floor girders in-lieu of 
replacing the timber posts.

The first floor and stud walls along gridlines A, Z, and 6 should be shored and the existing untreated wood foundations removed. The 
foundations should be replaced with a concrete stem wall and continuous strip footing. A difference in exterior and interior grade 
elevations may be maintained by connecting the top of the new concrete stem wall to the first floor diaphragm.

UPDATE:  Stabilization of the foundation has occurred in close conformance to the Construction Phase 3.3 plans 
prepared by JVA and stamped 11/4/16.

Due to new foundation stabilization and new perimeter foundation walls and counterforts, the foundation walls are 
in good condition with the exception of one portion of wood framed wall in section 1 on grid A.  This will be rebuilt 
with concrete.  Sections 1, 2 & 3 have had counterforts installed along grid A and the existing grade against the 
wood walls has been removed, but this area is currently a well and does not drain away from the building.  New 
sister foundation walls have been added along grids 1 & 6.  West of grid Z (Grid C on current plans) secondary 
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foundation elements have been placed to support a future boardwalk and porte cochere.  This area has a temporary 
framed lid and the top of the new foundation walls are such that the grade slopes away from the structure to the 
west.  Concrete caps have been added to the top of some walls replacing rotted wood plates and to increase grade 
levels against the foundation.  Bins have been cleaned and the exterior walls and most interior walls have been 
repaired as per the structural stabilization documents.  Once section of interior wall between bins 4 & 5 still 
requires repair adjacent to the new opening between bins.  The previously deteriorated bin floor framing is still in 
its rotted condition directly on the foundation.  This will require repair and replacement of these timber elements.
New foundation elements will occur with the new boxcar addition to the east and any un-discovered repair areas at 
interior locations.

3.2b Perimeter Foundation Drainage

DESCRIPTION:     There is no known perimeter drainage system and it would have been unlikely to have been installed at the time of 
construction.
 
The exterior grade elevation is approximately equal to the first floor elevation along the north, east, and south sides of the building. 
Along the east elevation, a concrete curb divides the soils from the exterior wall and diverts surface drainage away from the building 
edge to the south. The depth of the curb is unknown but is expected to only be a few inches below the surface. Along the north and 
south elevation, the grade generally slopes away from the base of the building although a depression is centrally located along the 
north wall. Along the west elevation, the outlying grade is lower and is bermed up to the first floor elevation. This condition clearly 
diverts surface runoff away from the building envelope.

EVALUATION:

Although the current grading appears to slope away from the building in most locations, the soil is still capable of wetting and 
transferring moisture into the wood foundation walls.

RECOMMENDED TREATMENT:

The foundations appear stable and no signs of water infiltration were visible in the basement which indicates that a perimeter drain 
may not be appropriate.1,2

The final grade around the building perimeter, no matter of the elevation, should be sloped away from the building at least 2% to 
encourage surface runoff to migrate away from the foundation walls as recommended in Section 3.1 Site.
Until foundation stabilization and grading is complete, the interface between the existing curb and building’s sheathing should be 
maintained to prevent water from infiltrating the joint. Snow that accumulates along the base of the building should be removed 
rather than allowed to melt while in contact with the building’s wood materials. The grade depression along the north wall, potentially 
trapping water, should be corrected.

Footnotes:

1. The groundwater elevation and the in-situ soil characteristics are unknown. A Geotechnical Engineer’s Report will be required to 
design foundation repairs and that Report should also asses the suitability of a perimeter drain. Since the building’s perimeter grade 
will be excavated during foundation stabilization operations, a perimeter drain could be installed at that time for little additional cost. 
Perimeter drainage would minimize the possibility of saturated soils increasing the lateral earth pressure on the foundation walls, the 
periodic increases in moisture in the basement, and moisture changes at the footing depth that may lead to settlement.
2. The Code requires that wood foundation walls enclosing usable spaces below grade be adequately drained. 

UPDATE:  Completed foundation recommendations will allow the future drainage plan to be completed. 

3.3 Structural Systems

3.3 General Structural System Description

DESCRIPTION:

Demolition was not performed during the building assessment visit and thus only areas readily visible were assessed. However, the 
majority of framing assemblies were visible as most of the building’s interior is unfinished. The primary exceptions to this were the 
Section 1 basement and wall framing, and the Section 5 crawl space which were not readily accessible or visible. 

The original construction drawings are not available nor does documentation describing any repairs, alterations or additions exist. 
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Note that this report departs from the Architectural Inventory Form (dated April 26, 2000) convention for describing the distinct 
building sections. In this report, the sections are described by number, with Section 1 starting at the north and ending with Section 5 
at the south. Structural findings and recommendations are referenced to section numbers, room numbers, and gridlines per the 
drawings in the Appendix which were developed as part of this assessment. 

The structure contains five distinct sections demarcated by their construction type, height and historic use. There are multiple floor 
levels in the approximately 48 foot tall Section 3, the tallest portion of the building. A full basement exists under Sections 1, 2, and 
3. 

Roof framing consist of sloped wood rafters bearing on interior dropped purlins and stud walls or bin walls on the exterior. Sections 1, 
2, 3, and 5 are conventional light-framed wood construction. The floors are constructed of 2x and 3x joists with wood floor sheathing. 
The walls are constructed of 2x studs surfaced with horizontal wood siding. The first floor level of Section 3 is framed with timber 
posts and beams. 

Section 4 is constructed of stacked-plank wood walls which form the six grain bins. There are similar stacked-plank walls on the third 
level of Section 3. 

A mixture of foundations and foundation wall types exist and are described in Section 3.2 in this report. 

All wood joists, studs, beams, and post sizes measured corresponded to typical dressed sizes. As such, lumber is referred to by its 
nominal size in this report. The wood species of the framing elements in Sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 has been identified as Douglas-fir. 
The wood species in Section 5 has been identified as a mixture of Douglas-Fir and Western yellow pine. Please refer to the Wood 
Scientist’s Report in the Appendix for more details. 

Detailed structural system descriptions are found elsewhere in this report.

EVALUATION: The building structure below the first floor is in poor condition. The building from the first floor and above is 
generally in fair condition. Selective strengthening of the framing systems will be required to address fire damaged members and 
localized framing areas having calculated overstresses. 

The structure is currently a “U” or utility occupancy. The proposed use will result in a classification that, per IEBC Table 912.4, 
represents an increase in hazard category. The occupancy category also increases from I to II per IBC Table 1604.5. This triggers a 
number of structural upgrade provisions in Section 907 of the IEBC. Per 907.2, the existing building shall be analyzed and comply 
with applicable wind or snow load provisions of the IBC. Per 907.3.1, the existing building shall conform to the seismic requirements 
of the IBC for the new seismic use group. This will require that the roof framing and lateral force resisting systems be strengthened to 
comply with current Code. 

The final use of the building has not been determined. However, where the proposed use results in an increase in live load, the 
capacity of the floors and their supporting elements will have to be determined and strengthening will be required where they are 
found deficient.

RECOMMENDED TREATMENT: See detailed structural system descriptions for recommended treatments.

UPDATE: The intended use for the existing structure is a restaurant serving occupants on the first floor of sections 
1, 2, 3 & 5, and the 2nd floor and basement of section 3. Much of the structural stabilization has taken place with 
some exceptions and deviations from the construction documents prepared by JVA.  This is described in the 
following structural system descriptions.

3.3a Floor and Ceiling Systems

DESCRIPTION:

Section 1: The first floor is framed with 2”x8” joists spaced at 16 inches spanning in the north to south direction. The joists bear on 
wood stud walls along gridlines 1 and 2. An interruption in the floor framing exists where a basement stair exists and is now 
abandoned. The floor opening has been sheathed over.

The first floor ceiling is framed with 2”x6” joists spaced at 16 inches spanning in the north to south direction. The joists bear on 
wood stud wall along gridlines 1 and 2 and are surfaced on their underside with finishes. No other ceiling finishes exist in the 
building.

Section 2: The first floor is framed with 3”x12” joists spaced at 16 inches spanning in the north to south direction. The joists bear 
on a timber post and beam cripple walls along gridlines 2 and 3. An interruption in the floor framing exists at the basement stairs.
 
The second floor is framed with two bays of 2”x8” joists spaced at 24 inches spanning in the east to west direction. The joists bear 
on wood stud walls along gridlines A and Z and a central bearing line that equally divides the two bays. The central bearing line was a 
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wood stud wall, but it has been removed. The existing top plate remains in place and is supported in three places by wood props. The 
second floor framing is fire damaged. 

Section 3: The first floor is framed with 3”x12” joists spaced at 16 inches spanning in the north to south direction. The joists bear 
on a timber post and beam cripple wall along gridline 3 and timber posts and beams along gridline 4. Four isolated posts with wood 
‘corbels’ are spaced roughly equidistantly in a rectangular pattern beneath the center of the bay. It is assumed these additional floor 
supports accommodated machinery historically stored on the first floor of Section 3. One of the four posts in no longer in place. 

The third, fourth, and sixth floors are also framed with 3”x12” joists spaced at 16 inches spanning in the north to south direction. 
The joists span the full bay width to bearing lines along gridlines 3 and 4. The floor joists on all three floors are fire damaged. The 
maximum depth of char measured is 9/32 inches.  Multiple interruptions in the floor framing exist around chutes, machinery, stairs, 
and ladderways. The sixth floor is an approximately 8 feet wide centrally located mezzanine with open areas to the east and west. 

Section 4: The bin floors, consisting of 3”x10” joists spaced at 5 inches, spanning in the east to west direction, bear on 3”x12” 
plates over the existing continuous footings. The bin floor joists are presumed to be wood sheathed, but the flooring materials were 
not visible beneath the existing grain and detritus.  

The fifth floor is approximately 10 feet wide, centered over the bins below, with open areas to the east and west. The floor framing 
consists of 2”x8” joists at random spacing spanning approximately 9 feet in the north to south direction to the bin stacked-plank 
walls. The flooring is flat 2”x4” gapped boards. Six small openings in the flooring provide access to each bin via ladderways. 

Section 5: The first floor is framed with 2”x10” joists, spaced at 16 inches, running east to west, and spanning a maximum of 10 
feet. The floor joists bear on the foundation walls along gridlines A and Z at the exterior and lap over three-ply 4”x12” dropped timber 
beams on the interior. The beams are each supported by three 8”x10” timber posts.
 
The three timber posts along and nearest to gridline 6 have failed. Two of the posts have fallen down and the center post has 
noticeably settled. Along the western bearing line, the south end of the dropped beam has fallen down to the crawlspace floor. The 
south ends of the two other bearing lines have moved downward approximately 6 inches to 1 foot. The floor joists have also displaced 
downward sympathetically with the displaced beams.

EVALUATION:

All Sections: The approximate load carrying capacities of the floor framing systems were calculated based on the member size, 
approximate span, wood species, and an assumed grade. Fire damaged member sizes were adjusted based on the maximum depth of 
char measured, subtracted from three faces of the member. 

The Wood Scientist’s findings indicate that the likely grade of the building’s wood framing as a whole is #3.  Where the lumber grade 
was assessed, the percentage of members not meeting grade ranged from 10 to 20 percent. Utilizing the estimated grade of #3 in 
design calculation reduces the calculated joist capacities by approximately 40% compared to a grade of #2. Since this difference is 
considerably penalizing, a grade of #2 was utilized for estimated framing capacities. The use of the better grade in design 
calculations is coupled with the assumption that the small percentage of joists that do not meet the requirements of #2 grade can be 
individually replaced or sistered and consequently minimize the amount of intervention required to stabilize and reoccupy the 
structure. 

There are a number of existing interruptions in the floor framing and alterations (i.e. notches) to the floor joists. These framing 
anomalies were not considered in the determination of the approximate floor capacities. 

In general and under the above assumptions, the floor framing is robust and has the calculated capacity to support office loading and 
in some places higher occupancies such as assembly. The existing floor joist sizes and spans are generally appropriate for their 
historic intended function in a light industrial facility. See the evaluations below, where departures from the above generalization are 
noted. 

Section 1: The first floor framing is in good condition and has the capacity to support residential or office uses. The ceiling framing is 
capable of supporting new finishes and fixtures. 

Section 2: The first floor framing is in good condition and has the capacity to support any of the proposed uses for the building 
excepting storage or other unusually high loads. The second floor joists are in poor condition and are overstressed under live loads in 
excess of 20 pounds per square foot, but the floor capacity as a whole is limited by the intermediate bearing line which presently has 
no excess calculated load carrying capacity. 

Section 3: The first floor framing has the capacity to support any of the proposed uses for the building excepting storage or other 
unusually high loads. The third, fourth, and sixth floors, are hindered by their loss of section due to fire damage. But, these fire 
damage floor systems are still capable of supporting office loads. 
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The capacity of the timber post and beam framing system is outside the scope of this report, but the member sizes appear adequate 
for office uses. No signs of deterioration or distress were observed. The charring observed does not substantially affect the uses of the 
floors structurally.

Section 4: The bin floors appear to be in good condition and have very high load carrying capacity congruent with their historic 
purpose of supporting up to 30 feet of grain. The existing floor sheathing over the grain bin floors is assumed to have areas of 
deterioration as moisture has likely been trapped by the historic silage or existing detritus. The condition can be considered between 
poor and fair. 

The fifth floor is in good condition and is capable of supporting approximately 50 pounds per square foot which is adequate for an 
office use. 

Section 5: The first floor framing is in poor condition as the southern half of the floor has failed or nearly failed where the south ends 
of the dropped beams have been undermined. Once the foundation walls are repaired and the posts and dropped beams are re-
supported, the first floor framing will have the calculated capacity to support any of the proposed uses for the building including light 
storage.

RECOMMENDED TREATMENT:

All Sections: Once the intended uses of the various floor sections are determined, the floor framing should be selectively 
strengthened as required to meet Code requirements for that use. Some floor areas will require strengthening while other areas will 
not. 

Wood joists and beams should be graded individually by a qualified wood grader. Members not satisfying requirements for #2 grade 
will likely require replacement or strengthening. This approach requires that the lumber with grade limiting defects be identified by a 
qualified grader but allows the structural intervention to be minimized to only those members which absolutely require it. 

All framing anomalies such as deeply notched joists and inadequately framed floor openings should be repaired. 
Section 1: The first floor framing around the abandoned stair opening should be evaluated as it is not currently visible. Minor repairs 
should be expected. No treatment of the first floor ceiling is required.
 
Section 2: Minor strengthening of the first floor framing around the basement stair opening are warranted. The second floor joists 
have little excess load carrying capacity and are charred. The second floor framing should be removed and replaced with a system 
that meets the adaptive reuse programming needs. 

Section 3: The basement level post should be reset between the existing spread footing and wood ‘corbel’. Some additional posts or 
stud infill should be expected beneath the first and third level timber beams along gridlines 3 and 4. The extent of upgrades to these 
bearing lines will depend on the occupancy programmed for the four levels above.

From a structural point of view, the third, fourth, and sixth floor framing may remain in place, since the floors have moderate load 
carrying capacity despite the fire damage. However, the burnt lumber’s odor, color, and texture may necessitate that the framing 
either be removed and replaced or the charred outer portions of the members be scraped off. The floor sheathing on these levels 
should be removed and replaced. 

Section 4: Once the detritus is removed, the bin floor joists and floor sheathing should be investigated to identify deterioration. 
Deteriorated portions of the floor sheathing, and floor joists if occurring, should be removed or epoxy consolidated. If the floor is to be 
occupied, the floor sheathing will likely require replacement. 

No treatment is recommended to the fifth floor in order to stabilize the building. If live loads exceeding 50 pounds per square foot 
are programmed, then selective member strengthening should be expected. 

Section 5: The ends of the three dropped beams along gridline 6 should re-supported on new timber posts or on pilasters along a new 
foundation wall. Anchorage should be provided from the dropped beams to all points of support.

UPDATE:  Section 1 & 2 main level floor – Select floor joists may require reinforcement, and framing will be 
modified for a future stair to the basement.

Section 2:  2nd Floor – Three beam lines will be installed in order for the existing 2x8 floor joists to support 
occupancy loads.  Certain joists may require reinforcement.

Section 3: 1st Floor, 2nd Floor, 3rd Floor, 4th Floor – The central area of the floor has openings for conveyor belts 
extending to the top.  This area will require some reinforcement.  The full length joists in good condition are 
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sufficient.  Supporting the 4th floor the timber beam on the south end of grid 4 will require reinforcement if the 
floor will be used as a public space.

Section 4: The west bin floors have rotted out and will need to be replaced.  These members extend under the 
stacked 2x6 bin walls.  Sistered new members will be required and the need to be pressure treated or separated 
from coming into contact with the concrete.  The upper floor walkway over the bins is in good condition to serve as 
a non-public area.

Section 5:  The first floor framing has been reinforced as per the structural stabilization documents prepared by 
JVA.

3.3b Roof Framing System

DESCRIPTION:

Section 1: The shed roof is framed with 2”x6” sloped rafters, spaced at 16 inches, and sheathed with horizontal board sheathing. 

Sections 2 and 3: The gable roofs are framed with 2”x6” rafters spaced at 24 inches.  The rafters are supported by three-ply 2”x8” 
dropped purlins and the stud walls along gridlines A and Z. At the peak, the rafters abut one another; there is no ridge board. 
Horizontal skip sheathing is surfaced with plywood which was apparently added after the fire. The 2x framing and skip sheathing are 
fire damaged.

Section 4: The gable roof is framed with 2”x6” rafters spaced at 24 inches. The rafters are supported by a 2x ridge board, 6”x8” 
dropped purlins, and the stacked plank walls along gridlines A and Z. The purlins are supported by 6”x6” posts at their ends on 
gridlines 3 and 4, and in two intermediate locations that align with the stacked-plank walls that divide the bins. Four lines of 2x 
collar ties approximately 9 feet above the fifth floor elevation are spaced at 6 feet. Horizontal skip sheathing is surfaced with 
corrugated sheet metal roofing. There is no ceiling and the chutes that serviced the bins remain in the open space. 

Section 5: The shed roof is framed with 2”x8” sloped rafters spaced at 24 inches spanning north to south. The northern bay is 
supported by a ledger along gridline 5 and a dropped four-ply 2”x8” girder. The southern bay is supported by the dropped girder and 
the stud wall along gridline 6. The dropped girder is located midway between the gridlines 5 and 6 and spans in the east to west 
direction. It is supported by 8”x8” posts at mid-span and at its ends on gridlines A and Z. The rafters are sheathed with corrugated 
sheet metal roofing over horizontal skip sheathing.

EVALUATION:

The roof framing is in poor condition. In general, the rafters and purlins do not have the calculated capacity to support Code required 
snow load. Since the roof elevation of each building section is different, snow drift loads affect all of the roofs except in Section 3. 
The skip sheathing in Sections 2, 3, 4, and 5 does not provide the Code required diaphragm capacity to resist and distribute lateral 
loads.

RECOMMENDED TREATMENT:

Section 1: The rafters at the high end of the roof are subject to increased snow loads due to drifting and should be sistered. Since 
there is no accessible attic space, this work will require that either the ceiling finishes or the roof sheathing be removed to perform 
this strengthening work.  

Sections 2 and 3: The roof framing and sheathing should be replaced since it is fire damaged and has inadequate capacity. The 
replacement framing can generally mimic the existing framing although larger framing members and/or tighter spacing will be 
necessary.  Ridge beams will be required to eliminate rafter thrust since collar ties will interfere with the floor spaces. (The second 
floor diaphragm in Section 2 is several feet below the eave elevation. The sixth floor diaphragm in Section 3 does not extend to the 
eaves on gridlines A and Z.) One layer of plywood roof sheathing will satisfy diaphragm requirements.  

Section 4: Selective strengthening of roof framing is required to bring the roof into conformance with Code. Member sistering and/or 
replacement as well as connection strengthening should be expected. Various roof sheathing, insulation, and roofing material 
assemblies can be developed which allow the roof structure to remain exposed if desired, provide space for insulation, and address 
structural diaphragm concerns. 

Section 5: The ledger connection along gridline 5 should be repaired. This will likely require that the existing ledger be shored and 
jacked into position flush against the stacked-plank wall and thru-bolted at regular spacing. The rafters in the north bay are subject to 
snow drift loads and will require sistering. Alternatively, additional rafters could be added between existing rafters to decrease the 
rafter spacing. The rafters in the south bay require no treatment. The dropped girder supporting the rafters has inadequate capacity to 
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resist Code loading and should be strengthened, replaced or two additional supporting columns should be introduced. A new layer of 
plywood sheathing should be installed or other materials that provide diaphragm capacity can be considered.

UPDATE:  Sections 1-5 – Roof framing has been reinforced per the structural Stabilization drawings prepared by 
JVA.  

Section 4 – the roof is sheathed only with metal corrugated roofing panels.  Some diagonal bracing on the 
underside of the existing joists might be required.  The connection of the roof between Section 3 & the walls of 
section 4 will require some attention.  There is a double stacked bin wall on the 3rd level and a beam at these 
locations and they may require additional fasteners to integrate the shear walls together.

3.4 Exterior Wall Structure

DESCRIPTION:

Sections 1, 2, 3, & 5: The exterior walls are light-framed stud walls. 2x6 studs are spaced at 16 inches and surfaced on the exterior 
with horizontal siding. In Section 3, intermittent 2x diagonal bracing is nailed to the inside face of the wall studs. The first level walls 
in Section 3 are stud infill between the existing timber beams and are stacked-plank on the third level. Many of the wall studs in 
Section 3 have experienced scorching due to the fire. Except in Section 1, there is no insulation between the studs and there are no 
finishes applied to the inside face of the studs.

Section 4: The exterior walls are constructed with 2x stacked planks. At the top of the walls, the planks are 2x4s. Roughly 6 feet 
below the top of the walls, the planks transition to 2x6s and continue to the bin floors at this width. The central bin wall that runs in 
the north to south direction and divides the three eastern bins from the three western bins, transitions from one wall to two walls 
roughly at the first floor elevation. There is crawlspace access between and below these flared walls. The lengths of the planks varies, 
so that splices in the plies are lapped with the plies above and below. The plies were nailed together as the wall was constructed; the 
nails are exposed in the deteriorated areas between Bin 5 and Bin 6. The stacked-plank plies alternately lap at the bin wall corners. 
Along the exterior walls, the end grain of alternating dividing wall plies are visible. In all of the bins, except Bin 6, stacked-plank 
sister walls exist at their bases on the interior side.

EVALUATION:

The exterior walls below grade, evaluated previously in this report, are in poor condition, The exterior walls from the first floor and 
above are in fair condition. The 2x6 stud walls and stacked plank walls are generally capable of resisting Code required gravity loads 
and out of plane wind loads. The stacked plank walls are particularly robust since they had to resist the lateral pressures imparted by 
the stored grain or silage. 

However, some areas of localized deficiencies do exist. In the upper level of Section 3, the wall studs along gridlines A and Z span 
approximately 11 feet from the fourth floor to the roof eave. The top of the stud wall is not braced where it terminates and supports 
the rafters since the sixth floor does not extend to the east and west walls.
 
In Section 5, the wall studs along gridlines A and Z vary in height from approximately 12 feet to 20 feet. The taller studs to the north 
do not meet current Code for resistance to out-of-plane wind loads. 

In Section 4, the stacked-plank bin walls have localized areas of deterioration described elsewhere in this report. This deterioration is 
almost entirely isolated to portions of the walls currently below grade. The sister walls in the bases of the bins are believed to have 
been installed sometime after the original construction to address either wood decay or increased lateral earth pressures.
 
The existing walls also must resist in-plane wind and seismic loads and transmit those loads to the building foundations. The 
stacked-plank walls have the capacity to resist these loads. However, the horizontal siding on the stud walls and the intermittent 2x 
diagonal bracing in Section 3, are generally inadequate to resist the in-plane Code prescribed wind and seismic forces. Wall chords 
and anchorage are also insufficient to resist overturning forces. Drag elements along the interfaces with the stacked-plank walls along 
gridlines 4 and 5 are undersized to allow load sharing between Section 3, 4, and 5.

RECOMMENDED TREATMENT:

In Section 3, the top of the stud walls along gridlines A, Z, and 3 should be braced. This can be accomplished by adding strongbacks 
to the inside face of studs at the top of the wall or extending the sixth floor framing and sheathing to meet the walls at the east and 
west sides of the building. Studs that have experienced pillowing or alligatoring due to the fire should be removed and replaced. 
In Section 5, the tall studs along gridlines A and Z should be sistered with new studs. Because the studs are not interrupted by an 
intermediate plate, these sisters can be easily installed. 
 
In Section 4, the deteriorated areas of stacked-plank construction should be removed and replaced as noted elsewhere in this report. 
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In order to bring the existing lateral force resisting system into compliance with current Code, alterations will need to be made to the 
existing stud walls. These alterations would include installing a layer of plywood sheathing on a portion of all of the perimeter walls 
and the walls along gridlines 2 and 3. This sheathing would typically be installed on the inside face of the studs and be concealed by 
new finishes. Blocking between studs will need to be installed at plywood panel edges in heavily loaded walls. Stud packs and 
holdowns anchors will be required at the ends of all designated shear walls. Footing augmentation should be expected at the ends of 
all designated shear walls to resist overturning forces. The selective addition of collector and drag elements should also be 
anticipated.

Once the final use of the building has been determined, the required alterations to the lateral force resisting system can be 
developed. Not all of the walls in the building require the alterations noted in the paragraph above, just those portions of walls 
designated by the designers to be recruited to work in the lateral force resisting system. Segments of designated shear wall should be 
expected along gridlines A, Z, 2, 3, and 6. A shear wall should be installed on the first level along gridline 3 since currently there is 
no line of resistance at this location and this is clearly a weak link in the existing system. Since the stacked-plank walls in Section 4 
have considerable in-plane lateral capacity, they can be employed to resist portions of the loads which might otherwise be resisted by 
new sheathed walls in Sections 3 and 5. This will require strengthening of the connections to the floor and roof diaphragms along 
gridlines 4 and 5. The amount of load redirected to the stacked-plank walls will need to be carefully balanced with desire to minimize 
the overturning forces induced in the stacked-plank walls that would trigger adding holdown anchorage to the bin walls and footing 
underpinning beneath the bins. 

These modifications all potentially impact the appearance of the building and would be carefully designed to minimize that impact. 
There are numerous other solutions which can be explored to meet Code and minimize the impact to the historic fabric of the 
building. Diagonal or cross bracing with wood or steel rods may prove to be a more desirable solution than sheathing walls in terms of 
both cost and aesthetic impact.

UPDATE:  Sections 1 & 2 – OSB Shear walls called out in the stabilization drawings have not yet been installed.  
Hold downs for the shear walls are mostly in place.  This shall be installed.  Certain walls that are not already 
insulated with foam that are designated shear walls may be braced with diagonal braces.  

Section 3 – The wall along grid A is designated as a shear wall, but it is not desirable to cover the un-insulated wall 
studs.  The wall lines at sections 1,2 and the bin walls of section 4 will be used.  Upper walls of section 3 will 
require diagonal braces shown in the stabilization documents on grid 3, and the upper gable end rafters will 
require steel brackets to transfer their loads to the bin walls on grid 4.  The 2nd level framing on grid 3 will be 
connected to a steel braced frame in the boxcar addition.  There is a hinge point in the upper level of section 3 
outside the 4the level where the wall studs are not continuous from its 3rd floor to the upper roof past that 4th level.  
Currently there is an LVL brace spanning from wall to wall at this location.  This is not desired.  A steel wind girt 
may need to be added to replace these braces. 

Section 4 – The  exterior bin walls have been repaired.  The top of the bin walls along grid 4 where it connects to 
the exterior gable end walls of Section 3 & 4 is dropped approximately three inches from the bottom of the wall 
studs.  It is unclear if this is settlement, or if the top courses of wood were removed.  The bin walls may need to be 
lifted upward when the floors below are replaced or studs added to the top courses to re-engage the studs.

It is a pleasure to work with you on this project and we look forward to its successful completion. Please feel free 
to contact our office if you have any questions or if we may be of any further assistance regarding these matters.

Sincerely,

Matthew K. Berry PE
Principal

11/21/25
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RESOLUTION NO. 1         
SERIES 2026 

 
A RESOLUTION APPROVING OF AN ALTERATION CERTIFICATE FOR THE 

LOUISVILLE GRAIN ELEVATOR LOCATED AT 540 COUNTRY ROAD FOR EXTERIOR 
ALTERATIONS.  

 
WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Historic Commission (HPC) an 

application requesting an alteration certificate for a historic structure located at 540 County 
Road, on property legally described as Lot 2 Louisville Mill Site, City of Louisville, State of 
Colorado; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City Staff and the HPC have reviewed the application and found it to 

be in compliance with Chapter 15.36 of the Louisville Municipal Code, including Section 
15.36.120, establishing criteria for alteration certificates; and 
 

WHEREAS, the HPC held a properly noticed public hearing on the proposed alteration 
certificate on February 23, 2026, where evidence and testimony were entered into the record, 
including findings in the Louisville Historic Preservation Commission Staff Report. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO: 
 
Does hereby approve the application for an alteration certificate for the Grain Elevator 

as described in the Staff Report dated February 23, 2026: 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 23rd day of February, 2026. 
 
 
 
 

_______________________ 
Sloane Whidden, Chairperson 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2 
SERIES 2026 

 
A RESOLUTION MAKING FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING A 

PRESERVATION, REHABILITATION, AND RESTORATION GRANT FOR THE GRAIN 
ELEVATOR LOCATED AT 540 COUNTY ROAD. 

 
WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Historic Preservation 

Commission (HPC) an application requesting a preservation, rehabilitation, and restoration 
grant for the Grain Elevator, a historic structure located at 540 County Road on property 
legally described as Lot 2 Louisville Mill Site, City of Louisville, State of Colorado; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City Staff and the HPC have reviewed the application and found it to 

be in compliance with Section 3.20.605.D and Section 15.36.120 of the Louisville Municipal 
Code; and 
 

WHEREAS, the HPC has held a properly noticed public hearing on the preservation 
and restoration grant; and 

 
WHEREAS, the preservation, rehabilitation, and restoration work being requested 

includes making repairs to the existing structure; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Historic Preservation Commission finds these proposed 

improvements will assist in the preservation of the Louisville Grain Elevator; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO: 
 
The Historic Preservation Commission recommends the City Council approve a total grant 
award of $1,571,789 as outlined in Exhibit A for the following categories: 

a. Preservation, Rehabilitation and Restoration and grant up to $343,000.00 
b. Extraordinary Circumstances grant up to $80,000.00 
c. Exceptional Circumstances grant up to $1,037,789.00 
d. New Construction grant up to $111,000.00 

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 23rd day of February 2025. 

 
 
 

______________________ 
Sloan Whidden, Chairperson 
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EXHIBIT A 

 
 

Table 1. Qualifying Grant Requests  

Requests Analysis 

Description Amount 
Preservation, 
Restoration, 
Rehabilitation 

Eligible 
Expense  

Site 
1. Final site grading (includes 

excavation and backfill for 
foundation insultation/damproofing) 

$117,694 Preservation Yes 

2. New water service for fire sprinklers $128,836 Rehabilitation Yes 
3. New sanitary sewer service  $76,102 Rehabilitation Yes 

Foundation 
4. Granular backfill at all crawlspace 

areas (hand placed over vapor 
barrier) 

 
$13,101 Preservation Yes 

5. Sump to drain at scale pit (Including 
plumbing equipment) 

 
 
 

$74,627 

Rehabilitation Yes 

6. Replace/reinforce section of wood 
foundation wall at Section 1 Preservation Yes 

7. Complete miscellaneous foundation 
construction in areas not previously 
addressed in stabilization phase. 

Preservation Yes 

Building Structural System 
8. First floor: Remove abandoned 

stairs; re-frame floor around stair 
opening at Section 1 and 2 - 
Reframe for new stairs as indicated  

$103,965 

N/A No 

9. At tower section, reinforce vertical 
members as indicated and at 6th 
Floor Mezzanine, add strongbacks 
to north gable end wall at floor 
diaphragm elevation to brace wall 
studs at hinge 

Preservation Yes 

10. Structural repair of bin walls and 
floors below grade as required to 
re-establish the horizontal lateral 
base of the bin structure that 
provides lateral bracing for the 
building. 

Preservation Yes 
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All Sections; Lateral Force Resisting System 
11. Selectively sheath existing stud 

walls to use as wood shear walls; 
add blocking, holdowns, and 
anchors into existing foundation 

$32,040 

Preservation Yes 

12. Miscellaneous drag strut and 
collector elements as indicated Will 
drag some force into existing bin 
walls in order to minimize number 
of new wood shear walls. 

Preservation Yes 

All Sections; Floor framing and wall framing at all sections 
13. Repair, re-frame, or replace 

percentage of floor framing to 
correct miscellaneous notched & 
cut joists, improperly headered 
joists, etc.  

 

$279,920 

Preservation Yes 

14. Sister or replace floor framing 
having grade limiting size knots or 
slope  

 

Preservation Yes 

15. Sister or replace wall framing due to 
char damage, or due to 
discontinuous studs as indicated Preservation Yes 

16. Remove and replace structural 
elements affected by previous fire 
damage (to be reviewed on site 
with structural engineer and 
architect) 

Preservation Yes 

17. New structural steel elements for 
reinforcing structure $254,395 Preservation Yes 

Restoration of wagon ramp, porte cochere & boardwalk 
18. Reconstruction of original Porte 

Cochere wall and roof to cover 
wagon ramp 

$109,887 

Restoration Yes 

19. Reconstruct wagon ramp with grate 
at boot pit opening per original. 
Area of wagon ramp beyond wood 
framing to be concrete slab and 
ADA Ramp 

Restoration Yes 

20. Reconstruct wood boardwalk along 
west side of building with stairs on 
each end. Add railings for safety 
where required.  

Restoration Yes 

21. Disassemble scales, move and 
reassemble scale equipment and 
infill excavated scale pit at existing 

$20,000 Restoration Yes 
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site 
22. Miscellaneous structural repairs 

and unknown conditions $30,000 N/A No 

Exterior Wall Construction & Envelope 
23. Selective repair or replacement of 

severely damaged wood shiplap 
siding. Additional siding 
replacement as required  

$131,562 

Preservation Yes 

24. Selective repair or replacement of 
severely damaged wood tongue 
and groove siding  

Preservation  Yes 

25. Repaint exterior of building 
including moderate preparation and 
some siding repair remains.  

Restoration Yes 

26. Paint new boardwalk, porte 
cochere, and wagon ramp) with two 
pain coats 

Restoration  Yes 

27. Code compliant wall and roof/attic 
insulation enclosing conditioned 
spaces  

$79,764 N/A Yes 

Envelope - Roofing & Waterproofing 
28. New metal roofing, flashings gutters 

& downspouts for new (Porte 
Cochere only) 

$13,319  
Restoration  Yes 

29. Membrane roofing and flashing at 
wagon ramp over basement space  

$3,897  Restoration Yes 

30. Below Grade Damproofing for 
entire perimeter of existing building  

$6,245  Preservation Yes 

31. Reconfigure gutters as required for 
proper drainage, discharge to rain 
gardens for water quality 

$24,230  
Preservation Yes 

Windows and Doors 
32. Replace (7) eight lite double hung 

wood windows and frames to match 
original. 

$74,163 

Restoration Yes 

33. Replace (4) two lite double hung 
windows.  Restoration Yes 

34. Repair (2) fixed four lite windows 
(2'x2') Restoration Yes 

35. Reconstruct existing eight lite 
double hung wood window Restoration Yes 

36. Replace 50% of the wood on the 
sliding doors (6'x7'). 

$26,113 

Restoration Yes 

37. Sand and refinish 4 panel wood 
door, refurbish hardware non-
operating. 

Restoration Yes 
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38. Replace 50% of the wood boards 
composing exterior doors (3'x7'). Restoration Yes 

39. Remove, wire brush and oil all 
hardware that remains.  Restoration Yes 

40. Install new hardware to match 
historic as closely as possible. Restoration Yes 

41. New barn door rollers and track for 
sliding door to match original Restoration Yes 

Interior Rehabilitation (Code, Safety, and Structure) 
42. Code compliant stairs from first to 

second level and from first level to 
basement in similar location to 
existing.  

$84,223 Rehabilitation 

No 

43. Replace floorboard subfloor  No 

44. Remove non-compliant access 
ladders (ship ladders).  No 

45. Media blast wood surfaces in the 
building  No 

46. Treat charred wall areas to avoid 
dusting for safety. No 

Mechanical Systems and Fire Protection 
47. Crawlspace ventilation to mitigate 

moisture and potential wood 
deterioration and mold.  

$26,724  
Rehabilitation Yes 

48. Fire sprinkler system  
$136,226 

Rehabilitation Yes 
49. Dry system to avoid freezing Rehabilitation Yes 
50. Fire alarm system Rehabilitation Yes 
51. Plumbing system rough-in (no 

interior tenant finish)  
$269,929  Rehabilitation Yes 

52. Electric heat pump system  $187,417 Rehabilitation Yes 
Electrical Systems 

53. Electric Main Switchgear and 
Service to Transformer 

$ 370,482 
Rehabilitation Yes 

54. Branch Circuits, Panels, Outlets & 
Lighting Rehabilitation Yes 

55. Xcel New Service Connection $50,000 Rehabilitation Yes 

Hazardous Material Mitigation  
56. Follow up testing and mitigation 

allowance due to time of vacancy $18,000 Rehabilitation Yes 

Miscellaneous Soft Costs 
57. 10% Owner's Construction 

Contingency for Hidden Conditions 
 

$274,286 
 

N/A No 
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& Unforeseen Events                            
58. Building Permit & Plan Review 

Fees  
$35,657  N/A No 

59. Taxes, other fees, etc. paid at 
permit  $90,514 N/A No 

60. Builder's Risk Insurance - Carried 
by Owner $76,800 N/A No 

61. Engineering Fees subsequent to 
initial stabilization  $109,714 Preservation Yes 

62. Architecture Fees subsequent to 
initial stabilization  $174,857 Preservation  Yes 

63. Geotechnical Engineering Fees & 
Construction Phase Material 
Testing 

$5,368 
 

Preservation 
Yes  

64. Wood Scientist to quantify extent of 
bin wall and bin floor deterioration 
by resistance boring after 
excavation complete  

$1,000 

 
Restoration  

Yes  

65. Qualified lumber grader for one day 
to identify floor framing members 
not meeting #2 grade where 
applicable for adaptive re-use  

$2,000 

 
Preservation 

 
Yes  

Total Project Cost from Applicant $3,513,058  

Adjusted Eligible Expenses  $2,921,578 

Not eligible:  
• Fees ($35,657) 
• Taxes ($90,514) 
• Builders Risk 

Insurance ($76,800) 
• Interior 

Rehabilitation 
($84,223) 

• Miscellaneous 
structure repairs and 
unknown conditions  
($30,000) 

• Owners 
Contingency 
($274,286) 

 
 
Total ineligible: $591,480 
 

Half of Eligible Project Cost $1,460,789  
Total Requested $1,475,000  
Total Recommended Grant $1,460,789  
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Table 2. New Construction Grant Request 

Requests 

Description Amount 

All work related to the east addition to the grain elevator, 
similar to a train boxcar $838,622 

Owner costs, including contingency, permit and professional 
fees, taxes and insurance $232,960 

Half of Project Cost $1,071,582 

Total Requested $111,000 

Total Recommended $111,000 
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	- The building permit fees, construction use tax, development impact fees and builders risk insurance (Item Nos. 58 -60).  These items are not typically grant eligible items and have not been approved in past grant applications.  The City has supporte...
	- Interior rehabilitation (Item Nos. 42-46).  While interior work related to mechanical, electrical, and plumbing systems, and interior structural work required by code are eligible items, these types of rehabilitation items related to the applicant’s...
	- Miscellaneous structure repairs and unknown conditions (Item No. 22). The applicant has secured a final construction bid with General Contractor contingency included.  Staff finds this open-ended additional contingency is redundant and is not connec...
	- Owners 10% contingency (Item No. 57).  As previously noted, the applicant has received a final bid with contingency included and this item is not specifically connected to an eligible historic preservation grant item.
	Full scope of work and construction bid documents can be found in Attachment No. 1 and Attachment No. 7.
	Extraordinary Circumstances (Tier 2)
	Commercial projects may request additional matching funds of up to $80,000 (Tier 2) if they qualify for extraordinary circumstances as defined by Section 8 (e) of Resolution No. 102, Series 2025:
	e…" extraordinary circumstances" shall mean additional grant funds are appropriate to:
	i. 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 additio...
	ii. Pay for vital structural work and building code compliance -related work that exceed Tier 1 grant amounts, if identified in an approved HSA.
	Staff analysis: The proposed scope includes repair where possible of historic materials including windows, siding, and stacked plank walls. These materials are proposed to be repaired or replaced to match original. The proposed scope includes critical...
	Extraordinary Circumstances (Tier 3)
	Commercial projects may be eligible for additional funding under Exceptional Circumstances (Tier 3). Staff analyzed eligibility of the project under Exceptional Circumstances as defined by Section 8 (f) of Resolution No. 102, Series 2025:
	f. ,,," exceptional circumstances" must meet all of the following criteria:
	i. Demonstrate exceptional architectural style or social history contributing to the historic fabric of Louisville; and
	Staff Analysis: The Grain Elevator has a particularly unique architectural style for grain elevators, identified as a cribbed structure and unusual in that it retains wood siding that has never been replaced with or covered by metal siding. As an anch...
	ii. Demonstrate exceptional uniqueness in the City, and
	Staff Analysis: The Grain Elevator is the only grain elevator in the City and is integral to representing the City’s agricultural history, and is therefore singularly unique.
	iii. Demonstrate that, without the additional grant funds, the project is not financially viable; and
	Staff Analysis: The applicant has demonstrated that without additional funds the project is not financially.  The gap analysis completed as part of the urban renewal request shows a a $2,000,000 financial gap for the project.
	iv. Demonstrate a gap in funding for the project to be financially feasible.
	Staff Analysis: As discussed above, the City is completing a gap analysis of the project and anticipates a significant funding gap in the project in the range of $2M..
	Staff Analysis: The current fund balance is 2.9M. The grant request would reduce the funds to 1.38M. The City recently acquired 1016 Main Street for $1.4M in order to preserve and resell the property.  Staff anticipates listing the property by the end...
	PRESERVATION/RESTORATION GRANT REQUESTED:
	$1,475,000
	STAFF RECOMMENDED PRESERVATION/RESTORATION GRANT:
	$1,460,789
	(Includes Tier 1, Tier 2, and Tier 3 grants)
	NEW CONSTRUCTION GRANT REQUESTED:
	$111,000
	STAFF RECOMMENDED NEW CONSTRUCTION GRANT:
	$111,000
	TOTAL OF GRANTS REQUESTED
	$1,586,000
	STAFF RECOMMENDED TOTAL
	$1,571,789
	The unencumbered fund balance is estimated at $3M and the average income of the Fund over the past two years is approximately $885,000. The grant would reduce the fund balance to $1.38M.  Following the anticipated sale of 1016 Main St., the fund balan...
	STAFF RECOMMENDATION
	1. Approval of Resolution No. 1, Series 2026, approving the Alteration Certificate.
	2. Approval of Resolution No. 2, Series 2026, recommending to City Council approval of grants totaling $1,571,789. The following are the grant categories by amount recommended by staff as per Resolution 102, Series 2025:
	a. Preservation, Restoration and Rehabilitation grant up to $343,000.00
	b. Extraordinary Circumstances grant up to $80,000.00
	c. Exceptional Circumstances grant up to $1,037,789.00
	d. New Construction grant up to $111,000.00
	ATTACHMENTS:
	1. Louisville Mill Site Subdivision
	2. Application
	3. Planned Unit Development (PUD)/Special Review Use (SRU) Proposal
	4. Social History Report
	5. Historic Structure Assessment, 2011
	6. Historic Structure Assessment Supplemental, 2025
	7. Grain Elevator Renovation Plans
	8. Resolution No. 1, Series 2026 (Alteration Certificate)
	9. Resolution No. 2, Series 2026 (Grant Request)

	07.1 Attachment No 1 Mill Site Subdivision - PRINT
	07.2 Attachment No 2 Application
	07.3 Attachment No 3 Mill Site PUD - PRINT
	07.3.a. LSVLMILL-PUD-110325 - PRINT
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	07.4 Attachment No 4 Social History 540 County Rd History - Louisville Grain Elevator
	07.5 Attachment No 5 HSA LouisvilleGrainElevator - PRINT
	07.6 HSA Update 2025-0150 251124 Louisville Mill HSA Update Letter
	At your request, our firm observed the existing grain elevator structure located at 540 County Road, Louisville, CO with respect to the structural references within Historic Structure Assessment (HSA) prepared by Anderson Hallas Architects, PC Dated May 2nd 2011.
	Since that document was prepared, your firm and another structural engineering firm JVA Consulting Engineers, prepared a structural stabilization plan with the anticipation of restoring the boardwalk and porte cochere on the west side of the building and a low profile addition on the east side of the building.  Construction efforts to prepare and stabilize the structure were commenced but not fully completed.
	It is a pleasure to work with you on this project and we look forward to its successful completion. Please feel free to contact our office if you have any questions or if we may be of any further assistance regarding these matters.

	07.7 Attachment No 7  Louisville_Grain_Elevator_Renovation_PermitSet_020426 (1) - PRINT
	07.8 Alteration Certificate Resolution Grain Elevator
	A RESOLUTION APPROVING of an alteration certificate for the LOUISVILLE GRAIN ELEVATOR LOCATED at 540 COUNTRY ROAD For EXTERIOR Alterations.
	WHEREAS, the HPC held a properly noticed public hearing on the proposed alteration certificate on February 23, 2026, where evidence and testimony were entered into the record, including findings in the Louisville Historic Preservation Commission Staff...

	07.9 Grant Resolution Grain Elevator
	A RESOLUTION making findings and recommendations regarding a preservation, REHABILITATION, AND restoration grant for THE GRAIN ELEVATOR located at 540 County ROAD.
	WHEREAS, the HPC has held a properly noticed public hearing on the preservation and restoration grant; and
	WHEREAS, the preservation, rehabilitation, and restoration work being requested includes making repairs to the existing structure; and
	WHEREAS, the Historic Preservation Commission finds these proposed improvements will assist in the preservation of the Louisville Grain Elevator;
	a. Preservation, Rehabilitation and Restoration and grant up to $343,000.00
	b. Extraordinary Circumstances grant up to $80,000.00
	c. Exceptional Circumstances grant up to $1,037,789.00
	d. New Construction grant up to $111,000.00




