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Introduction 
In early February 2022, three virtual public meetings were held to receive additional public input on the Draft 
Historic Preservation Ordinance revisions (AKA the 90% Draft).   A survey was also created to facilitate additional 
and more detailed input.  This memorandum summarizes the comments from the public meetings and includes 
the survey results.  Numerous other communications were received as well and are posted in Legistar under File 
ID #:  56918 Draft Historic Preservation Ordinance. 
 
Meeting Profiles 
The three public meetings were: 

1) All Districts / General Public:   February   3 
2) Development Professionals + Contractors: February   7 
3) New Construction:    February 10  

 
At each meeting, two polls were conducted to get a sense of who was in attendance.  In Poll #1, attendees were 
asked to identify if they were a property owner in a local historic district; resident or business owner in a local 
historic district; developer/real estate professional; architect/designer/contractor; or other.  Participants could 
choose all that applied.  Poll results are shown in the table below. 
 

POLL #1 RESULTS 
All Districts / Gen. 

Public Mtg. 
Devel. Professionals / 

Contractors Mtg. 
New Construction Mtg. 

Property Owner 36 (78%) 8 (38%) 4 (40%) 

Resident or Business Owner 14 (30%) 4 (19%) 2 (20%) 

Developer/RE Professional 1   (2%) 5 (24%) 0   (0%) 

Architect/Designer/Contractor 1   (2%) 4 (21%) 1 (10%) 

Other 10 (22%) 7 (33%) 6 (60%) 

TOTAL ATTENDANCE*   54           27 14 
*Note that not all meeting attendees completed the polls.  Total attendance numbers reflect all attendees, including staff and LORC members. 

 
Poll #2 asked attendees to identify which historic district they were most interested in.  Participants could 
choose all that applied.  Poll results are shown in the table below. 
 

POLL #2 RESULTS 
All Districts / Gen. 

Public Mtg. 
Devel. Professionals / 

Contractors Mtg. 
New Construction Mtg. 

Mansion Hill 8  (18%) 9 (45%) 4 (40%) 

Third Lake Ridge 19 (43%) 5 (25%) 2 (20%) 

University Heights 14 (32%) 7 (35%) 4 (40%) 

Marquette Bungalows 16 (36%) 3 (15%) 1 (10%) 

First Settlement 6  (14%) 2 (10%) 2 (20%) 

General Interest 12 (27%) 10 (50%) 5 (50%) 
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Summary of Meeting Comments 
This section contains a summary of the comments made at the three public meetings.  Staff categorized the 
comments by general theme to facilitate discussions by LORC.  Individual comments are not listed in any 
particular order and some comments may be repeated if they fit in more than one category.  Each comment has 
an identifier that indicates the meeting at which it was made.  Discussion at the All Districts / General Public 
meeting was held in breakout rooms organized by historic district, and the origin of those comments are 
identified as well.  Below is the key to the comment identifiers:   

 Marquette Bungalows Breakout Room=  [MB] 

 Mansion Hill Breakout Room=  [MH] 

 First Settlement Breakout Room=  [FS] 

 Third Lake Ridge Breakout Room=  [TLR] 

 University Heights Breakout Room=  [UH] 

 Developers + Contractors Meeting=  [D+C] 

 New Construction Meeting=  [NC] 
 

General 
1. It takes a while to have comfort with the new language [MH] 

2. This is an extraordinary amount of work and wants to thank staff for all of their work [MH] 

3. Would like a short mission statement to help people understand why we have this ordinance [MH] 

4. Need to make sure this works for the full spectrum of users  [FS] 

5. The ordinance should not be used to “Preserve a museum.” [TLR]  

6. It’s too bad these draconian rules are needed for common sense. [TLR] 

7. Will this process reconsider any historic district boundaries? What is that process to do so? [UH] 

8. The ordinance doesn’t address conservation/ecological impacts. It should since the most dramatic 

changes to properties in the coming years will be due to climate change [UH] 

9. Concerned about equity for what the City determines to be historic and worth preserving. [UH] 

10. The ordinance doesn’t talk about the relationship between the Zoning and Historic Preservation 

Ordinances and that both must be followed. [NC] 

 
Draft Ordinance Review Process 

1. General frustration that comments don’t seem to be considered as the draft evolves  [MB] 

2. Neighbors feel they need more time to digest and respond to draft [FS] 

3. Questions about what the concerns of the Alliance [UH] 

4. How will the new ordinance be different from the current one? [UH] 

5. Will there be more opportunities to comment beyond the March 2 LORC meeting? [NC] 

6. When will there be a 100% draft available to comment on? [NC] 

 
Project Approval Process 

1. When will it be determined which projects can be administratively approved and which ones will need 

Commission approval? Will the policy document be ready right away? [MH] 

2. Unclear how the new ordinance impacts buildings that are not in the period of significance (i.e. Verex 

building) [MH] 

3. How do the rules and treatments apply to buildings not built in the period of significance but located 

within a historic district? [D+C] 

4. The packet staff gives to applicants is very clear, and should be for the new ordinance as well [MH] 

5. Staff does a good job of stewarding people through projects and that is what is most important [MH] 
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6. What about replacing a non-historic porch with one that is more compatible with the design of the 

house, but there was not originally a porch in that area?  Can this be done?  The ordinance suggests not. 

[FS] 

7. Feel that there is unequal treatment of property owners asking to replace windows [TLR] 

8. Examples would be helpful to show the process steps for window repairs/replacements [TLR] 

9. Requiring COAs for repairs “every little thing” is too burdensome/ridiculous. [TLR] 

10. For repairs, issuing a COA for epoxy is ridiculous. Changes cannot be made to suit the needs of the times 

– this is bad and going too far. [TLR] 

11. Two types of wood on my 1904 house – rotten and starting to rot.  The amount of repair is continuous.  I 

would be getting a COA every day! [TLR] 

12. Squirrels chew holes in soffits faster than the Landmarks Commission can review and approve. [TLR] 

13. Appreciates administrative approvals, but will still check with the Preservation Planner so the ordinance 

probably doesn’t reduce their work load. [D+C] 

14. Does this change the timeline for approvals? [D+C] 

15. Can a non-historic concrete block garage be covered with siding?  Standards read like masonry cannot 

be covered up. [FS] 

16. Do I need to hire an architect to replace a window sill? [TLR] 

17. Hard to reach staff to get advice about the project [MB] 

18. Are solar panels are allowed? [UH] 

 
Ordinance Organization 

1. The ordinance is not hard to read through [MB] 

2. Need a set of instructions for how to use the ordinance [MH] 

3. The new ordinance is internally consist and applauds the unified approach [MH] 

4. The ordinance is complex, especially for people that are not professionals [MH] 

5. It needs a flowchart or cheat sheet for regular people to understand [MH] 

6. Likes the parallel structure that is organized by type of work and building features [FS] 

7. The ordinance is not easy to understand. There are a lot of changes it’s not clear where to look for 

things.  It needs to be simplified. [TLR] 

8.  If I want to repair my window sills, do I need a COA? [TLR] 

9. It’s OK, but it is hard to navigate.  It would be easier with an index [TLR] 

10. Table of contents would be helpful. [TLR] 

11. Definitions should be put at the end instead of at the front. [TLR] 

12. Appreciates the break down by intervention. [TLR] 

13. Yes to being able to find what is needed before starting a project. [D+C] 

14. Consistency across districts is good for those who own properties in multiple districts. [D+C] 

15. Does the ordinance address health and safety items like fire escapes?  [NC] 

 
Type of Intervention 

1. Difficult to understand and determine which category you are in,  particularly maintenance vs repairs 

[MH] 

2. Unclear when approval is needed (i.e. for mortar replacement or other repairs, when does it go from 

maintenance to repair?) [FS]  

3.  “Alterations” and “construction” each seem to be used differently in different parts of the ordinance 

[MH] 

4. In distinguishing between maintenance and repairs, consider the scale of the project and the cost to fix 

if done incorrectly in a way that may cause damage [FS] 
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5. New construction is where district specific standards will become important. [FS] 

6. Need more clarity on what needs a COA and what does not. [MB] 

7. General agreement that “alterations and above” do need a COA, but not repairs. [MB] 

8. Difficult to understand when a permit is needed and were to get that information once a COA is 

approved. [TLR] 

9. Looking for evidence of original features (such as an original roof line) to support requests for alterations 

and whether that would be considered a conjectural feature, can damage a building [TLR] 

10. Conjectural features are not allowed in historic districts, but are allowed on landmarks.  Landmarks 

should be held to the higher standard [TLR] 

 
Definitions 

1. Need a glossary and have defined words identified in the text (i.e. with a hyperlink or italics). [FS] 

2. Define “appropriate treatment” (i.e. for windows and doors) [FS]  

3. Define “historic precedent” [FS]  

4. Define “conjectural features” [FS]  

5. Define “architectural drawings” [TLR]   

6. Clarify “visibility from developed public right of way.” [TLR]  

7. Need a better definition of deteriorated beyond repair.  Who decides this? [TLR] 

8. Delete definitions of “height” and “development”- they are in the Zoning code.  [TLR] 

 
Project Cost and Flexibility 

1. Concerns about cost and availability of specific materials and difficulty finding contractors/options (i.e. 

round gutters). [MB] 

2. Need to consider whether insurance companies will support the higher cost materials in case of damage 

from natural causes [MB] 

3. Want to replace vinyl siding, but cedar is too expensive- could City consider more flexibility to allow for 

fiber cement or engineered wood if same width as original siding? [MB] 

4. Concern about requiring more costly materials and owners deferring repairs/maintenance or doing  

something without proper approvals [MB] 

5. The federal regulations have language regarding economic feasibility, and also health and safety. Both of 

these need to be taken into account in the local ordinance. [MB] 

 
Windows and Lead Paint 

1. Federal regulations have language regarding economic feasibility, and also health and safety. Both of 

these need to be taken into account in the local ordinance. [MB] 

2. Window/lead issue was raised by many, noting that there are more historic looking replacement options 

that need to be considered, rather than the ordinance requiring repair. Strong consensus on this. [MB] 

 
Color 

1. Color should not be regulated in the ordinance [MB] 

 
Porches 

1. Front porches are important.  Bars can have outdoor patios in the district, but adding small porches to 

houses is prohibited. [TLR] 
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Non-Conformities 
1. Need more clarity on existing nonconformities and parameters for replacement. [MB] 

2. Can nonconforming items (like 1970s bump out windows) be replaced with functional alternatives, even 

if the new component isn’t “perfect fit” with historic standards? [MB] 

3. Does the ordinance allow staff to find a nonconforming component and order that it be replaced? [MB] 

4. What about alterations done before the historic district was adopted?  Will they be required to be 

removed?  Is there leeway to make them better (ex: fire escapes)? [NC] 

5. All structures in this district have been altered so there are discrepancies that the ordinance does not 

address. [TLR] 

 
New Construction 

1. New buildings in the district are too tall and changing the character of the neighborhood. [TLR] 

2. Can someone build a new building with the same architectural style and detail of a historic building? 

[NC] 

3. Can someone move a historic building into a historic district?  Is there a concern about creating a fake 

historic context? [NC] 

4. How would new buildings be approved under the ordinance and how should people interpret the 

standards?  For example, could a building like the Verex building be approved? What would be the 

issues? [NC] 

5. The five general standards for new primary structures relies heavily on visually compatibility. Does a 

project have to meet all 5 to be approved?  Some of the 5?  Can it be approved if none are met? [NC] 

6. For new accessory structures, the ordinance says that they must comply with the requirements for new 

primary structures.  How can those be met for setbacks, etc.?  Clarity is needed on what that specifically 

refers to. [NC] 

 
Lot Combinations and Divisions 

1. There are some large undeveloped parcels (i.e. land behind the Knapp House) - can they be subdivided 

and developed? [NC] 

2. If a new building meets all of the standards for height, rhythm, etc. but requires lot combinations, it 

likely cannot be built because lot combinations are essentially prohibited in historic districts.  Most lots 

are too small for new development, especially if underground parking is included.  [NC] 

3. Some lot combinations were done to accommodate development on Williamson St. under prior 

practices when a proposed building could be reviewed against the standards for the historic district and 

if it was OK, then the underlying lot lines could be resolved to accommodate it.  This changed around 

2019 based on a memo from the City Attorney’s Office. [NC] 

 
Guidelines 

1. Guidelines make a lot of difference, and we need to see them. [MB] 

2. Need to see Policy Manual and Guidelines on website [FS] 

3. What happens between the time the new ordinance is adopted and when the guidelines are finished? 

How will people understand what to do? [MH] 

4. Easy to navigate, but not easy to understand – uncertain about correct process depending on type of 

project and guidelines will help to know if it is easy to understand or not.  A lot is left to the guidelines 

and that does not exist yet [FS] 

5. The guidelines will have illustrations, but the Zoning Ordinance has them in the code itself and that is 

very helpful. [NC] 
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Educational Materials and Resources 
1. It would be helpful to have information on building care and guidance on what to do when having 

trouble finding contractors. A how-to manual with an example of 20 most common repairs/projects for 

historic buildings. [UH] 

2. Would like to be able to get a contractor list for people who work on historic buildings. Not comfortable 

with proper window and chimney repairs without a qualified contractor [UH] 

3. Educational information is not easy to find on the website (i.e. like how to repair windows with old glass) 

[FS] 

 
Expanding the Third Lake Ridge Period of Significance 

1. What are the benefits of this change?  Does it impact the dates of the styles that we can use on our 

home or other properties in the district?  For example, by extending the period of significance, does that 

allow us to use details from a 1940s addition when we add a new porch?  [TLR] 

2. Which types of historic resources this extension would pull into consideration?  If this pulls in buildings 

of increased or incompatible volumes, it may not be beneficial to the historic character. [TLR] 

 
 
The remainder of this memo includes the results of the online survey. 
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