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Historic Preservation Commission 
Agenda 

March 16, 2020 
 

REGULAR MEETING 
Council Chambers, 2nd floor of City Hall 

City Hall, 749 Main Street 
6:30 – 9:00 PM 

 

I. Call to Order 

II. Roll Call  

III. Approval of Agenda  

IV. Approval of Minutes - February 24, 2020. 

V. Public Comments on Items Not on the Agenda 

VI. Public Hearing: Landmark, Grant, Alteration Certificate Request 

 925 Jefferson Avenue 

VII. Public Hearing: Demolition and Probable Cause Determination 

 105 Roosevelt Avenue 

VIII. Probable Cause Determination 

 541 Jefferson Avenue 

IX. Discussion  

 HPC Subcommittees 

X. Items from Staff  

 Election of Officers  

 Upcoming Schedule 

XI. Updates from Commission Members  

XII. Discussion Items for future meetings   

XIII. Adjourn 
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Historic Preservation Commission 
Meeting Minutes 
February 24th, 2020 

City Hall, Council Chambers 
749 Main Street 

 6:30 PM 
 

Call to Order – Chair Haley called the meeting to order at 6:30 PM. 

Roll Call was taken and the following members were present: 
  
Commission Members Present: Chair Lynda Haley 

Gary Dunlap 
Michael Ulm 
Andrea Klemme 
Hannah Parris 
Keith Keller 

Commission Members Absent: None. 
Staff Members Present:  Felicity Selvoski, Historic Preservation Planner 

Amelia Brackett Hogstad, Planning Clerk 
 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
Dunlap suggested adding a discussion of the Commission’s recommendations to City 
Council to the agenda.  
 
Haley added City Council Plans to the agenda under the subcommittee item. 
 
Dunlap asked if the notification time for a commission planning meeting needed to be 
more than 24 hours. 
 
Selvoski replied that the City usually gave 3 days’ notice. 
 
Dunlap and Haley discussed the process for how and when to present 
recommendations to Council. 
 
Klemme made a motion to approve the February 24th, 2020 agenda. Ulm seconded. 
Agenda approved by voice vote. 
 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Ulm made a motion to approve the January 13th, 2020 minutes. Klemme seconded. 
Agenda approved by voice vote.  
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Dunlap suggested that Council should address Commissioner Ulm’s comments from the 
previous meeting on lot coverage. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ITEMS NOT ON THE AGENDA 
Chris and Kelly Wheeler, 525 La Farge, gave an update on 537 La Farge. Wheeler 
stated that he had met with the developer to convey neighbors’ concerns about the 
duplex, noting that the neighbors respected his rights as a property owner to build the 
house of his wishes. Wheeler asked if the developer would reevaluate the scale and the 
use the current home in the new construction and if he would consider changing the 
duplex to a single-family home. The developer replied that those changes would result 
in lower square footage and a reduction in profit. Wheeler described the time it had 
taken to follow-up with the developer and their email exchanges, stating that he thought 
the developer was running out the clock. Because the 180-day stay was really 120 days 
from the time the permit was pulled, Wheeler thought that time was on the developer’s 
side. With that in mind, Wheeler and his neighbors created a group called Save 537 La 
Farge. The group had posted on Facebook and shared yard signs and flyers, getting the 
information out. Wheeler noted that neighbors had no voice in the developer pulling a 
permit and building a duplex. Wheeler stated that the developer would be off to his next 
development and the neighbors would be left with the duplex, an eyesore, for the next 
50-100 years. Wheeler asked the Commission to consider the neighbors’ rights as 
taxpayers in Louisville and the rights to protect the historic character of Louisville. He 
asked the Commission to consider the wellbeing of Louisville residents over developers 
who viewed Louisville as a place to make profits.  
 
Klemme asked the Wheelers to address their views to the Planning Commission and 
Council, since the Historic Preservation Fund was a voluntary program. She also 
encouraged neighbors in the area to landmark their homes if possible. She added that 
this particular property could not be landmarked anyway because it had been changed 
significantly. She noted that different commissions were trying to work together on these 
issues. 
 
Haley added that the commissioners were volunteers and cared about the character of 
Louisville. She appreciated the Wheelers’ passion and encouraged them to pass on 
their passion to others. She stated that the Commission was sympathetic and that the 
situation broke her heart. 
 
Ulm agreed that the Wheelers’ activism was important. He agreed with Mr. Wheeler that 
people living and investing in Louisville were sometimes at odds. 
 
Haley asked for further public comment. Seeing none, she invited the first public hearing 
item. 

 
NEW BUSINESS – PUBLIC HEARNIG ITEMS 

925 Jefferson Avenue: Landmark, Grant, Alteration Certificate Request 
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Selvoski shared that the structure at 925 Jefferson was approximately 128 years old 
and was a classic example of vernacular architecture, with a great example of a hip-
roofed box room house. It had been home to Virginia and Frank Hamilton. Virginia was 
a longtime school teacher and her husband worked as a coal miner, saloon operator, 
and Deputy County Clerk. Staff found that the structure had maintained much of its 
physical integrity. There was a 1957 addition to the rear that did not impact integrity. 
Staff finds that the structure met the landmarking criteria and suggested named it the 
Hamilton House. 
 
Selvoski also presented the alteration certificate request. She noted that the house did 
need work, which included raising the house and installing a new foundation and crawl 
space. The owners were also proposing a modern addition to the rear. She noted the 
differentiation between old and new construction in the elevations. Selvoski noted the 
ways in which staff did not believe the request met several criteria, due to the proposed 
enlargement of the window openings, the relocation of the front door, and the expansion 
of the front porch. Therefore, staff recommended denying the request for the alteration 
certificate.  
 
Selvoski presented the grant request for a matching grant in the amount of $117,937 
and a finding of extraordinary circumstances. She reminded the Commission that 
without extraordinary circumstances, the maximum grant amount was $40,000. Selvoski 
noted that the proposed work was eligible for coverage. Selvoski stated that staff found 
that the foundation work qualified as extraordinary circumstances but the other work did 
not, and proposed that the grant be approved in the amount of $79,250.  
 
Dunlap asked how the porch would be changed. 
 
Selvoski replied that the applicant wanted to expand the porch by a foot and a half. 
 
Dunlap asked if the grant request was irrelevant if the alteration certificate was denied. 
 
Selvoski replied that it would be up to the applicant whether they wanted to continue 
with landmarking if their alteration certificate were denied. She noted that new 
construction would not be eligible for funding either way. Haley added that restoration 
work did not count as an alteration. 
 
Dunlap asked why 1021 Main, a structure that had previously been granted a finding of 
extraordinary circumstances, had been deemed extraordinary.  
 
Selvoski replied that 1021 Main was larger than the typical Louisville structure, which 
meant that some costs were higher than normal. 
 
Ulm asked if the porch extension would alter the plane of the roof. 
 
Selvoski replied that she believed it extended it further but would need to confirm with 
the applicant.  
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Klemme and Selvoski discussed the budget numbers.  
 
Keller asked what the demolition of the site utilities referred to.  
 
Selvoski replied that the applicant could answer that question. 
 
James Hopperstad, owner, representative, and architect for Christina Dickinson, at 
1015 Confidence Drive in Longmont, introduced himself and the builder, Jimmy Moore 
of Petra Custom Builders. Hopperstad responded to Commissioner Keller’s question, 
explain that to lift the house, all wires and duct work had to be cut off.  
 
Moore added that the foundation was structurally insufficient. In raising the house, then 
demolishing, excavating, and pouring a new foundation, the utilities would have to be 
pulled back.  
 
Ulm asked about the porch roof line. 
 
Hopperstad replied that the pitch of the roof and the connection point to the existing 
house would remain the same, meaning that the porch post would lower about 4 inches. 
 
Ulm asked if the main floor elevation and porch elevations were staying the same. 
 
Hopperstad replied the foundation was so close to grade level that it needed to be 
raised about a foot but that the grade in the front would be the same under the porch 
since the grade would slope upward. 
 
Moore explained that there were elements related to the foundation changes, including 
site grading, mechanical and electrical, and the environmental hazards, which all had to 
happen because of what it would take to raise the house. He noted that there would be 
asbestos and lead in the structure that would require remediation, which would be a 
large expense. Because the house was lower than both neighboring houses, they also 
wanted to capitalize on the opportunity to make the house structurally sound and 
maintain integrity, and not create drainage problems for the neighbors. He noted that 
raising the house would also affect the maintenance on the chimney and made that 
process harder and therefore require extraordinary work to preserve the chimneys.  
 
Klemme asked about the asbestos abatement. 
 
Moore replied that they had already done the testing and there was lead and asbestos 
on multiple aspects of the house, all directly related to what they needed to interact with 
to unbolt the house. He added that he had already solicited multiple bids. 
 
Hopperstad added that the original numbers had been alarming and that Moore had 
gone back and double-checked and gotten additional quotes. He asked the Commission 
to comment on what they thought would be a reasonable amount for the work. 
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Haley asked about the movement of the windows and doors. 
 
Dickinson stated that she intended to have the house look as much like it does as 
possible. She bought the house because of how it looks, including the size, porch, and 
chimneys. She explained that her children had grown up in a historic home and that she 
was a lover of legacy and history. She was also a teacher many of her children and 
grandchildren lived just down the street from this house. She expressed that the house 
belonged to Louisville, not her, and that the house could be used for preservation-
related open houses. She explained that she wanted the windows to drop a foot (not to 
widen) and that she wanted a wider porch with room for two chairs facing each other. 
She read a line from a David White poem, “This is the bright home in which I live. This is 
where I ask my friends to come. There’s no house like the house of belonging.” She 
added that the door needed to be wheelchair accessible and right now it was not.  
 
Ulm stated that the back part of the house and the scale was in line with what the 
Commission was looking for. He did not have a problem with extending the front porch 
because he did not think it would be that significant or out of character, and he noted 
that the doors being on the corner was in line with similar designs so the door change 
did not bother him. The thing that bothered him the most was changing the existing 
historic opening of the windows. 
 
Dickinson replied that she would consider keeping the windows in the same size. 
 
Dunlap asked if the proposed door was wider than the current door. 
 
Hopperstad replied that the door did not meet ADA standards and that the door width 
was expanding from 2’6” to 3’. He added that even if they did not put the door on the 
side they wanted the door to be wider. 
 
Dickinson stated that the alterations were meant to be in scale with what was already 
there. 
 
Haley replied that the scale of the addition was sensitive and to scale. She added that 
the corner door took too much of the integrity because it made a whole other side of the 
house. 
 
Parris had no issues with the back addition, but she agreed with Chair Haley that the 
structure was one of the most beautiful and oldest in Louisville and the changes to the 
windows and doors would give it a false sense of history. Haley added that even if the 
changes were in line with other historic structures, they would be losing the specific 
architecture that was unique to Louisville. Parris added that she appreciated the grading 
and that the overall framework would appear the same, but the windows and the doors 
were the big sticking points for her. 
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Moore asked if there was the opportunity to negotiate the different pieces of the 
proposals to make sure that the house was landmarked.  
 
Ulm replied that there was room for movement, but the Commission was bound by 
national and state regulations about what is considered proper renovation and 
preservation. He noted that the La Farge property would not have been landmarkable 
because of changes that had been made to it earlier on. 
 
Haley replied that the Commission’s job was not only to landmark homes and to 
maintain the integrity of the program according to the national standard. 
 
Haley added that national preservation standards helped the Commission apply the 
same standards to different properties.  
 
Parris noted that the Commission need to discuss the three applications separately.  
 
Moore stated that he wanted the Commission to ask him as many questions as possible 
so he could understand what the Commission needed to know. 
 
Haley asked if the door was a deal-breaker for the applicant.  
 
Dickinson replied that the door would not be the same anyway because it was too 
narrow. She noted that the porch expansion was a deal-breaker and the windows were 
not. Not getting the door change might be. She stated that the chimneys did not even 
work but she was keeping them and she wanted the house to look like the house she 
bought. 
 
Haley asked how ADA codes worked with historic doors. 
 
Selvoski replied that there was no requirement that doors had to be swapped out.  
 
Haley asked if ADA could be used as a reason to expand the door. 
 
Selvoski replied that that would be up to the Commission. 
 
Haley observed that the door would adding another wall, changing a square home into a 
different shape. 
 
Dickinson replied that the house kitty-corner to this house had the same configuration.  
 
Klemme noted that there were steps leading up to the porch so there would not be 
wheelchair access for that entrance, anyway. Other commissioners noted that a 
temporary ramp could be added. There was a discussion about potential ramp options.  
 
Haley closed applicant questions and asked for further public comment. Seeing none, 
she opened commissioner discussion. 
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Dunlap stated that the weathervane on the addition acted like it was historic but was 
not. 
 
Selvoski replied that the addition off the back was part of the alteration certificate. 
 
General agreement that the structure met the criteria for landmarking.  
 
Ulm stated that the application met all the criteria and he supported the landmark 
application. General agreement. 
 
Moore added that the numbers for moving the windows and doors were not included in 
the grant request.  
 
Klemme referenced the national standards on accessibility. She interpreted those 
standards to meet that creativity was necessary to meet ADA standards, which for her 
meant that she could not get behind moving the door proposal 
 
Parris asked how wide the porch would be with the extra foot and a half. 
 
The applicants replied that it would be 8 feet. 
 
Dunlap thought that there could be a way to hide the door structurally so that the 
changes would not alter the overall structure of the house. 
 
Ulm asked if the drip line on the porch would also be 4 inches shorter. 
 
The applicants confirmed. 
 
Dunlap suggested the following conditions: 

- Maintain current window size and placement. 
- Remove the weathervane from the addition. 
- Move and expand the door as proposed. 

 
Ulm stated that since the porch could be accessible, the 3-foot door was a good 
recommendation. He did not have any problems with the rest of the proposal except he 
wanted to leave the door where it was.  
 
Klemme echoed Commissioner Ulm’s recommendations for conditions, as did Chair 
Haley and Commissioner Parris.  
 
Dunlap asked for other commissioners’ opinions about the weathervane.  
 
Parris agreed that it was more of an old-fashioned ornament, but since it was on the 
new section that was clearly with different materials and would not be mistaken for part 
of the original structure.  
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Christina replied that she did not need the weathervane. 
 
Haley summarized that four commissioners preferred not to have the corner wall for the 
door but that the applicant could widen the door. She proposed the following conditions: 

- Maintain current window size and placement. 
- Widen porch as proposed. 
- Remove the weathervane from the addition. 
- Widen door to 3 feet but no corner wall. 

 
Haley asked the Commission to discuss the grant application. 
 
Dunlap stated that the amount staff had proposed seemed generous. He did think that 
the Commission needed to discuss a better definition of extraordinary circumstances. 
He agreed with the staff proposal. 
 
Ulm asked if the applicant could come back for additional grant funding using the 
extraordinary circumstances language. He stated that he was willing to go with the 
number that had been proposed tonight but he thought it might eventually be higher. 
 
Selvoski read the definition of extraordinary circumstances as “relating to building size, 
condition, architectural details, or other unique condition compared to similar Louisville 
properties.” 
 
Haley asked if the City had funded all the other work in the other house where the 
foundation had been lifted. 
 
Selvoski replied that only the foundation work had been funded in that case. 
 
Ulm shared what he thought was and was not applicable for grant funding, stating that 
the front porch, foundation, and crawlspace counted, the floor and roof structure maybe 
did not, the chimney maybe not (because there were similar structures in Louisville), the 
site grading as it related to the foundation counted, as did the mechanical and electrical 
if limited to the foundation changes. Finally, he thought that lead and asbestos 
abatement could count if they were trigged by the foundation work. Adding all those up 
came close to $40,000 or $50,000 for the City to fund half, which meant that maybe 
there were not extraordinary circumstances. 
 
Klemme asked Commissioner Ulm if he meant that all those items qualified as 
extraordinary circumstance. 
 
Ulm replied that his comment was more about which items qualified as preservation 
work.  
 
Klemme noted that size was not applicable; condition was due to the foundation; 
architectural details including porch and chimneys were applicable. 
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Ulm added that the majority of the work had to be done because of the work on the 
foundation. 
 
Klemme asked how Planner Selvoski got to the roughly $79,000 number. 
 
Selvoski replied that the only thing that had been recommended was to fund half the 
amount of the foundation and crawlspace, which qualified as extraordinary 
circumstances. Everything else counted toward the standard amount of $40,000. 
 
Haley stated that the other work did not have to be done without the foundation work, 
but in previous projects the Commission had still only funded the foundation work. 
 
The commissioners worked out the math of the different grant options. 
 
Klemme asked if the previous property had been facing lead and asbestos abatement. 
 
Haley replied that she imagined that they had faced the abatement issue. 
 
Parris noted that the $5,000 landmark bonus was not a lot but it could almost cover the 
chimney piece and she added that the loan program was an option.  
 
Moore noted that the original estimate was for $268,000 and had tried to get the number 
down to the $235,875, not knowing that he was going to compromise off the 
compromise off the compromise. He was worried that they had been better off with the 
higher numbers from the guys he knew. He felt a sense of responsibility because he 
created these numbers and he had not realized that there would be so much negotiation 
with them. 
 
Haley stated that the applicant could withdraw the grant application and come back with 
different numbers. Haley reopened public comment. 
 
Hopperstad stated that they did not know that foundation was the only thing that would 
be extraordinary circumstances and they had worked hard on all these numbers.  
 
Andy Johnson, 920 Lincoln Avenue, stated that extraordinary circumstances are not 
defined and do not come up a lot. He noted also that construction costs continue to 
increase. He had seen every different type of foundation you could imagine and he had 
never had an engineer tell him to completely replace a foundation. Johnson noted that 
this engineering report did have that recommendation and was from a source Mr. 
Johnson had worked with. He thought the problem the Commission was having was 
that the optics of the numbers in the presentation were wrong. He thought there should 
only be a few buckets on the list from the perspective of what had to happen based on 
the foundation replacement.  
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Dickinson stated that to preserve this house it would cost $150,000 to build a hole and 
she wanted to table the grant application for the night and come back with the numbers.  
 
The item was continued to next month, March 16th.  
 
Brief recess. 
 
501 Jefferson Avenue: Probable Cause Determination 
Selvoski presented the case for probable cause. The house was moved to Louisville in 
1948 and therefore met the criteria for age, even though staff could not find out when it 
was constructed. Selvoski stated that the moving of the house added to its social 
significance since that was an important part of Louisville’s history. The original was part 
of the Acme Mine, as well. She also presented the architectural significance and 
physical integrity.  
 
Klemme asked if there was stucco. 
 
Selvoski replied that it was stucco but staff did not know when it was added. 
 
Haley asked if the windows had been changed. 
 
Selvoski replied that the windows had changed but the window size may not have. The 
door looked like it was in the original location. 
 
Haley invited the applicants to speak and asked for public comment. Seeing none, she 
closed the comment period and opened commissioner comment. 
 
Parris thought this was a good candidate for probable cause as it met all the 
requirements. 
 
Ulm made a motion to approve a finding of probable cause. Klemme seconded. Roll call 
vote. Keller noted that the structure needed assessment since it had been moved. 
Passed unanimously.  
 
The applicant, Carolyn Ford at 501 Jefferson Avenue, stated that they wanted to 
preserve the house to prevent further scrapes in their neighborhood. 
 
1301 Jefferson Avenue: Probable Cause Determination 
Selvoski presented the application. The structure was 64 years old and associated with 
the mid-century development of Louisville. Based on this and other criteria, staff 
recommended a finding of probable cause. 
 
Klemme asked for social significance. 
 
Selvoski replied that it did not have social significance. 
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Klemme asked for information on the period of significance. 
 
Selvoski replied that the Master Plan and Council had determined the period of 
significance as ending in 1955, since the last mine closed that year. 
 
Haley added that nationally there was no period of significance date. The landmarking 
program was tied to the 50-year mark. She explained that City Council had pushed to 
have a hard date for the demolition review process.  
 
Ulm thought it was a great example of what was going on in Louisville at the time and 
that it was important to the city. The one-car garage was a great example of the 
beginning of the age of the automobile. The structure also related to the historic 
elements of the neighborhood. 
 
Haley added that there was a continuity on the street with other houses.  
 
Haley asked for applicant comment. 
 
Selvoski replied that the applicant had had to leave. 
 
Haley asked if Planner Selvoski knew the applicants’ motivations for landmarking. 
 
Selvoski replied that she did not know but, as far as she knew, there were no plans to 
make any additions.  
 
Haley wondered if Bridget Bacon could do a neighborhood context to study social 
significance. Haley observed that this period and after was a hard preservation sell for 
people and having more information could help with future discussions. 
 
Dunlap stated that some of mountain towns were preserving more recent structures like 
A-Frames in addition to their mining districts. 
 
Parris noted that Louisville has evolved and changed and this was part of the story. Part 
of the controversy with the mid-modern homes was that they were not always the really 
cool structures, but she thought that the structure met the criteria and helped the City 
tell its story. 
 
Klemme moved to find probable cause. Parris seconded. Passed unanimously by voice 
vote. 
 

DISCUSSION/DIRECTION 
 
Historic Structure Assessment Presentations: 1000 Main Street, 701 Pine Street, 
1016 Grant Avenue, and 908 Rex Avenue 
Andy Johnson DAJ Design, 922A Main Street, noted that a number of the homes 
around 1301 Jefferson were built by Denver craftsman and you can tell by the 
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plasterwork based on the hand-trowel movement on the ceiling. Up on Grant there was 
pretty much just one tradesperson who did all the work in that area. 
 
Johnson presented the structures by age. 1000 Main, built in 1892, has records that go 
back to the 1940s. He displayed the floor plan, noting the areas that were most likely 
original. He noted that the house got built with one bay window and a back portion that 
he had originally thought might have been additions. The current bay window, however, 
was not the original one. This was one of the first homes in Louisville with an original 
bay window. He noted other elements of the structure that the assessment process had 
uncovered. 
 
Johnson presented 701 Pine, noting that the shape of the house gave the structure 
some architectural integrity. The windows had been altered and replaced and the siding 
had been replaced. He showed the floor plan and stated that it was hard to get 
information from the structure because it had been significantly changed and because 
parts of the structure were dangerous to go into. In the basement, was beyond repair 
and would require a complete overhaul. It would be extraordinarily difficult to lift the 
home, in addition, because there had been so many changes to the floor plan. Johnson 
stated that this home is too far beyond to recommend for landmarking. 
 
Johnson then presented 1016 Grant, which was between a home on the National 
Register and a home that was similar in characteristics. He described the floor plan and 
the accessor’s record, which showed the historic additions added over time.  
 
Johnson also presented 908 Rex. The structure had layers of siding but was largely in 
its original condition with the exception of the back of the home. He noted the changes 
to the structure over time and that the attic had a lot of water infiltration. Johnson stated 
that the structure would likely come before the Commission again and he previewed 
some of the plans for the house.  
 
Haley noted that it was helpful to see the assessments that the Fund was paying for. 
 
Klemme noted that additions are supposed to be subordinate to the main home. 
 
Johnson responded that a lot of times building design allowed for the skin of a building 
to remain the same, but he thought that the scale and massing should matter as well. A 
two-story addition added to a one-story front indicates an immediate difference. 
Johnson asked the Commission to further refine what they wanted out of these 
assessment presentations.  
 
Haley replied that the inside looks were the most beneficial to understand why the 
house was the way it was. 
 
Johnson suggested that the commissioners follow someone doing a historic structure 
assessment. 
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Dunlap agreed with Chair Haley that seeing the road map of the property was helpful. 
 
HPC Subcommittees 
Haley requested that the conversation about subcommittees be moved to the next 
meeting. 
 
Selvoski replied that she could also share a google document or something similar for 
the commissioners to share their subcommittee ideas and desires. 
 
Dunlap requested that the commissioners have a meeting about the subcommittees 
ahead of the Council meeting on March 10th. 
 
Selvoski replied that the Commission was supposed to chat for about 10 minutes with 
an update for Council, then move into a conversation. 
 
Dunlap noted that Council had asked for priorities, what the Commission had 
accomplished. 
 
Haley stated that the subcommittee lists had lists of goals for the year. 
 
Dunlap replied that he thought there were more. He gave the example of a list of the 
properties that have been landmarked.  
 
Haley and Selvoski stated that there were lists and a digital map of the landmarked 
properties. 
 
Dunlap added that the City website was wrong.  
 
Klemme asked if it was legal to respond via a large email. 
 
Selvoski replied that subcommittees were small enough that they did not require public 
notice. She noted that the Commission could table the list for another meeting. 
 
Dunlap stated that he would feel better if the Commission had a discussion of what the 
subcommittees meant and who should be on them. 
 
Klemme agreed and added that she did not feel like the Commission got a lot of traction 
with its goals last year. She thought the Commission got a lot accomplished in the 
meetings but not beyond that. She recommended focusing on fewer items per 
subcommittee. 
 
Ulm agreed and added that the subcommittees did not have the opportunity to meet 
separately and they should be separate from the monthly meetings. He did not think the 
meeting with Council was a big opportunity to discuss and share. 
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Klemme noted that it would be nice to have the Commission straight on the public 
reaction to preservation and setbacks for Planning Commission, at least, for when 
Council was ready to address these issues. She thought the Commission needed a 
consensus when talking to Council. 
 

ITEMS FROM STAFF 
Elections of Officers, Historical Commission Liaison 
Continued to March 16th. 
 
Klemme offered to attend the Historical Commission meeting in March.  
 
Dunlap suggested planning a planning meeting. 
 
Selvoski replied that she could send out a poll to assess commissioner availability.  
 
Ulm suggested setting aside two meeting times.  
 
Alteration Certificate & Demolition Updates 
There were no alteration certificate updates. A subcommittee referred a demolition 
review for 105 Roosevelt to the March HPC meeting. 
 
Upcoming Schedule 
March 
16th – Historic Preservation Commission, Council Chambers, 6:30 PM 
April 
20th – Historic Preservation Commission, Council Chambers, 6:30 PM 
May 
1st – “Louisville Landmarked,” 6-8 PM, @ Museum – First Friday Art Walk 
18th – Historic Preservation Commission, Council Chambers, 6:30 PM 
TBD – Landmark Ceremony 
 

UPDATES FROM COMMISSION 
None. 
 

DISCUSSION ITEMS FOR NEXT MEETINGS 
 
Adjourn:  
Klemme moved to adjourn. Ulm seconded. The meeting was adjourned at 10:04 PM.  
 
 
 

15



F 
 

 
ITEM: 925 Jefferson Avenue Landmark/Alteration 

Certificate/Historic Preservation Fund Grant Request 
 
APPLICANT: James Hopperstad 
 Longs Peak CAD 
 1015 Confidence Drive   
 Longmont, Colorado 80504 
  
OWNER: Christina Dickinson 
 838 14th Street   
 Boulder, Colorado 80302 
 
PROJECT INFORMATION: 
ADDRESS: 925 Jefferson Avenue  
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Lots 6-7, Block 11, Jefferson Place 
DATE OF CONSTRUCTION: 1891 
 
REQUEST: A request to Landmark 925 Jefferson Avenue and a 

request for an Alteration Certificate and Preservation and 
Restoration Grant at 925 Jefferson Avenue. 

 
  
 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

 

Historic Preservation Commission 
Staff Report 

March 16, 2020 
 

 

 

WALNUT STREET 

SOUTH STREET 

G
R

A
N

T
 A

V
E

N
U

E
 

JE
F

F
E

R
S

O
N

 A
V

E
N

U
E

 

16



SUMMARY: 
The applicant is requesting:  

 Landmark designation for the property at 925 Jefferson Avenue.   

 An alteration certificate allowing changes related to restoration and rehabilitation work to 
the existing structure as well as a modern addition. 

 A Preservation and Restoration Grant in the amount of $117,937, which is $72,937 
above the program maximum grant amount.  With the $5,000 incentive grant for 
landmarking, the total grant award would be $122,937.   

 
Staff recommendations: 

 Staff recommends approval of the landmark request. The property meets the 
requirements for age, significance, and integrity.  

 Staff recommends approval of the alteration certificate with conditions.  The proposed 
changes to the window openings on the façade and relocating the front door will change 
the historic character and integrity of the property and should be eliminated prior to 
approval. 

 Staff recommend denial of the applicant’s grant request. The applicant requests an 
“extraordinary circumstances” matching grant $117,937. Staff recommends approval of 
an “extraordinary circumstances” matching grant of $58,000 for the foundation work only 
and a $40,000 matching grant for the remainder of the eligible preservation and 
rehabilitation work, for a total matching grant of $98,000.  

 
HISTORICAL BACKGROUND: 
Information from Bridget Bacon, Louisville Historical Museum 

 
This property was originally purchased by Virginia Hamilton in 1891. 
The exact date of construction for the house is unknown, but it seems 
likely that the house was constructed around that date. Virginia 
Hamilton was born in Missouri and moved to Erie, Colorado with her 
husband Thomas. After he was struck by lightning and killed, Virginia 
moved to Louisville with her five children. Virginia Hamilton was a 
school teacher in Louisville, and the 925 Jefferson Avenue home was 
conveniently located near the school for first and second grade 
students at 801 Grant (now the Louisville Center for the Arts). Virginia 
taught in Louisville for 32 years.  
 
In 1898, Virginia Hamilton was one of the four founding members of 
Louisville's Saturday Study Club, which was a women’s club that 
sought to culturally enrich its members and the town. The Saturday 
Study Club operated the Louisville Public Library for 35 years.  
Following Virginia’s death in 1925, her son Frank Hamilton lived in the 
house with his wife Sadie and her brother Samuel Hilton. Frank was a coal miner 
and operated a saloon in Superior, and later became a deputy County Clerk and a 
County road overseer. Following Frank’s death in 1956, his granddaughter sold the 
property.  
  

 
 

                                                                      
 

Jefferson Place 

Subdivision 
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Virginia Hamilton and class, date unknown 

Virginia Hamilton, teacher 

 
 

 

 
925 Jefferson Avenue, east view – Current Photo 

Boulder County Assessor records, 1950 
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925 Jefferson Avenue, south view – Current Photo 

 

925 Jefferson Avenue, west view – Current Photo 
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ARCHITECTURAL INTEGRITY: 
925 Jefferson is a one-story wood frame structure with a rectangular plan, with its primary 
facade facing east to Jefferson Avenue. The foundation is brick. The exterior is clad with 
horizontal wood lap siding painted white. The main roof is hipped with two red brick central 
chimneys. A wraparound porch stretches across the full width of the front facade and along the 
south side. The porch has a hip roof with a frieze and dentils. The porch roof is supported on 
turned wood posts with decorative brackets. A concrete walk leads to four wooden steps at the 
corner of the porch. The stairs have a newer turned wood posts and railings. The porch floor is 
wooden boards painted blue, and the soffit is bead board painted white. The front door is clear 
finished wood with a nearly full -height oval glass light. A crawl space below the porch is 
enclosed with painted wood latticework. The west end of the house is a 1957 addition. This 
extends the full width of the house and has similar wood lap siding, a shed roof, three 9-light 
wood windows and a side door leading to the back yard. 
 
Primary changes over time: 

 Rear addition (1957); 

 Porch stairs replaced and railing added (unknown) 

 Window replacement (2014, approved by HPC) 
 
HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE ANALYSIS AND CRITERIA FOR LISTING AS LOCAL 
LANDMARK: 
In order to receive a City landmark designation, landmarks must be at least 50 years old and 
meet one or more of the criteria for architectural, social or geographic/environmental 
significance as described in Louisville Municipal Code (LMC) Section 15.36.050(A).  
 
Staff finds that this application complies with the above criterion by the following: 

Sec. 15.36.050. - Criteria for Designation 

Criteria Meets 
Criteria? 

Evaluation 

A. Landmarks must be at least 50 years 
old and meet one or more of the criteria 
for architectural, social or 
geographic/environmental significance 
as described in this chapter.  

Yes The principal structure at 925 Jefferson 
Avenue was constructed circa 1891, 
making it 128 years old.  

1. a. Architectural. 
1) Exemplifies specific elements of 

an architectural style or period. 
2) Example of the work of an architect 

or builder who is recognized for 
expertise nationally, statewide, 
regionally, or locally. 

3) Demonstrates superior 
craftsmanship or high artistic value. 

4) Represents an innovation in 
construction, materials or design. 

5) Style particularly associated with 
the Louisville area. 

Yes This house is associated with the 
historic development of Louisville 
as one of the early homes in 
Louisville's first residential 
subdivision, Jefferson Place. 
Although Jefferson Place was 
platted in 1880, few homes were 
actually built here before 1900.  
 
The property is significant for 
architecture as an example of a 
Hipped-Roof Box form house.  
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6) Represents a built environment of a 
group of people in an era of history 
that is culturally significant to 
Louisville. 

7) Pattern or grouping of elements 
representing at least one of the 
above criteria. 

8) Significant historic remodel. 

1. b. Social. 
1) Site of historic event that had an 

effect upon society. 
2) Exemplifies cultural, political, 

economic or social heritage of the 
community. 

3) Association with a notable 
person or the work of a notable 
person. 

Yes Virginia Hamilton was a well- 
known Louisville teacher and 
founding member of the 
Saturday Study Club. Frank 
Hamilton was a coal miner, 
saloon operator, deputy County 
Clerk and a leading citizen in the 
community.  

1. c. Geographic/environmental. 
1) Enhances sense of identity of the 

community. 
2) An established and familiar natural 

setting or visual feature that is 
culturally significant to the history of 
Louisville.  

N/A  

3. All properties will be evaluated for 
physical integrity and shall meet one or 
more of the following criteria: 
a. Shows character, interest or 

value as part of the 
development, heritage or cultural 
characteristics of the 
community, region, state, or 
nation. 

b. Retains original design features, 
materials and/or character. 

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

d. Has been accurately reconstructed 
or restored based on historic 
documentation.  

Yes The property has integrity of location, 
design, materials, workmanship and 
feeling. Integrity of setting is 
compromised by the construction of 
adjacent homes that reduce the once 
substantial size of the property. Integrity 
of association with the Hamilton family is 
lost, but association with Jefferson Place 
subdivision is still intact. There is a 1957 
addition, but the addition is small, on the 
rear, and not readily visible from the 
street.  
 
The structure retains its overall form and 
appearance from the street and exhibits 
a high level of physical integrity.  
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ALTERATION CERTIFICATE REQUEST: 
The applicant is also applying for an alteration certificate to allow for restoration and 
rehabilitation work to the historic house as well as a modern addition. 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

Historic structure New construction 
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925 Jefferson Avenue – East Elevation, current 

 
 

  
925 Jefferson Avenue – East Elevation, proposed 

 
 
 
 

 
 

925 Jefferson Avenue – North Elevation, proposed 

Historic structure New construction 
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925 Jefferson Avenue – South Elevation, proposed 
 
 

The applicant is also requesting to modify the following on the existing structure:  

 Raise the house in place and install a new foundation and crawl space; 

 Reinforce and support the existing floor and roof framing; 

 Deconstruct and rehabilitate the wraparound front porch (save and reuse existing 
posts and ornamental trim); 

 Mechanical and electrical demolition and re-installation of new systems per current 
codes; 

 Re-grading for proper drainage; 

 On the front façade: 
o Remove and relocate the existing front door to the southeast corner of the 

house (match design of existing non-conforming front door); 
o Remove the replacement windows and replace with doors;  
o Rebuild and expand the width of the front porch;  

 Remove the rear addition to the house (circa 1957) and replace with a modern 
addition with a larger footprint.  

 
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. 

 

 

 

 

 

Historic structure New construction 
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C.  The commission will use the following criteria to determine compatibility: 

 

Criteria and Standards Meets 
Criteria? 

Evaluation 

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

No Enlarging the window openings and 
install doors, relocating the front door, 
and expanding the front porch 
detrimentally impact the architectural 
integrity of the property.  

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 addition is clearly distinguishable 
from the original structure due to 
changes in material, wall plane, and 
fenestration. 

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

Yes The addition is subordinate to the 
original structure in both size and 
placement. 

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

Yes The proposed accessory structure is 
located to the rear of the property. The 
proposed structure is a reasonable 
size and its location behind the 
historic house will minimize visibility 
from Jefferson Avenue.  

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. 

No Enlarging the window openings and 
replacing with doors and relocating 
the front door detrimentally impact the 
architectural integrity of the property. 

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

Yes The existing condition of the 
improvements on the property is 
currently not hazardous to public 
health and safety.  

7.  The effects of the proposed work upon 
the protection, enhancement, perpetuation 
and use of the property. 

Yes Proposed rehabilitation work 
(foundation, grading, floor and roof 
framing) will result in the preservation 
and continued used of the property.   

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. 

Yes 
 
 

The structure at 925 Jefferson Avenue 
will continue to function as a single 
family home.  

8. b.  The historic character of a property 
shall be retained and preserved. The 
removal of historic materials or alteration of 

No Enlarging the window openings along 
the front façade and removing and 
relocating the front door to the 

25



features and spaces that characterize a 
property shall be avoided. 

southeast corner of the house will 
change the historic character and 
integrity of the property.  

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. 

No The proposed rear addition is 
compatible with the historic portion of 
the structure but also distinguishable 
due to material changes and location 
to the side and rear. The proposed 
gazebo on the south side of the 
addition extends beyond the footprint 
of the original house/porch, therefore 
increasing its visibility.  
 
The changes proposed for the front 
façade will affect the look and feel of 
the historic structure. The current 
window and door placement is typical 
of other historic structure from this era 
in Louisville. Modifying the size of the 
openings and location creates a false 
sense of history.  

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

Yes The proposed changes to the rear 
addition (removal and replacement) 
result in the removal of historic 
materials but were added to the 
property after the end of the Period of 
Significance in Louisville (1955).   

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

Partial When possible, original woodwork 
(particularly on the porch) will be 
repaired and retained. When not 
possible, like materials will be used.  
 
The proposed changes to the 
windows and door on the front façade 
(expansion/relocation) will result in the 
loss of historic materials and 
craftsmanship that define historic 
construction.  

8. f.  Deteriorated historic features shall 
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 

Yes When possible, original woodwork 
(particularly on the porch) will be 
repaired and retained. When not 
possible, like materials will be used. 
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evidence. 

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 

No While the windows being removed are 
not historic, they are located in the 
same place as the original widows. 
The expansion of window openings 
and the change in door placement 
from the front façade to the southeast 
corner of the house will result in the 
removal of historic materials. 

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 proposed rear addition takes the 
place of a prior addition to the original 
house built in 1957. The construction 
of the new addition does not result in 
the loss of any additional material on 
the historic structure. 

 

                                                 
1 For reference, the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation recommend the 
following when designing an addition for a historic structure: 
 

Designing a New Exterior Addition to a Historic Building 

This guidance should be applied to help in designing a compatible new addition that that will meet 

the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation: 

 A new addition should be simple and unobtrusive in design, and should be distinguished from the 

historic building a recessed connector can help to differentiate the new from the old. 

 A new addition should not be highly visible from the public right of way; a rear or other secondary 

elevation is usually the best location for a new addition. 

 The construction materials and the color of the new addition should be harmonious with the 

historic building materials. 

 The new addition should be smaller than the historic building it should be subordinate in both 

size and design to the historic building. 
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Staff believes the proposed changes, specifically the changes to the front façade, would result 
in the loss of the historic character of the historic building. Section 15.36.120 of the LMC gives 
the criteria for evaluating alteration certificates and based on the proposed design, staff finds 
that the proposed design fails to meet the standards.  
 
GRANT REQUEST: 
The applicant is requesting approval of a Preservation and Restoration Grant for rehabilitation 
and restoration work on the structure at 925 Jefferson Avenue. The total grant request is 
$117,937. This grant would be in addition to the $5,000 signing bonus for landmarking the 
structure and the $4,000 grant for the Historic Structure Assessment previously approved for the 
property.  
 
A Historic Structure Assessment was previously done for the property, completed by Longs 
Peak CAD and paid for by the Historic Preservation Fund.  The assessment (attached) makes 
several recommendations including: new foundation walls and crawl space; reinforced floor 
system; repair damaged walls; reinforced roof system; and porch repairs. The applicants 
received a cost estimate from Petra Custom Builders.  The proposed total cost for all of the work 
on the historic structure is $273,375. 
 
Work proposed with total cost: 

 Foundation/crawlspace: $116,000 
o Field Coordination and Supervision ($22,500) 
o Carpentry work to shore, stiffen, disconnect, demo and reconnect the house 

($15,000) 
o Lift house, Excavate, New Foundation ($78,500) 

 Floor structure: $8,500 
o Provide additional joists for support 
o Modify beams to meet code 

 Front porch: $21,550 
o Install concrete post footings 
o Replace floor joists, wood posts, decking 

 Roof Structure: $8,100 

 Chimney: $7,000 
o Stabilize and support 

 Site Grading: $15,000 

 Mechanical and Electrical: $33,925 
o Reinstallation of furnace and ductwork 
o Replace wiring, breakers, panels 

 Site Utilities: $15,300 
o Demolition of existing site utilities prior to lifting the house, reconnection  

 Environmental Hazards: $48,000 
o Lead and asbestos abatement 

 
COST ESTIMATE OF PROPOSED WORK: $273,375  
MATCHING GRANT REQUESTED: $117,937 (matching grant maximum $40,000) 

 
Grants: 
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Under Resolution No. 17, Series 2019, residential applicants are eligible for a $5,000 
unmatched incentive grant as a landmark bonus. Owners of a landmarked property will be 
eligible for this grant following the signing of the landmark and grant agreements. The remaining 
$40,000 grant shall be 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, and restoration. 
 

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. 

 Chimney 
 
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. 

 Foundation/crawlspace 

 Floor structure 

 Roof structure 

 Front porch 

 Site grading 

 Mechanical/electrical work 

 Environmental hazard abatement 
 
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.   

 
The applicant is requesting a matching grant amount of $117,937 be considered under 
Resolution No. 17, Series 2019, Section 12(c) which allows for grant amounts to exceed the 
$40,000 limitation on matching grants when there is a “showing of extraordinary circumstances 
relating to building size, condition, architectural details, or other unique condition compared to 
similar Louisville properties” and applicant matches “at least one hundred percent (100%) of the 
amount of the grant”.   
 
Two extraordinary circumstances grants have been approved in the past. The initial grant 
request and the amount ultimately awarded are summarized in the table below: 
 

 

 

Date Approved Maximum 
Standard Grant 

Grant Requested Grant Awarded 

 

721 Grant Ave. 12/6/2016 $20,000 $80,600 $73,436.50 

1021 Main St. 11/5/2018 $20,000 $57,515 $49,929 
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Staff agrees that the scope and cost of the foundation work qualifies as extraordinary 
circumstances. However the remaining scope of work for 925 Jefferson Avenue is similar to 
those of past projects that received the maximum grant amount and do not meet the 
“extraordinary circumstances” grant criterion. For these reasons, staff recommends that the 
matching grant be limited to $98,000 (the $40,000 grant maximum plus $58,000 match for 
foundation work).  The remaining portions of the project may be eligible for loan funding and a 
new construction grant. Staff would encourage the applicant to explore that option if additional 
funds are needed to complete the project. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
Approval of the applicant’s grant request allows for a total grant of up to $122,937 from the 
Historic Preservation Fund: a $5,000 landmark incentive grant (unmatched), and a $117,937 
matching grant. Approval of staff’s grant recommendation would result in a total grant amount of 
$103,000: a $5,000 landmark incentive grant (unmatched), and a $98,000 matching grant. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
Landmarking 
The structure at 925 Jefferson Avenue has maintained its style and form since at least 1950, 
giving it architectural significance.  It is also has social significance due to its association with 
notable members of the Louisville community. Staff finds that the property is eligible to be 
landmarked.  

 
Staff recommends that the structure be landmarked by approving Resolution No. 04, Series 
2020. Staff also recommends that the house be named for the Hamilton Family who owned the 
property from approximately 1891-1956.  
 
Alteration Certificate 
The proposed changes to the existing structure fail to comply with the requirements of the LMC.   
 
Staff recommends approval of Resolution No. 05, Series 2020 recommending approval of the 
alteration certificate for 925 Jefferson Avenue with the following conditions: 

 The proposed changes to the windows on the façade and the relocation of the front door 
are eliminated, retaining the historic appearance of the house.  

 
Grant 
The grant request includes rehabilitating the existing structure. The proposed changes will 
facilitate the continued preservation of the structure, and are historically compatible.  Staff finds 
that the proposed foundation work meets the extraordinary circumstances criterion while the 
remainder of the proposed work is typical of a preservation project.  
 
Staff recommends the HPC recommend approval of a grant request of $103,000 ($5,000 
landmark incentive and $98,000 matching grant) by approving Resolution No.06, Series 2020. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Resolution No. 04, Series 2020 
2. Resolution No. 05, Series 2020 
3. Resolution No. 06, Series 2020 
4. Historic Preservation Application 
5. Social History Report 
6. Historic Structure Assessment 
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 1 

RESOLUTION NO. 04 
SERIES 2020 

 
A RESOLUTION MAKING FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING THE 

LANDMARK DESIGNATION FOR A HISTORICAL RESIDENTIAL STRUCTURE 
LOCATED AT 925 JEFFERSON AVENUE 

 
WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Historic Preservation 

Commission (HPC) an application requesting a landmark eligibility determination for a 
historical residential structure located on 925 Jefferson Avenue, on property legally described 
as Lots 6-7 of Block 11, Jefferson Place, Town of Louisville, 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 
15.36.050.A, establishing criteria for landmark designation; and 
 

WHEREAS, the HPC has held a properly noticed public hearing on the proposed 
landmark application; and 

 
WHEREAS, 925 Jefferson Avenue (Hamilton House) has social significance because 

it exemplifies the cultural, political, economic or social heritage of the community considering 
its association with families from a variety of ethnic groups; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Hamilton House has architectural significance because it is a 

vernacular structure that is representative of the built environment in late 19th century 
Louisville; and 

 
WHEREAS, the HPC finds that these and other characteristics specific to the Hamilton 

House have social and architectural significance as described in Section 15.36.050.A of the 
Louisville Municipal Code; and 

 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO: 
1. The application to landmark 925 Jefferson Avenue be approved for the 

following reasons: 
a. Architectural integrity of the vernacular structure. 
b. Association with Louisville’s heritage.  

2. The Historic Preservation Commission recommends the City Council 
approve the landmark incentive grant in the amount of $5,000. 

3. With the amendment that the structure be named the Hamilton House. 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this ______ day of _____________, 2020. 
 
 

______________________________ 
Lynda Haley, Chairperson 
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 1 

RESOLUTION NO. 04 
SERIES 2020 

 
A RESOLUTION RECOMENDING APPROVAL OF AN ALTERATION CERTIFICATE 

FOR THE HAMILTON HOUSE LOCATED AT 925 JEFFERSON AVENUE FOR 
EXTERIOR ALTERATIONS.  

 
WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Historic Preservation 

Commission (HPC) an application requesting an alteration certificate for a historic residential 
structure located on 925 Jefferson Avenue, on property legally described as Lots 6-7 of Block 
11, Jefferson Place, Town of Louisville, City of Louisville, State of Colorado; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City Staff and the HPC have reviewed the application and found that 

it complies with Chapter 15.36 of the Louisville Municipal Code, including Section 15.36.120, 
establishing criteria for alteration certificates; and 
 

WHEREAS, the HPC has held a properly noticed public hearing on the proposed 
alteration certificate on March 16, 2020, where evidence and testimony were entered into the 
record, including findings in the Louisville Historic Preservation Commission Staff Report dated 
March 16, 2020. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO: 
Does hereby recommend approval of the application for an alteration certificate for the 

Hamilton House as described in the staff report dated March 16, 2020, with the following 
conditions: 

The changes to the windows and door located on the façade will be eliminated.  
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this ______ day of _____________, 2020. 
 
 

______________________________ 
Lynda Haley, Chairperson 
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 1 

RESOLUTION NO. 06 
SERIES 2020 

 
A RESOLUTION MAKING FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING A 

PRESERVATION AND RESTORATION GRANT FOR THE HAMILTON HOUSE 
LOCATED AT 925 JEFFERSON AVENUE 

 
WHEREAS, there has been submitted to the Louisville Historic Preservation 

Commission (HPC) an application requesting a preservation and restoration grant for the 
DiSalvo House, a historic residential structure located at 925 Jefferson Avenue, on property 
legally described as Lots 6-7 of Block 11, Jefferson Place, Town of Louisville, 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 and restoration work being requested for the Hamilton 

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

improvements will assist in the preservation of the Hamilton House, which is to be 
landmarked by the City; 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF LOUISVILLE, COLORADO: 
 
1. The Historic Preservation Commission recommends the City Council 

approve the proposed Preservation and Restoration Grant application for 
the Hamilton House, in the amount of $98,000. 

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this ______ day of _____________, 2020. 

 
 

______________________________ 
Lynda Haley, Chairperson 
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Historic Preservation Fund 

Grant and Loan Application and Information 
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TYPE(S) OF APPLICATION 

 
1.  OWNER/APPLICANT INFORMATION 

2.  PROPERTY INFORMATION  

Historic Preservation Application 

✔

✔

✔
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3. REQUEST SUMMARY

4. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
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5.  DESCRIPTION OF REHABILITATION 

Name of Architectural Feature: 

Name of Architectural Feature: 

Name of Architectural Feature: 

Name of Architectural Feature: 
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Name of Architectural Feature: 

Name of Architectural Feature: 

Name of Architectural Feature: 

Name of Architectural Feature: 
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Name of Architectural Feature: 

Name of Architectural Feature: 

Name of Architectural Feature: 

Name of Architectural Feature: 
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6.  COST ESTIMATE OF PROPOSED WORK  
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7.  ADDITIONAL MATERIALS REQUIRED 

B
B
B

8.  ASSURANCES 
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BASIC PRESERVATION 

BUILDING RATING SYSTEM 
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PRESERVATION APPROACHES 

THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS 
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Estimate
Date

1/20/2020

Estimate

1361

Name/Address

Dickinson
925 Jefferson Ave
Louisville, CO 80027

PO Box 20743
Boulder, CO 80308

Phone #

7202917918

Fax #

720-685-8724

E-mail

accounting@petracustombuilders.com

Total

Description Total

Roof demo labor 1,050.00
Roof framing material 1,800.00
Roof framing and tie in labor 2,250.00
Roofing labor 3,000.00

$8,100.00
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Estimate
Date

1/20/2020

Estimate

1360

Name/Address

Dickinson
925 Jefferson Ave
Louisville, CO 80027

PO Box 20743
Boulder, CO 80308

Phone #

7202917918

Fax #

720-685-8724

E-mail

accounting@petracustombuilders.com

Total

Description Total

Floor framing and stabilization labor 7,200.00
Floor framing and stabilizing materials 1,300.00

$8,500.00
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Estimate
Date

1/20/2020

Estimate

1359

Name/Address

Dickinson
925 Jefferson Ave
Louisville, CO 80027

PO Box 20743
Boulder, CO 80308

Phone #

7202917918

Fax #

720-685-8724

E-mail

accounting@petracustombuilders.com

Total

Description Total

Deconstruct existing deck 1,800.00
Framing and handrail materials 8,500.00
Framing labor 10,500.00
Historical feature replication labor 750.00

$21,550.00
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Estimate
Date

1/20/2020

Estimate

1362

Name/Address

Dickinson
925 Jefferson Ave
Louisville, CO 80027

PO Box 20743
Boulder, CO 80308

Phone #

7202917918

Fax #

720-685-8724

E-mail

accounting@petracustombuilders.com

Total

Description Total

Build supportive structure around existing chimneys while house is lifted and returned 7,000.00

$7,000.00
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Proposal
Date

1/13/2020

Name / Address

Petra Custom Builders
Jimmy Moore

Steinley P lumbing & Heating Inc.

P.O. Box 468
Erie, CO  80516-0468
Phone# 303-828-0158
Fax#      303-828-4116

Job Name

925 Jefferson Ave.

Signature

Total

Description Total

Plumbing proposal based on bid set of plans.  The proposal includes a complete PVC waste &
vent system for items listed below, a complete pex/copper water piping system to items listed
below.  Gas piping system composed of black iron piping and gastite stainless piping to
appliances specified below.  All piping PVC, copper & gas will be pressure tested.  Steinley
Plumbing & Heating Inc. will install specified finish package; toilets, lavs, faucets, tub/shower
controls/trims, kitchen sink & components.  Any additional work, not specified to be written up
as a change order.

HISTORIC (Existing):
Kitchen Sink
Ice Maker Rough
Dishwasher Rough
Powder Bath-Toilet, lav
Bath #2 (3 Pc.)-Toilet, lav & tub/shower w/1 head/valve
Crawl space sewer mains
Crawl space water mains
Build water main (PVC/shutoff)
Hosebibs x2
Gas Pipe to: Furnace, Water heater & range
Insulate hot water mains 16,450.00

NEW ADDITION:
Laundry-Washer box
Master Bath (4 Pc.)-Toilet, lav, freestanding tub/floor filler & shower
Crawl space sewer mains
Crawl space water mains
Gas pipe to: New dining rm fireplace 11,550.00

Notes:
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Proposal
Date

1/13/2020

Name / Address

Petra Custom Builders
Jimmy Moore

Steinley P lumbing & Heating Inc.

P.O. Box 468
Erie, CO  80516-0468
Phone# 303-828-0158
Fax#      303-828-4116

Job Name

925 Jefferson Ave.

Signature

Total

Description Total

1) Fixture Budget  Historic $6000.00/New addition $2800.00

Options:
1) Tankless water heater installed-Budget # $6200.00
2) Direct Vent 50 gal. water heater installed-Budget # $3800.00
3) Crawl space water tie in for Studio water main-Budget # $375.00

STUDIO:
Kitchenette
Dishwasher rough
Ice maker rough
Studio Bath (3 Pc.)-Toilet, lav & shower w/1head/valve
Crawl space sewer
Crawl space water
Build water main/shutoff 8,325.00

Notes:
1) Studio Fixture Budget- $2500.

Option:
40 gal. Electric water heater-Budget # $1300.00

Page 2

_____________________________________

In the event Steinley Plumbing & Heating Inc. incurs any costs or expense in collection of
any of the sums due herein, Homeowner/ Contractor agrees to pay such costs of collection
including reasonable attorney's fees and interest at a rate of 2% per 30 days past due. 
Checks returned for any reason are subject to a $25.00 return item fee.

$36,325.00
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  925 Jefferson-Dickinson Residence (Historic only) 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Project Proposal 
Prepared For: Petra Custom Builder- Dickinson Residence 
Project Address: 925 Jefferson Ave. Louisville, CO 
Prepared By: Amanda Sinner, Nemesis Electric 
Date: November 14th, 2019 
Proposal Number: 925P01 (Historic and service portion only)  
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  925 Jefferson-Dickinson Residence (Historic only) 925 Je

SCOPE OF WORK  
 

 

Historic Remodel + Addition. Electrical prints were not provided.   

This bid includes all standard electrical equipment such as rough materials, wire, as well as, standard recessed cans, Decora plates, 
switches, and outlets. It also includes necessary code accommodations, such as carbon/smoke detectors, GFIC outlets, keyless lights, 
weather proof covers, etc. 

 
Historic Home built in 1905 has original cloth wiring. We will need to bring the home up to code. This will include removing all existing 
wiring and re-wiring the entire residence. We will also update the outlets, switches, GFICs, and carbon/smoke detectors.  $9,325 L&M 
 
We will be relocating and updating the electrical service, to code, as well as provide temporary power for the project.  $3,000 L&M 
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  925 Jefferson-Dickinson Residence (Historic only) 

 

 
PROPOSAL BUDGET 
 
Project Contractor: Petra Custom Builders   
Project Address: 925 Jefferson Ave. Louisville  
Phone: 720-291-7918 
Email: Estimator@PetraCustomBuilders.com 
 
 

Electrical Contract Bid 

We estimate this project will be $12,325.00. Please see scope of work for more information.  

Description  Price 

Historic Portion Only $ 9,325.  

Update service and temporary power (overhead) $ 3,000.  

 

Projected Total $
 
 
Petra Custom Builders,  
 
We know that you have options and we appreciate you considering Nemesis for your electrical project.  
 
 If you have any questions, concerns, or additional information, please let us know! 
 
Thank you,  
 

Nemesis Electric 
 

Info@NemesisElectric.com 
NemesisElectric.com 

157 Eagle Ave. 
Mead, CO 80542 
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RE: Site Specific EPA/HUD - 40 CFR 745.80 Subpart E Lead-Based Surface Coating 
Inspection at 925 Jefferson Ave, Louisville, CO 80027 (the Property) 

Site Address

Constructed 
Owner 

Owner Address

Weecycle Job Number 
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Hazards A-C: 
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Re: PLM analysis for 925 Jefferson Ave, Louisville, CO 80027 (the property) – Limited 
Survey
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November 20, 2019

Weecycle Environmental Consulting, Inc
1208 Commerce Court, 5B
Lafayette, CO 80026

CLIENT PROJECT: 925 Jefferson Ave, Louiseville, CO, 80027, 19-16918
CEI LAB CODE: A1919313

Dear Customer:

Enclosed are asbestos analysis results for PLM Bulk samples received at our laboratory on
November 15, 2019. The samples were analyzed for asbestos using polarizing light
microscopy (PLM) per the EPA 600 Method.

Sample results containing >1% asbestos are considered asbestos-containing materials
(ACMs) per EPA regulatory requirements. The detection limit for the EPA 600 Method is <1%
asbestos by weight as determined by visual estimation.

Thank you for your business and we look forward to continuing good relations.

730 SE Maynard Road • Cary, NC 27511 • 919.481.1413

Tianbao Bai, Ph.D., CIH
Laboratory Director

Kind Regards,
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ASBESTOS ANALYTICAL REPORT
By: Polarized Light Microscopy

Prepared for

Weecycle Environmental Consulting, Inc

CLIENT PROJECT:

LAB CODE:

TEST METHOD: EPA 600 / R93 / 116 and EPA 600 / M4-82 / 020

REPORT DATE:

TOTAL SAMPLES ANALYZED:

# SAMPLES >1% ASBESTOS:

925 Jefferson Ave, Louiseville, CO, 80027, 19-16918

A1919313

53

24

11/20/19
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Asbestos Report Summary
By: POLARIZING LIGHT MICROSCOPY

PROJECT: 925 Jefferson Ave, Louiseville, CO,
80027, 19-16918

LAB CODE: A1919313

Client ID Lab ID Color Sample Description
ASBESTOS

%Layer

METHOD: EPA 600 / R93 / 116 and EPA 600 / M4-82 / 020

Layer 1 A272650 Light Blue,Tan Texture ChrysotileDTP1-1 3%
Layer 2 A272650 White Drywall None Detected

Layer 1 A272651 Light Blue,Tan Texture ChrysotileDTP1-2 3%
Layer 2 A272651 White Plaster Skim Coat None Detected

Layer 3 A272651 Gray Plaster Base Coat None Detected

Layer 1 A272652A Light Blue,Tan Texture ChrysotileDTP1-3 3%
Layer 2 A272652A White,Off-white Drywall/Mud Chrysotile <1%

A272652B White Plaster Skim Coat None Detected

Layer 1 A272653A Light Blue,Tan Texture ChrysotileDTP1-4 3%
Layer 2 A272653A White Drywall None Detected

Layer 1 A272653B White Plaster Skim Coat None Detected

Layer 2 A272653B Gray Plaster Base Coat None Detected

Layer 1 A272654 White,Pink Texture None DetectedDTP1-5

Layer 2 A272654 White Plaster Skim Coat None Detected

Layer 3 A272654 Gray Plaster Base Coat None Detected

Layer 1 A272655A Light Blue,Tan Texture ChrysotileDTP2-6 3%
Layer 2 A272655A White Drywall None Detected

Layer 1 A272655B White Plaster Skim Coat None Detected

Layer 2 A272655B Gray Plaster Base Coat None Detected

Layer 1 A272656A White,Gray Texture ChrysotileDTP2-7 3%
Layer 2 A272656A White Drywall None Detected

Layer 1 A272656B White Plaster Skim Coat None Detected

Layer 2 A272656B Gray Plaster Base Coat None Detected

Layer 1 A272657A Tan,Green Texture ChrysotileDTP2-8 3%
Layer 2 A272657A White Drywall None Detected

Layer 1 A272657B White Plaster Skim Coat None Detected

Layer 2 A272657B Gray Plaster Base Coat None Detected

Layer 1 A272658A White,Gray Texture ChrysotileDTP3-9 3%
Layer 2 A272658A White Drywall None Detected

Layer 1 A272658B White Plaster Skim Coat None Detected

Layer 2 A272658B Gray Plaster Base Coat None Detected

Page 1 of 5
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Asbestos Report Summary
By: POLARIZING LIGHT MICROSCOPY

PROJECT: 925 Jefferson Ave, Louiseville, CO,
80027, 19-16918

LAB CODE: A1919313

Client ID Lab ID Color Sample Description
ASBESTOS

%Layer

METHOD: EPA 600 / R93 / 116 and EPA 600 / M4-82 / 020

Layer 1 A272659A White,Gray Texture ChrysotileDTP3-10 3%
Layer 2 A272659A White Drywall None Detected

Layer 1 A272659B White Plaster Skim Coat None Detected

Layer 2 A272659B Gray Plaster Base Coat None Detected

Layer 1 A272660A White,Gray Texture ChrysotileDTP3-11 3%
Layer 2 A272660A White Drywall None Detected

Layer 1 A272660B White Plaster Skim Coat None Detected

Layer 2 A272660B Gray Plaster Base Coat None Detected

Layer 1 A272661A Gray,Blue Texture ChrysotileDTP4-12 3%
Layer 2 A272661A White Drywall None Detected

Layer 1 A272661B White Plaster Skim Coat None Detected

Layer 2 A272661B Gray Plaster Base Coat None Detected

Layer 1 A272662A Gray,Blue Texture ChrysotileDTP4-13 3%
Layer 2 A272662A White Drywall None Detected

Layer 1 A272662B White Plaster Skim Coat None Detected

Layer 2 A272662B Gray Plaster Base Coat None Detected

Layer 1 A272663A Gray,Blue Texture ChrysotileDTP4-14 3%
Layer 2 A272663A White Drywall None Detected

Layer 1 A272663B White Plaster Skim Coat None Detected

Layer 2 A272663B Gray Plaster Base Coat None Detected

Layer 1 A272664 White,Pink Texture ChrysotileDT1-15 3%
Layer 2 A272664 White Drywall None Detected

Layer 1 A272665 Tan,Pink Texture ChrysotileDT1-16 3%
Layer 2 A272665 White Drywall None Detected

Layer 1 A272666 Pink Texture ChrysotileDT1-17 3%
Layer 2 A272666 White Drywall None Detected

Layer 1 A272667 White Texture None DetectedDT2-18

Layer 2 A272667 White Drywall None Detected

Layer 1 A272668 White Texture None DetectedDT2-19

Layer 2 A272668 White Drywall None Detected

Layer 1 A272669 White Texture None DetectedDT2-20

Page 2 of 5
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Asbestos Report Summary
By: POLARIZING LIGHT MICROSCOPY

PROJECT: 925 Jefferson Ave, Louiseville, CO,
80027, 19-16918

LAB CODE: A1919313

Client ID Lab ID Color Sample Description
ASBESTOS

%Layer

METHOD: EPA 600 / R93 / 116 and EPA 600 / M4-82 / 020

Layer 2 A272669 Green,Off-white Texture Chrysotile 3%
Layer 1 A272670 Gray,Off-white Texture ChrysotileDT3-21 2%
Layer 2 A272670 White Drywall None Detected

Layer 1 A272671 Gray,Off-white Texture ChrysotileDT3-22 2%
Layer 2 A272671 White Drywall None Detected

Layer 1 A272672 Gray,Off-white Texture ChrysotileDT3-23 2%
Layer 2 A272672 White Drywall None Detected

Layer 1 A272673 Pink,White Texture None DetectedDT4-24

Layer 2 A272673 White Drywall None Detected

Layer 1 A272674 Pink,White Texture None DetectedDT4-25

Layer 2 A272674 White Drywall None Detected

Layer 1 A272675 Pink,White Texture None DetectedDT4-26

Layer 2 A272675 White Drywall None Detected

Layer 1 A272676 Gray,Tan Wallpaper None DetectedWA1-27

Layer 2 A272676 Gray,White Drywall/Mud Chrysotile <1%

A272677 Gray,Tan Wallpaper None DetectedWA1-28

Layer 1 A272678A White,Green Wallpaper None DetectedPWA1-29

Layer 2 A272678A Pink,White Drywall/Mud Chrysotile <1%

Layer 1 A272678B White Plaster Skim Coat None Detected

Layer 2 A272678B Gray Plaster Base Coat None Detected

Layer 1 A272679A White,Green Wallpaper None DetectedPWA1-30

Layer 2 A272679A Pink,White Drywall/Mud Chrysotile <1%

Layer 1 A272679B White Plaster Skim Coat None Detected

Layer 2 A272679B Gray Plaster Base Coat None Detected

Layer 1 A272680A White,Green Wallpaper None DetectedPWA1-31

Layer 2 A272680A Pink,White Drywall/Mud Chrysotile <1%

Layer 1 A272680B White Plaster Skim Coat None Detected

Layer 2 A272680B Gray Plaster Base Coat None Detected

Layer 1 A272681 White,Green Wallpaper None DetectedWA2-32

Layer 2 A272681 Off-white Mud None Detected

Layer 1 A272682 White,Green Wallpaper None DetectedWA2-33

Page 3 of 5
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Asbestos Report Summary
By: POLARIZING LIGHT MICROSCOPY

PROJECT: 925 Jefferson Ave, Louiseville, CO,
80027, 19-16918

LAB CODE: A1919313

Client ID Lab ID Color Sample Description
ASBESTOS

%Layer

METHOD: EPA 600 / R93 / 116 and EPA 600 / M4-82 / 020

Layer 2 A272682 Pink Mud Chrysotile 2%
Layer 3 A272682 Green Mud Chrysotile 2%

A272683 Beige,Black Sheet Vinyl None DetectedSF1-34

A272684 Beige,Black Sheet Vinyl None DetectedSF1-35

A272685A White,Beige Sheet Vinyl None DetectedSF2-36

A272685B Tan Mastic None Detected

A272686A White,Beige Sheet Vinyl None DetectedSF2-37

A272686B Tan Mastic None Detected

A272687A White,Beige Sheet Vinyl None DetectedSF3-38

A272687B Tan Mastic None Detected

A272688A White,Beige Sheet Vinyl None DetectedSF3-39

A272688B Tan Mastic None Detected

A272689 Gray,Beige Sheet Vinyl None DetectedSF4-40

A272690 Gray,Beige Sheet Vinyl None DetectedSF4-41

A272691 Tan,Black Sheet Vinyl None DetectedSF5-42

A272692 Tan,Black Sheet Vinyl None DetectedSF5-43

A272693 Tan,Off-white Drywall/Joint Compound ChrysotileJC-44 <1%

A272694 Pink,Off-white Drywall/Joint Compound ChrysotileJC-45 <1%

A272695 Tan,Green Drywall/Joint Compound ChrysotileJC-46 <1%

A272696 Off-white,Gray Drywall/Joint Compound ChrysotileJC-47 <1%

Layer 1 A272697 Tan Mastic None DetectedSF6-48

Layer 2 A272697 Tan,Black Sheet Vinyl None Detected

Layer 1 A272698 Tan Mastic None DetectedSF6-49

Layer 2 A272698 Tan,Black Sheet Vinyl None Detected

A272699 Off-white Insulation ChrysotileAB1-50 65%
A272700 Off-white Insulation ChrysotileAB1-51 65%

Layer 1 A272701 Brown Insulation None DetectedINS1-52

Layer 2 A272701 Gray Insulation None Detected

Layer 1 A272702 Brown Insulation None DetectedINS1-53

Layer 2 A272702 Gray Insulation None Detected

Page 4 of 5
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ASBESTOS BULK ANALYSIS
By: POLARIZING LIGHT MICROSCOPY

Lab Code: A1919313
Date Received: 11-15-19
Date Analyzed: 11-19-19
Date Reported: 11-20-19

Client ID
Lab ID

Lab
Attributes

Lab
Description

ASBESTOS
%

ASBESTOS BULK PLM, EPA 600 METHOD
NON-ASBESTOS COMPONENTS

Non-Fibrous

Client: Weecycle Environmental Consulting, Inc
1208 Commerce Court, 5B
Lafayette, CO 80026

Project: 925 Jefferson Ave, Louiseville, CO, 80027, 19-16918

Fibrous

Light Blue,Tan
DTP1-1

A272650

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

30%
60%
7%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

3% Chrysotile
Layer 1

Texture

White
Drywall

A272650
13%
2%

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

85%Cellulose
Fiberglass

Gypsum None DetectedLayer 2

Light Blue,Tan
DTP1-2

A272651

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

30%
60%
7%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

3% Chrysotile
Layer 1

Texture

White
Plaster Skim Coat

A272651
Heterogeneous

Non-fibrous
Bound

25%
70%
5%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

None DetectedLayer 2

Gray
Plaster Base Coat

A272651
<1%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

65%
35%

Cellulose Silicates
Binder

None DetectedLayer 3

Light Blue,Tan
DTP1-3

A272652A

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

30%
60%
7%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

3% Chrysotile
Layer 1

Texture

White,Off-white
Drywall/Mud

A272652A
13%
2%

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

Lab Notes: 2% Chrysotile found in mud. Sample contains 5% mud. Composite contains 0.1% Chysotile overall

80%
5%

Cellulose
Fiberglass

Gypsum
Calc Carb

<1% ChrysotileLayer 2

Page 1 of 19
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ASBESTOS BULK ANALYSIS
By: POLARIZING LIGHT MICROSCOPY

Lab Code: A1919313
Date Received: 11-15-19
Date Analyzed: 11-19-19
Date Reported: 11-20-19

Client ID
Lab ID

Lab
Attributes

Lab
Description

ASBESTOS
%

ASBESTOS BULK PLM, EPA 600 METHOD
NON-ASBESTOS COMPONENTS

Non-Fibrous

Client: Weecycle Environmental Consulting, Inc
1208 Commerce Court, 5B
Lafayette, CO 80026

Project: 925 Jefferson Ave, Louiseville, CO, 80027, 19-16918

Fibrous

White
Plaster Skim CoatA272652B Heterogeneous

Non-fibrous
Bound

25%
70%
5%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

None Detected

Light Blue,Tan
DTP1-4

A272653A

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

30%
60%
7%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

3% Chrysotile
Layer 1

Texture

White
Drywall

A272653A
13%
2%

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

85%Cellulose
Fiberglass

Gypsum None DetectedLayer 2

White
Plaster Skim Coat

A272653B
Heterogeneous

Non-fibrous
Bound

25%
70%
5%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

None DetectedLayer 1

Gray
Plaster Base Coat

A272653B
<1%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

65%
35%

Cellulose Silicates
Binder

None DetectedLayer 2

White,Pink
DTP1-5

A272654

2%Heterogeneous

Non-fibrous
Bound

23%
70%
5%

Talc Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

None Detected
Layer 1

Texture

White
Plaster Skim Coat

A272654
Heterogeneous

Non-fibrous
Bound

25%
70%
5%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

None DetectedLayer 2

Page 2 of 19
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ASBESTOS BULK ANALYSIS
By: POLARIZING LIGHT MICROSCOPY

Lab Code: A1919313
Date Received: 11-15-19
Date Analyzed: 11-19-19
Date Reported: 11-20-19

Client ID
Lab ID

Lab
Attributes

Lab
Description

ASBESTOS
%

ASBESTOS BULK PLM, EPA 600 METHOD
NON-ASBESTOS COMPONENTS

Non-Fibrous

Client: Weecycle Environmental Consulting, Inc
1208 Commerce Court, 5B
Lafayette, CO 80026

Project: 925 Jefferson Ave, Louiseville, CO, 80027, 19-16918

Fibrous

Gray
Plaster Base Coat

A272654
<1%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

65%
35%

Cellulose Silicates
Binder

None DetectedLayer 3

Light Blue,Tan
DTP2-6

A272655A

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

30%
60%
7%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

3% Chrysotile
Layer 1

Texture

White
Drywall

A272655A
13%
2%

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

85%Cellulose
Fiberglass

Gypsum None DetectedLayer 2

White
Plaster Skim Coat

A272655B
Heterogeneous

Non-fibrous
Bound

25%
70%
5%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

None DetectedLayer 1

Gray
Plaster Base Coat

A272655B
<1%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

65%
35%

Cellulose Silicates
Binder

None DetectedLayer 2

White,Gray
DTP2-7

A272656A

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

30%
60%
7%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

3% Chrysotile
Layer 1

Texture

White
Drywall

A272656A
13%
2%

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

85%Cellulose
Fiberglass

Gypsum None DetectedLayer 2

Page 3 of 19
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ASBESTOS BULK ANALYSIS
By: POLARIZING LIGHT MICROSCOPY

Lab Code: A1919313
Date Received: 11-15-19
Date Analyzed: 11-19-19
Date Reported: 11-20-19

Client ID
Lab ID

Lab
Attributes

Lab
Description

ASBESTOS
%

ASBESTOS BULK PLM, EPA 600 METHOD
NON-ASBESTOS COMPONENTS

Non-Fibrous

Client: Weecycle Environmental Consulting, Inc
1208 Commerce Court, 5B
Lafayette, CO 80026

Project: 925 Jefferson Ave, Louiseville, CO, 80027, 19-16918

Fibrous

White
Plaster Skim Coat

A272656B
Heterogeneous

Non-fibrous
Bound

25%
70%
5%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

None DetectedLayer 1

Gray
Plaster Base Coat

A272656B
<1%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

65%
35%

Cellulose Silicates
Binder

None DetectedLayer 2

Tan,Green
DTP2-8

A272657A

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

30%
60%
7%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

3% Chrysotile
Layer 1

Texture

White
Drywall

A272657A
13%
2%

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

85%Cellulose
Fiberglass

Gypsum None DetectedLayer 2

White
Plaster Skim Coat

A272657B
Heterogeneous

Non-fibrous
Bound

25%
70%
5%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

None DetectedLayer 1

Gray
Plaster Base Coat

A272657B
<1%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

65%
35%

Cellulose Silicates
Binder

None DetectedLayer 2

White,Gray
DTP3-9

A272658A

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

30%
60%
7%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

3% Chrysotile
Layer 1

Texture

Page 4 of 19
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ASBESTOS BULK ANALYSIS
By: POLARIZING LIGHT MICROSCOPY

Lab Code: A1919313
Date Received: 11-15-19
Date Analyzed: 11-19-19
Date Reported: 11-20-19

Client ID
Lab ID

Lab
Attributes

Lab
Description

ASBESTOS
%

ASBESTOS BULK PLM, EPA 600 METHOD
NON-ASBESTOS COMPONENTS

Non-Fibrous

Client: Weecycle Environmental Consulting, Inc
1208 Commerce Court, 5B
Lafayette, CO 80026

Project: 925 Jefferson Ave, Louiseville, CO, 80027, 19-16918

Fibrous

White
Drywall

A272658A
13%
2%

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

85%Cellulose
Fiberglass

Gypsum None DetectedLayer 2

White
Plaster Skim Coat

A272658B
Heterogeneous

Non-fibrous
Bound

25%
70%
5%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

None DetectedLayer 1

Gray
Plaster Base Coat

A272658B
<1%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

65%
35%

Cellulose Silicates
Binder

None DetectedLayer 2

White,Gray
DTP3-10

A272659A

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

30%
60%
7%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

3% Chrysotile
Layer 1

Texture

White
Drywall

A272659A
13%
2%

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

85%Cellulose
Fiberglass

Gypsum None DetectedLayer 2

White
Plaster Skim Coat

A272659B
Heterogeneous

Non-fibrous
Bound

25%
70%
5%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

None DetectedLayer 1

Gray
Plaster Base Coat

A272659B
<1%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

65%
35%

Cellulose Silicates
Binder

None DetectedLayer 2
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ASBESTOS BULK ANALYSIS
By: POLARIZING LIGHT MICROSCOPY

Lab Code: A1919313
Date Received: 11-15-19
Date Analyzed: 11-19-19
Date Reported: 11-20-19

Client ID
Lab ID

Lab
Attributes

Lab
Description

ASBESTOS
%

ASBESTOS BULK PLM, EPA 600 METHOD
NON-ASBESTOS COMPONENTS

Non-Fibrous

Client: Weecycle Environmental Consulting, Inc
1208 Commerce Court, 5B
Lafayette, CO 80026

Project: 925 Jefferson Ave, Louiseville, CO, 80027, 19-16918

Fibrous

White,Gray
DTP3-11

A272660A

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

30%
60%
7%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

3% Chrysotile
Layer 1

Texture

White
Drywall

A272660A
13%
2%

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

85%Cellulose
Fiberglass

Gypsum None DetectedLayer 2

White
Plaster Skim Coat

A272660B
Heterogeneous

Non-fibrous
Bound

25%
70%
5%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

None DetectedLayer 1

Gray
Plaster Base Coat

A272660B
<1%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

65%
35%

Cellulose Silicates
Binder

None DetectedLayer 2

Gray,Blue
DTP4-12

A272661A

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

30%
60%
7%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

3% Chrysotile
Layer 1

Texture

White
Drywall

A272661A
13%
2%

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

85%Cellulose
Fiberglass

Gypsum None DetectedLayer 2

White
Plaster Skim Coat

A272661B
Heterogeneous

Non-fibrous
Bound

25%
70%
5%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

None DetectedLayer 1
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ASBESTOS BULK ANALYSIS
By: POLARIZING LIGHT MICROSCOPY

Lab Code: A1919313
Date Received: 11-15-19
Date Analyzed: 11-19-19
Date Reported: 11-20-19

Client ID
Lab ID

Lab
Attributes

Lab
Description

ASBESTOS
%

ASBESTOS BULK PLM, EPA 600 METHOD
NON-ASBESTOS COMPONENTS

Non-Fibrous

Client: Weecycle Environmental Consulting, Inc
1208 Commerce Court, 5B
Lafayette, CO 80026

Project: 925 Jefferson Ave, Louiseville, CO, 80027, 19-16918

Fibrous

Gray
Plaster Base Coat

A272661B
<1%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

65%
35%

Cellulose Silicates
Binder

None DetectedLayer 2

Gray,Blue
DTP4-13

A272662A

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

30%
60%
7%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

3% Chrysotile
Layer 1

Texture

White
Drywall

A272662A
13%
2%

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

85%Cellulose
Fiberglass

Gypsum None DetectedLayer 2

White
Plaster Skim Coat

A272662B
Heterogeneous

Non-fibrous
Bound

25%
70%
5%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

None DetectedLayer 1

Gray
Plaster Base Coat

A272662B
<1%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

65%
35%

Cellulose Silicates
Binder

None DetectedLayer 2

Gray,Blue
DTP4-14

A272663A

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

30%
60%
7%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

3% Chrysotile
Layer 1

Texture

White
Drywall

A272663A
13%
2%

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

85%Cellulose
Fiberglass

Gypsum None DetectedLayer 2
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ASBESTOS BULK ANALYSIS
By: POLARIZING LIGHT MICROSCOPY

Lab Code: A1919313
Date Received: 11-15-19
Date Analyzed: 11-19-19
Date Reported: 11-20-19

Client ID
Lab ID

Lab
Attributes

Lab
Description

ASBESTOS
%

ASBESTOS BULK PLM, EPA 600 METHOD
NON-ASBESTOS COMPONENTS

Non-Fibrous

Client: Weecycle Environmental Consulting, Inc
1208 Commerce Court, 5B
Lafayette, CO 80026

Project: 925 Jefferson Ave, Louiseville, CO, 80027, 19-16918

Fibrous

White
Plaster Skim Coat

A272663B
Heterogeneous

Non-fibrous
Bound

25%
70%
5%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

None DetectedLayer 1

Gray
Plaster Base Coat

A272663B
<1%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

65%
35%

Cellulose Silicates
Binder

None DetectedLayer 2

White,Pink
DT1-15

A272664

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

30%
60%
7%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

3% Chrysotile
Layer 1

Texture

White
Drywall

A272664
13%
2%

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

85%Cellulose
Fiberglass

Gypsum None DetectedLayer 2

Tan,Pink
DT1-16

A272665

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

30%
60%
7%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

3% Chrysotile
Layer 1

Texture

White
Drywall

A272665
13%
2%

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

85%Cellulose
Fiberglass

Gypsum None DetectedLayer 2

Pink
DT1-17

A272666

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

30%
60%
7%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

3% Chrysotile
Layer 1

Texture
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ASBESTOS BULK ANALYSIS
By: POLARIZING LIGHT MICROSCOPY

Lab Code: A1919313
Date Received: 11-15-19
Date Analyzed: 11-19-19
Date Reported: 11-20-19

Client ID
Lab ID

Lab
Attributes

Lab
Description

ASBESTOS
%

ASBESTOS BULK PLM, EPA 600 METHOD
NON-ASBESTOS COMPONENTS

Non-Fibrous

Client: Weecycle Environmental Consulting, Inc
1208 Commerce Court, 5B
Lafayette, CO 80026

Project: 925 Jefferson Ave, Louiseville, CO, 80027, 19-16918

Fibrous

White
Drywall

A272666
13%
2%

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

85%Cellulose
Fiberglass

Gypsum None DetectedLayer 2

White
DT2-18

A272667

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

30%
65%
5%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

None Detected
Layer 1

Texture

White
Drywall

A272667
13%
2%

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

85%Cellulose
Fiberglass

Gypsum None DetectedLayer 2

White
DT2-19

A272668

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

30%
65%
5%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

None Detected
Layer 1

Texture

White
Drywall

A272668
13%
2%

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

85%Cellulose
Fiberglass

Gypsum None DetectedLayer 2

White
DT2-20

A272669

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

30%
65%
5%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

None Detected
Layer 1

Texture

Green,Off-white
Texture

A272669
Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

30%
60%
7%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

3% ChrysotileLayer 2
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ASBESTOS BULK ANALYSIS
By: POLARIZING LIGHT MICROSCOPY

Lab Code: A1919313
Date Received: 11-15-19
Date Analyzed: 11-19-19
Date Reported: 11-20-19

Client ID
Lab ID

Lab
Attributes

Lab
Description

ASBESTOS
%

ASBESTOS BULK PLM, EPA 600 METHOD
NON-ASBESTOS COMPONENTS

Non-Fibrous

Client: Weecycle Environmental Consulting, Inc
1208 Commerce Court, 5B
Lafayette, CO 80026

Project: 925 Jefferson Ave, Louiseville, CO, 80027, 19-16918

Fibrous

Gray,Off-white
DT3-21

A272670

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

30%
63%
5%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

2% Chrysotile
Layer 1

Texture

White
Drywall

A272670
15%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

85%Cellulose Gypsum None DetectedLayer 2

Gray,Off-white
DT3-22

A272671

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

30%
63%
5%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

2% Chrysotile
Layer 1

Texture

White
Drywall

A272671
15%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

85%Cellulose Gypsum None DetectedLayer 2

Gray,Off-white
DT3-23

A272672

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

30%
63%
5%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

2% Chrysotile
Layer 1

Texture

White
Drywall

A272672
15%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

85%Cellulose Gypsum None DetectedLayer 2

Pink,White
DT4-24

A272673

2%Heterogeneous

Non-fibrous
Bound

30%
63%
5%

Talc Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

None Detected
Layer 1

Texture
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ASBESTOS BULK ANALYSIS
By: POLARIZING LIGHT MICROSCOPY

Lab Code: A1919313
Date Received: 11-15-19
Date Analyzed: 11-19-19
Date Reported: 11-20-19

Client ID
Lab ID

Lab
Attributes

Lab
Description

ASBESTOS
%

ASBESTOS BULK PLM, EPA 600 METHOD
NON-ASBESTOS COMPONENTS

Non-Fibrous

Client: Weecycle Environmental Consulting, Inc
1208 Commerce Court, 5B
Lafayette, CO 80026

Project: 925 Jefferson Ave, Louiseville, CO, 80027, 19-16918

Fibrous

White
Drywall

A272673
15%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

85%Cellulose Gypsum None DetectedLayer 2

Pink,White
DT4-25

A272674

2%Heterogeneous

Non-fibrous
Bound

30%
63%
5%

Talc Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

None Detected
Layer 1

Texture

White
Drywall

A272674
15%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

85%Cellulose Gypsum None DetectedLayer 2

Pink,White
DT4-26

A272675

2%Heterogeneous

Non-fibrous
Bound

30%
63%
5%

Talc Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

None Detected
Layer 1

Texture

White
Drywall

A272675
15%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

85%Cellulose Gypsum None DetectedLayer 2

Gray,Tan
WA1-27

A272676

80%Heterogeneous

Non-fibrous
Bound

15%
5%

Cellulose Paint
Vinyl

None Detected
Layer 1

Wallpaper

Gray,White
Drywall/Mud

A272676
15%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

Lab Notes: 2% Chrysotile found in mud. Sample contains 5% mud, composite contains 0.1% Chrysotile overall.

75%
5%
5%

Cellulose Gypsum
Calc Carb
Vinyl

<1% ChrysotileLayer 2
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ASBESTOS BULK ANALYSIS
By: POLARIZING LIGHT MICROSCOPY

Lab Code: A1919313
Date Received: 11-15-19
Date Analyzed: 11-19-19
Date Reported: 11-20-19

Client ID
Lab ID

Lab
Attributes

Lab
Description

ASBESTOS
%

ASBESTOS BULK PLM, EPA 600 METHOD
NON-ASBESTOS COMPONENTS

Non-Fibrous

Client: Weecycle Environmental Consulting, Inc
1208 Commerce Court, 5B
Lafayette, CO 80026

Project: 925 Jefferson Ave, Louiseville, CO, 80027, 19-16918

Fibrous

Gray,Tan
WallpaperWA1-28

A272677
80%Heterogeneous

Non-fibrous
Bound

15%
5%

Cellulose Paint
Vinyl

None Detected

White,Green
PWA1-29

A272678A

85%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

15%Cellulose Paint None Detected
Layer 1

Wallpaper

Pink,White
Drywall/Mud

A272678A
15%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

Lab Notes: Pink and green mud present. 2% Chrysotile found in both muds. Sample contains 5% mud, composite
contains 0.1% Chrysotile overall.

75%
5%
5%

Cellulose Gypsum
Calc Carb
Paint

<1% ChrysotileLayer 2

White
Plaster Skim Coat

A272678B
Heterogeneous

Non-fibrous
Bound

25%
70%
5%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

None DetectedLayer 1

Gray
Plaster Base Coat

A272678B
<1%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

65%
35%

Cellulose Silicates
Binder

None DetectedLayer 2

White,Green
PWA1-30

A272679A

85%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

15%Cellulose Paint None Detected
Layer 1

Wallpaper
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ASBESTOS BULK ANALYSIS
By: POLARIZING LIGHT MICROSCOPY

Lab Code: A1919313
Date Received: 11-15-19
Date Analyzed: 11-19-19
Date Reported: 11-20-19

Client ID
Lab ID

Lab
Attributes

Lab
Description

ASBESTOS
%

ASBESTOS BULK PLM, EPA 600 METHOD
NON-ASBESTOS COMPONENTS

Non-Fibrous

Client: Weecycle Environmental Consulting, Inc
1208 Commerce Court, 5B
Lafayette, CO 80026

Project: 925 Jefferson Ave, Louiseville, CO, 80027, 19-16918

Fibrous

Pink,White
Drywall/Mud

A272679A
15%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

Lab Notes: Pink and green mud present. 2% Chrysotile found in both muds. Sample contains 5% mud, composite
contains 0.1% Chrysotile overall.

75%
5%
5%

Cellulose Gypsum
Calc Carb
Paint

<1% ChrysotileLayer 2

White
Plaster Skim Coat

A272679B
Heterogeneous

Non-fibrous
Bound

25%
70%
5%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

None DetectedLayer 1

Gray
Plaster Base Coat

A272679B
<1%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

65%
35%

Cellulose Silicates
Binder

None DetectedLayer 2

White,Green
PWA1-31

A272680A

85%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

15%Cellulose Paint None Detected
Layer 1

Wallpaper

Pink,White
Drywall/Mud

A272680A
15%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

Lab Notes: Pink and green mud present. 2% Chrysotile found in both muds. Sample contains 5% mud, composite
contains 0.1% Chrysotile overall.

75%
5%
5%

Cellulose Gypsum
Calc Carb
Paint

<1% ChrysotileLayer 2

White
Plaster Skim Coat

A272680B
Heterogeneous

Non-fibrous
Bound

25%
70%
5%

Calc Carb
Binder
Paint

None DetectedLayer 1
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ASBESTOS BULK ANALYSIS
By: POLARIZING LIGHT MICROSCOPY

Lab Code: A1919313
Date Received: 11-15-19
Date Analyzed: 11-19-19
Date Reported: 11-20-19

Client ID
Lab ID

Lab
Attributes

Lab
Description

ASBESTOS
%

ASBESTOS BULK PLM, EPA 600 METHOD
NON-ASBESTOS COMPONENTS

Non-Fibrous

Client: Weecycle Environmental Consulting, Inc
1208 Commerce Court, 5B
Lafayette, CO 80026

Project: 925 Jefferson Ave, Louiseville, CO, 80027, 19-16918

Fibrous

Gray
Plaster Base Coat

A272680B
<1%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

65%
35%

Cellulose Silicates
Binder

None DetectedLayer 2

White,Green
WA2-32

A272681

85%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

15%Cellulose Paint None Detected
Layer 1

Wallpaper

Off-white
Mud

A272681
<1%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

35%
65%

Cellulose Calc Carb
Binder

None DetectedLayer 2

White,Green
WA2-33

A272682

85%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

15%Cellulose Paint None Detected
Layer 1

Wallpaper

Pink
Mud

A272682
<1%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

35%
63%

Cellulose Calc Carb
Binder

2% ChrysotileLayer 2

Green
Mud

A272682
<1%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

35%
63%

Cellulose Calc Carb
Binder

2% ChrysotileLayer 3

Beige,Black
Sheet VinylSF1-34

A272683
65%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

20%
15%

Cellulose Vinyl
Tar

None Detected
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ASBESTOS BULK ANALYSIS
By: POLARIZING LIGHT MICROSCOPY

Lab Code: A1919313
Date Received: 11-15-19
Date Analyzed: 11-19-19
Date Reported: 11-20-19

Client ID
Lab ID

Lab
Attributes

Lab
Description

ASBESTOS
%

ASBESTOS BULK PLM, EPA 600 METHOD
NON-ASBESTOS COMPONENTS

Non-Fibrous

Client: Weecycle Environmental Consulting, Inc
1208 Commerce Court, 5B
Lafayette, CO 80026

Project: 925 Jefferson Ave, Louiseville, CO, 80027, 19-16918

Fibrous

Beige,Black
Sheet VinylSF1-35

A272684
65%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

20%
15%

Cellulose Vinyl
Tar

None Detected

White,Beige
Sheet VinylSF2-36

A272685A
25%
5%

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

50%
20%

Cellulose
Fiberglass

Vinyl
Binder

None Detected

Tan
MasticA272685B 2%Homogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

98%Cellulose Mastic None Detected

White,Beige
Sheet VinylSF2-37

A272686A
25%
5%

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

50%
20%

Cellulose
Fiberglass

Vinyl
Binder

None Detected

Tan
MasticA272686B 2%Homogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

98%Cellulose Mastic None Detected

White,Beige
Sheet VinylSF3-38

A272687A
25%
5%

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

50%
20%

Cellulose
Fiberglass

Vinyl
Binder

None Detected

Tan
MasticA272687B 5%Homogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

95%Cellulose Mastic None Detected
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ASBESTOS BULK ANALYSIS
By: POLARIZING LIGHT MICROSCOPY

Lab Code: A1919313
Date Received: 11-15-19
Date Analyzed: 11-19-19
Date Reported: 11-20-19

Client ID
Lab ID

Lab
Attributes

Lab
Description

ASBESTOS
%

ASBESTOS BULK PLM, EPA 600 METHOD
NON-ASBESTOS COMPONENTS

Non-Fibrous

Client: Weecycle Environmental Consulting, Inc
1208 Commerce Court, 5B
Lafayette, CO 80026

Project: 925 Jefferson Ave, Louiseville, CO, 80027, 19-16918

Fibrous

White,Beige
Sheet VinylSF3-39

A272688A
25%
5%

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

50%
20%

Cellulose
Fiberglass

Vinyl
Binder

None Detected

Tan
MasticA272688B 5%Homogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

95%Cellulose Mastic None Detected

Gray,Beige
Sheet VinylSF4-40

A272689
50%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

35%
15%

Cellulose Vinyl
Tar

None Detected

Gray,Beige
Sheet VinylSF4-41

A272690
50%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

35%
15%

Cellulose Vinyl
Tar

None Detected

Tan,Black
Sheet VinylSF5-42

A272691
50%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

35%
15%

Cellulose Vinyl
Tar

None Detected

Tan,Black
Sheet VinylSF5-43

A272692
50%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

35%
15%

Cellulose Vinyl
Tar

None Detected

Tan,Off-white
Drywall/Joint
Compound

JC-44
A272693

15%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

Lab Notes: Tan and off-white joint compound present. 2% Chrysotile found in both joint compounds. Sample
contains 5% joint compound, composite contains 0.1% Chrysotile overall.

75%
5%
5%

Cellulose Gypsum
Calc Carb
Paint

<1% Chrysotile
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ASBESTOS BULK ANALYSIS
By: POLARIZING LIGHT MICROSCOPY

Lab Code: A1919313
Date Received: 11-15-19
Date Analyzed: 11-19-19
Date Reported: 11-20-19

Client ID
Lab ID

Lab
Attributes

Lab
Description

ASBESTOS
%

ASBESTOS BULK PLM, EPA 600 METHOD
NON-ASBESTOS COMPONENTS

Non-Fibrous

Client: Weecycle Environmental Consulting, Inc
1208 Commerce Court, 5B
Lafayette, CO 80026

Project: 925 Jefferson Ave, Louiseville, CO, 80027, 19-16918

Fibrous

Pink,Off-white
Drywall/Joint
Compound

JC-45
A272694

15%
<1%

Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

Lab Notes: Pink and off-white joint compound present. 2% Chrysotile found in off-white joint compound.
Sample contains 3% off-white joint compound, composite contains 0.06% Chrysotile overall.

75%
5%
5%

Cellulose
Talc

Gypsum
Calc Carb
Paint

<1% Chrysotile

Tan,Green
Drywall/Joint
Compound

JC-46
A272695

15%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

Lab Notes: Tan and green joint compound present. 2% Chrysotile found in both joint compounds. Sample
contains 5% joint compound, composite contains 0.1% Chrysotile overall.

75%
5%
5%

Cellulose Gypsum
Calc Carb
Paint

<1% Chrysotile

Off-white,Gray
Drywall/Joint
Compound

JC-47
A272696

15%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

Lab Notes: Off-white and gray joint compound present. 2% Chrysotile found in both joint compounds. Sample
contains 5% joint compound, composite contains 0.1% Chrysotile overall.

75%
5%
5%

Cellulose Gypsum
Calc Carb
Paint

<1% Chrysotile

Tan
SF6-48

A272697

10%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

90%Cellulose Mastic None Detected
Layer 1

Mastic

Tan,Black
Sheet Vinyl

A272697
50%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

35%
15%

Cellulose Vinyl
Tar

None DetectedLayer 2

Tan
SF6-49

A272698

10%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

90%Cellulose Mastic None Detected
Layer 1

Mastic
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ASBESTOS BULK ANALYSIS
By: POLARIZING LIGHT MICROSCOPY

Lab Code: A1919313
Date Received: 11-15-19
Date Analyzed: 11-19-19
Date Reported: 11-20-19

Client ID
Lab ID

Lab
Attributes

Lab
Description

ASBESTOS
%

ASBESTOS BULK PLM, EPA 600 METHOD
NON-ASBESTOS COMPONENTS

Non-Fibrous

Client: Weecycle Environmental Consulting, Inc
1208 Commerce Court, 5B
Lafayette, CO 80026

Project: 925 Jefferson Ave, Louiseville, CO, 80027, 19-16918

Fibrous

Tan,Black
Sheet Vinyl

A272698
50%Heterogeneous

Fibrous
Bound

35%
15%

Cellulose Vinyl
Tar

None DetectedLayer 2

Off-white
InsulationAB1-50

A272699
20%Homogeneous

Fibrous
Loosely Bound

15%Cellulose Binder 65% Chrysotile

Off-white
InsulationAB1-51

A272700
20%Homogeneous

Fibrous
Loosely Bound

15%Cellulose Binder 65% Chrysotile

Brown
INS1-52

A272701

100%Homogeneous

Fibrous
Loose

Cellulose None Detected
Layer 1

Insulation

Gray
Insulation

A272701
100%Homogeneous

Fibrous
Loose

Fiberglass None DetectedLayer 2

Brown
INS1-53

A272702

100%Homogeneous

Fibrous
Loose

Cellulose None Detected
Layer 1

Insulation

Gray
Insulation

A272702
100%Homogeneous

Fibrous
Loose

Fiberglass None DetectedLayer 2
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LEGEND: Non-Anth = Non-Asbestiform Anthophyllite
Non-Trem = Non-Asbestiform Tremolite
Calc Carb = Calcium Carbonate

METHOD: EPA 600 / R93 / 116 and EPA 600 / M4-82 / 020

REPORTING LIMIT: <1% by visual estimation

REPORTING LIMIT FOR POINT COUNTS: 0.25% by 400 Points or 0.1% by 1,000 Points

REGULATORY LIMIT: >1% by weight

Due to the limitations of the EPA 600 method, nonfriable organically bound materials (NOBs) such as
vinyl floor tiles can be difficult to analyze via polarized light microscopy (PLM). EPA recommends that
all NOBs analyzed by PLM, and found not to contain asbestos, be further analyzed by Transmission
Electron Microscopy (TEM). Please note that PLM analysis of dust and soil samples for asbestos is
not covered under NVLAP accreditation. Estimated measurement of uncertainty is available on
request.

This report relates only to the samples tested or analyzed and may not be reproduced, except in full,
without written approval by Eurofins CEI. Eurofins CEI makes no warranty representation regarding
the accuracy of client submitted information in preparing and presenting analytical results.
Interpretation of the analytical results is the sole responsibility of the client. Samples were received in
acceptable condition unless otherwise noted. This report may not be used by the client to claim
product endorsement by NVLAP or any other agency of the U.S. Government.

Information provided by customer includes customer sample ID and sample description.
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Laboratory Director

McLane Brown
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LONGS PEAK CAD

Architectural Design

 

925 Jefferson Avenue  of 1 12

925 Jefferson Avenue

Street View
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925 Jefferson Avenue  of 2 12

133



LONGS PEAK CAD

Architectural Design

925 Jefferson Avenue  of 3 12Jefferson Place Subdivision

Boulder County Assessor records, 1950

Boulder 
County 
Assessor 
records,
1950
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LONGS PEAK CAD

Architectural Design

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND:

This property was originally purchased by Virginia Hamilton in 1891. The exact 
date of construction for the house is unknown, but it seems likely that the 
house was constructed around that date. Virginia Hamilton was born in 
Missouri and moved to Erie, Colorado with her husband Thomas. After he was 
struck by lightning and killed, Virginia moved to Louisville with her five 
children. Virginia Hamilton was a school teacher in Louisville, and the 925 
Jefferson Avenue home was conveniently located near the school for first and
second grade students at 801 Grant (now the Louisville 
Center for the Arts). Virginia taught in Louisville for 32 
years.

In 1898, Virginia Hamilton was one of the four founding 
members of Louisville's Saturday Study Club, which 
was a women's club that sought to culturally enrich its 
members and the town. The Saturday Study Club 
operated the Louisville Public Library for 35 years.

Following Virginia's death in 1925, her son Frank 
Hamilton lived in the house with his wife Sadie and her 
brotherSamuel Hilton. Frank was a coal miner and 
operated a saloon in Superior, and later became a
deputy County Clerk and a County road overseer. 
Following Frank's death in 1956, his granddaughter 
sold the property.

ARCHITECTURAL INTEGRITY

925 Jefferson Avenue  of 4 12

Mrs. Hamilton with her students in front 
of the brick school house at 801 Grant 
Street from circa 1908.  She and her 
family owned this property for over 65 
years.

925 Jefferson is a one-story wood frame structure with a rectangular plan, with its primary facade facing east to 
Jefferson Avenue. The foundation is brick. The exterior is clad with horizontal wood lap siding painted white. The 
main roof is hipped with two red brick central chimneys. A wraparound porch stretches across the full width of the 
front facade and along the south side. The porch has a hip roof with a frieze and dentils. The porch roof is 
supported on turned wood posts with decorative brackets. A concrete walk leads to four wooden steps at the 
corner of the porch. The stairs have a newer turned wood posts and railings. The porch floor is wooden boards 
painted blue, and the soffit is bead board painted white. The front door is clear finished wood with a nearly full -
height oval glass light. A crawl space below the porch is enclosed with painted wood latticework. The west end of 
the house is a 1957 addition. This extends the full width of the house and has similar wood lap siding, a shed roof, 
three 9-light wood windows and a side door leading to the back yard
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925 Jefferson Avenue  of 5 12
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925 Jefferson Avenue  of 6 12
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925 Jefferson Avenue  of 8 12
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925 Jefferson Avenue  of 9 12

140



LONGS PEAK CAD

Architectural Design
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Condition:  Fair 

 

925 Jefferson Avenue  of 12 12
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Boulder
Carbondale
Winter Park

ASCENT GROUP, INC.  •  6707 Winchester Circle, Suite 100  •  Boulder, CO 80301  •  303.499.3022  •  fax 303.499.3032

December 17, 2019

Christina Dickenson
925 Jefferson
Louisville, CO  80027

Reference: Ascent Job# 2019-0433: 925 Jefferson Historic Assessment

Dear Ms. Dickenson,

At your request our firm visited the building at the address referenced above to conduct a visual assessment of the 
structure.

Description:

General Structural System:  This is a single story wood framed house with a framed front porch that wraps around 
the side.  The floor is over a crawlspace with a dug-out cellar at the back of the house.

Foundation:  The foundation system consists of primarily a brick foundation bearing on grade.  The North side of 
the foundation appeared to have a shallow concrete sister wall placed against the brick above grade.  The cellar 
space consists of CMU block wall built of a combination of 4”, 6” and 8” CMU blocks that did not appear to be 
reinforced. To the west of this is a mud-room that was added to the house consisting of a slab-on-grade.  The 
foundation for the front porch was not accessible and could not be verified.  Several locations under the floor and 
front porch consisted of wood posts bearing directly on grade or on a piece of flag-stone.

Floor framing:  The floor of the front four primary rooms consists of wood 2x8 floor joists spaced at 16” centers 
spanning in the north/south direction with random supports in varying directions.  The rear two rooms of the house 
where the plumbing resides has a random layup of 2x6 joists spaced at 24” centers with occasional posts and 
beams.  The framing for the front porch floor consists of wood 2x8 floor joists spaced at 24” centers with two 
layers of wood flooring making up the walking surface above.  Several locations under the porch and main level 
floor were supported by wood posts bearing on grade.  The crawl-space toward the front of the house was small and 
not accessible.

Roof Framing:  The roof framing consists of 2x roof joists and an integrated ceiling diaphragm. The roof under the 
covered front porch was covered in a ceiling and not visible but is assumed to be wood rafters.  The porch beams 
were wrapped in trim and they bear on turned wood columns.

Wall framing:  The walls were covered so the studs were not visible, but it can be assumed that the walls are 
framed with wood studs that may bear directly on the brick foundation wall.  The interior walls are likely lath and 
plaster with an overlayment gyp board applied at a later date.

Condition:

Foundation:  The condition of the visible brick foundation is poor.  Some cracks are visible and some daylight is 
visible in the crawl-space and should be expected in construction of this type and age.  It should be assumed that 
little or no reinforcement is present.  The foundation for the front porch was not accessible and could not be 
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Ms. Christina Dickenson
Page 2 of 3

ASCENT GROUP, INC.  •  6707 Winchester Circle, Suite 100  •  Boulder, CO 80301  •  303.499.3022  •  fax 303.499.3032

verified.  Signs of foundation movement are evident throughout the house.  The cmu block supporting the earth for 
the cellar space is in fair condition and shows signs of movement.  The mud-roof floor/foundation is cracked and 
shows signs of movement.

Floor Framing: The condition of the existing floor framing is fair.  A floor system of this type would not be used 
under current codes.  There are some areas in the home where floor movement can be felt.  Some deflection is 
evident in the joists and there is little room to make any repairs.  Some joists have been notched for plumbing or 
electrical lines.  The framing for the front porch showed some signs of rot and a repair of the floor decking had 
occurred in the past already.  The deck framing and floor boards are in poor condition.

Roof Framing:  The condition of the roof framing is fair.  There are signs of some water infiltration, but rot was not 
evident in the framing members, only a small area under the flat top portion of the roof.  A roof system of this type 
would not be used under current codes. The front porch roof framing was not visible but the deck floor under the 
bottom of the turned wood columns shows some rot and are therefore in poor condition.

Wall framing:  Wall studs that bear directly on the brick foundation wall should be exposed to observe for rot, and 
will be assumed to be in fair condition.  The exterior walls have cracks indicating signs of foundation movement.

Recommendations:

Foundation:  Our firm recommends the foundation be replaced with a reinforced concrete foundation extending at 
least to the frost depth.  Repair and repointing of the existing masonry will not reduce the possibility of future 
movement due to frost heave and expansive soils.  Evidence of past foundation repairs (Such as the new concrete 
wall on the north side of the house, and the gyp-board overlay of the lath and plaster) indicate foundation problems 
have occurred throughout the history of the structure.

Floor Framing: The floor joists should be reinforced and re-supported with an organized beam and foundation 
system. Severely notched joists should be reinforced or replaced.  The ends of the joists bearing directly on the 
foundation should be observed and protected from moisture.  The framing for the front porch should be replaced 
with properly designed joists suitable for exterior conditions.

Roof Framing:  Consideration should be given to reinforce the roof framing to resist current loads and supports may 
extend to interior bearing walls (Coordinated with the floor reinforcement). The front porch roof framing was not 
visible but the bottom of the turned wood columns should be repaired.

Wall framing:  Wall studs that bear directly on the brick foundation wall should be exposed to observe for rot, and 
repaired or reinforced as required.  Interior wall sheathing will need to be repaired.

For all structural components, regular maintenance and monitoring of existing conditions shall occur.  Any changes 
in the condition of the structure or structural elements (Cracks, shifting, doors sticking) should be noted and 
investigated.  Any future construction work shall include the opportunity to reinforce the existing structure to meet 
current design codes.  Site drainage away from the foundation should be maintained at all times.

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

12/17/19
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ITEM: 105 Roosevelt Avenue Demolition Review and 

Probable Cause Determination 
 
APPLICANT: Paul Rohr 
 1335 Stoneham St.  
 Superior, CO 80027 
  
OWNER: Same 
 
PROJECT INFORMATION: 
ADDRESS: 105 Roosevelt Avenue 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Lot 15, 16, 17 and Vacated Alley, Block 4, Johnson’s 

First Addition 
DATE OF CONSTRUCTION: 1952 
 
REQUEST: The applicant requests to demolish the existing structures at 105 
Roosevelt Avenue. A subcommittee referred the request to the Historic Preservation 
Commission because they found probable cause to believe that the property may be 
eligible for designation as a landmark. The applicant requests to find probable cause for 
a landmark designation to allow for funding of a historic structure assessment for 105 
Roosevelt Avenue.  
 

  

 

Historic Preservation Commission 
Staff Report 

March 16, 2020 
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HISTORICAL BACKGROUND: 
Information from Bridget Bacon, Louisville Historical Museum 
 
This building is part of Johnson’s First Addition, 
the second residential subdivision in Louisville.  
Originally, there was another building on this 
parcel, and it was on Lot 15 (the lot that is the 
farthest south) as opposed to the current house 
that is on the north side of the parcel. The original 
building was constructed in 1896, according to 
Boulder County records.  
 
In 1947, the property was purchased by Martin 
Rotar (1916-1977). He served in World War II and 
was based in the Pacific. He was a carpenter in 
Louisville and was president of the Carpenters 
Union, Local 882. He married Olive Calnan in 
1944. Olive worked at the Blue Parrot Restaurant.  
 
The Rotars lived in the original structure found on 
this property in 1951, but by 1953 had constructed 
the structure currently found at 105 Roosevelt. In 
late 1952 and early 1953 the Rotars advertised in The Louisville Times to try to sell the 
original structure on the lot and have it moved off the property. It is not known whether 
the original structure was demolished or moved elsewhere.  
 
Martin Rotar sold 105 Roosevelt to Harold and Mary Ann Williams in 1961.It was owned 
by members of the Williams family for 46 years. They both came from longtime 
Louisville families. Harold worked in Louisville coal mines starting at age 16 in 
approximately 1935 until 1942, when he joined the Army and served in World War II. He 
worked in security at Rocky Flats for thirty years. Following Mary Ann Williams’ death in 
2006, the Williams family sold 105 Roosevelt to Creel Kerss in 2007. In 2020, he sold 
the property to Paul Rohr. 
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105 Roosevelt Avenue. Boulder county Real Estate Appraisal card, 1953. 
 

 
  

105 Roosevelt Avenue. East view, 2020. 
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105 Roosevelt Avenue. Southeast view, 2020. 

 

 
 

105 Roosevelt Avenue. North view, 2020. 

149



 
ARCHITECTURAL INTEGRITY: 
The residential structure located at 105 Roosevelt Avenue was constructed in 1952 and is a 
wood frame house.  Its primary façade facing east to Roosevelt Avenue. The house is typical of 
the early ranch-style homes constructed during this time period in Louisville with an L-shaped 
footprint and asymmetrical façade. Two large picture windows are located on the façade. The 
single story house has a low hipped roof and deep-set eaves with roof overhang. It appears to 
have a concrete foundation and an integrated single car garage. A prominent brick chimney 
exists near the center of the house and appears to be original.  
 
The following primary changes occurred over time: 

 Roof replacement (multiple). 
 
CRITERIA FOR DEMOLITION REVIEW: 
The Historic Preservation Commission should review the demolition permit application 
based upon any of the following criteria in Section 15.36.200(H) of the Louisville 
Municipal Code (LMC):  
 

Criteria Meets 
Criteria? 

Evaluation 

1. The eligibility of the building for 
designation as an individual 
landmark consistent with the 
purposes and standards in this 
chapter; 

a. Age 
b. Significance 
c. Integrity 

Yes Age 
The principal structure at 105 
Roosevelt Avenue was constructed 
in 1952. It is 68 years old.  
 
Significance 
This house is associated with the mid-
century development of Louisville.  
 
The house at 105 Roosevelt Avenue is  
a wood frame house that has a 
roughly L-shaped footprint and a low 
hipped roof with deep-set eaves. The 
entryway is located in the middle of 
the asymmetrical façade with large 
picture window to the north and south. 
The house appears to have a 
concrete foundation and an integrated 
one car garage.  An original brick 
chimney exists near the center of the 
house.  
 
Integrity 
This structure adds character and 
value to Old Town Louisville and 
represents a pattern of growth typical 
of the post-war years in Louisville.  
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The structure retains its overall form 
and appearance from the street and 
exhibits a high level of physical 
integrity. The house remains it its 
original location and has not been 
moved.  

2. The relationship of the building as a 
potential contributing structure to a 
potential historical district per the 
criteria set forth in this chapter; 

No The house is not located in any 
potential historic districts.   
 

3. The reasonable condition of the 
building*; and 

Unknown The applicant did not provide any 
documentation regarding the condition 
of the property. From the exterior, the 
structure appears to be in good 
condition.  
 

4. The reasonable projected cost of 
restoration or repair.* 

Unknown The applicant did not provide any cost 
estimates for restoration or repair.  
 

* In considering the condition of the building and the projected cost of restoration or repair as set 
forth in subsections H.3 and H.4, above, the commission may not consider deterioration caused 
by unreasonable neglect. 

 
 

RECOMMENDATION: 
LMC Sec. 15.36.200 notes that the purpose of demolition review is to: 

1. Prevent loss of buildings that may have historic and architectural significance; 
and  

2. Provide the time necessary to initiate designation as an individual landmark or to 
consider alternatives for the building.   

 
Staff finds that the property could meet the criteria for architectural significance, integrity 
and age and could potentially qualify for landmarking. Based on evaluation of the 
criteria in LMC Sec. 15.36.200, the HPC may release the permit, or place a stay on the 
application for up to 180 days from the date of application, which was 1/29/2020. A 180 
day stay would expire on 7/27/2020. 
 
Staff recommends the Historic Preservation Commission issue a 180 day stay, expiring 
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on July 27, 2020, giving the applicant time to research alternatives to demolition. 
 

HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE ANALYSIS AND CRITERIA FOR FINDING 
PROBABLE CAUSE FOR LISTING AS LOCAL LANDMARK: 
Under Resolution No. 2, Series 2014, a property may be eligible for reimbursement for a 
historic structure assessment (HSA) from the Historic Preservation Fund (HPF) if the 
Historic Preservation Commission finds “probable cause to believe the building may be 
eligible for landmarking under the criteria in Louisville Municipal Code 15.36.050.” 
Further, “a finding of probable cause under this Section is solely for the purposes of 
action on the pre-landmarking building assessment grant request, and such finding shall 
not be binding upon the HPC, City Council or other party to a landmarking hearing.” 
 
Staff has found probable cause to believe this application complies with the 
following criteria: 

Sec. 15.36.050. - Criteria for Designation 

Criteria Meets 
Criteria? 

Evaluation 

A. Landmarks must be at least 50 years 
old and meet one or more of the criteria 
for architectural, social or 
geographic/environmental significance 
as described in this chapter. 

Yes The principal structure at 105 
Roosevelt Avenue was constructed 
in 1952. It is 68 years old.  

1. a. Architectural. 
1) Exemplifies specific elements of 

an architectural style or period. 
2) Example of the work of an architect 

or builder who is recognized for 
expertise nationally, statewide, 
regionally, or locally. 

3) Demonstrates superior 
craftsmanship or high artistic value. 

4) Represents an innovation in 
construction, materials or design. 

5) Style particularly associated with 
the Louisville area. 

6) Represents a built environment of a 
group of people in an era of history 
that is culturally significant to 
Louisville. 

7) Pattern or grouping of elements 
representing at least one of the 
above criteria. 

8) Significant historic remodel. 

Yes This house is associated with the mid-
century development of Louisville.  
 
The house at 105 Roosevelt venue is  
a wood frame house that has a 
roughly L-shaped footprint and a low 
hipped roof with deep-set eaves. The 
entryway is located in the middle of 
the asymmetrical façade with large 
picture window to the north and south. 
The house appears to have a 
concrete foundation and an integrated 
one car garage.  An original brick 
chimney exists near the center of the 
house.  
 
 

1. b. Social. 
1) Site of historic event that had an 

effect upon society. 

Yes  
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2) Exemplifies cultural, political, 
economic or social heritage of 
the community. 

3) Association with a notable 
person or the work of a notable 
person. 

1. c. Geographic/environmental. 
1) Enhances sense of identity of the 

community. 
2) An established and familiar natural 

setting or visual feature that is 
culturally significant to the history of 
Louisville.  

N/A  

3. All properties will be evaluated for 
physical integrity and shall meet one or 
more of the following criteria: 
a. Shows character, interest or 

value as part of the 
development, heritage or cultural 
characteristics of the 
community, region, state, or 
nation. 

b. Retains original design features, 
materials and/or character. 

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

d. Has been accurately reconstructed 
or restored based on historic 
documentation.  

Yes This structure adds character and 
value to Old Town Louisville and 
represents a pattern of growth typical 
of the post-war years in Louisville.  
 
The structure retains its overall form 
and appearance from the street and 
exhibits a high level of physical 
integrity.  
 

 

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

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

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

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

 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
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The finding of probable cause allows for a grant of up to $4,000 for a Historic Structure 
Assessment from the Historic Preservation Fund.  
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the HPC finds there is probable cause for landmarking 105 
Roosevelt Avenue under the criteria in section 15.36.050 of the LMC, making the 
properties eligible for the cost of a historic structure assessment. The current maximum 
amount available for an HSA is $4,000. Staff recommends the HPC approve a grant not 
to exceed $4,000 to reimburse the costs of a historic structure assessment for 105 
Roosevelt Avenue.  
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

 Application 

 105 Roosevelt Social History  
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Bridget Bacon 
Louisville Historical Museum 

Department of Library & Museum Services 
City of Louisville, Colorado 

March 2020 

 

105 Roosevelt Ave. History 

Legal Description: Lots 15-17 & 10 feet of a vacated alley, Block 4, Johnson’s 1st Subdivision in 
Louisville.  

Year of Construction: 1952 

Summary: The Rotar family built this house on the parcel after the original house was either 
torn down or moved away.  

Development of the Johnson’s First Addition 

Johnson’s 1st Addition was platted in 1890 by Mahlon V. Johnson. It was the second residential 
subdivision to be platted, after the Jefferson Place Addition was platted in 1880. (It consists of 
two separate sections that do not border one another, though both abut Roosevelt.)  

Mahlon V. “Ajax” Johnson was a Denver-based coal mine operator who started the Ajax Coal 
Mining Co. in 1889 and served as its president. According to 1889 articles in Denver 
newspapers, the original intent was to establish a new town by Louisville to be called “Ajaxville” 
with proximity to the new Ajax Mine. (A USGS map shows that the Ajax Mine shaft was located 
about 1,000 feet to the west of 105 Roosevelt, at Hoover & Lois Dr.) However, instead, Johnson 
platted this subdivision that became part of the town of Louisville.  

Original Building on This Site 

Originally, there was another building on this parcel, and it was on Lot 15 (the lot that is the 
farthest south) as opposed to the current house that is on the north side of the parcel. The 
original building was constructed in 1896, according to Boulder County records. This building 
also appears in that particular location on the 1909 Drumm’s Wall Map of Louisville. A photo of 
this now-gone building taken in 1948 from the County Assessor’s records is shown here:  
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It seems likely that the now-vacated alley appears to the left in this photo. This house had the 
address of 101 Roosevelt (not to be confused with today’s 101 Roosevelt, which is a different 
property). 

Early owners of this parcel, when there was a different building on it, include Mrs. Frances 
Tobey, Christian Metz, Rosa & George Fletcher, the J.I. Case Threshing Machine Company, John 
Stoiber, Lela Walters, and William & Ruth Leslie.  

Rotar Family Ownership of the Property, 1947-1961; Discussion of Date of Construction 

In 1947, this property was purchased by Martin Rotar. Nearby at 732 Mead was Martin’s 
childhood home, and where his parents still lived.  

Martin Rotar (1916-1977) moved with his parents to Louisville by 1920. He served in World War 
II from Louisville from 1941 to 1945; he was based in the Pacific and earned several medals for 
his service. He married Olive Calnan in 1944 in Australia. He was a carpenter in Louisville and 
was at one time president of the Carpenters Union, Local 882. According to a 1956 Louisville 
directory, Olive Rotar (1915-1989) worked at the Blue Parrot Restaurant. Another resident of 
the house at 105 Roosevelt was Olive’s son from a prior marriage, Peter McCabe (1934-2002). 

The Boulder County Assessor Card for 105 Roosevelt states that the house was constructed in 
1952, or at least, that the building permit was dated 1952. The current Boulder County website 
also gives the date of 1952. Boulder County has sometimes been found to be in error with 
respect to the dates of construction of historic buildings in Louisville. For this reason, so it is 
important to look at all of the evidence of the construction year. In this case, the evidence, and 
especially the County Assessor card, supports the construction date of 1952. 

A photo of this building from the County Assessor’s records that was taken in 1953 is seen here, 
along with the image of the ground layout of the house at that time: 
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Moreover, in a 1951 directory for Louisville, the Rotars were listed as residing at 101 Roosevelt 
(which would be in the original house). The Boulder County Assessor’s Office surveyed the 
current house in 1953 and noted that the building permit for the current house was dated 
1952. The Assessor’s card includes the remarks dated 1953, “Take off old house on this 
property,” possibly a reference to the County Assessor’s old card for 101 Roosevelt. 

In late 1952 and early 1953, during the ownership of Martin Rotar, the Rotars placed 
advertisements in The Louisville Times to try to sell the original structure on the lot and have it 
moved off the property. (Many buildings in Louisville have been relocated from one location to 
another, so this would not have been unusual.) It is not known for certain whether the original 
structure was demolished or purchased and moved elsewhere.  

In a directory from a few years later in 1956, the Rotars were listed as residing at 105 Roosevelt 
(the current house). During the period of their ownership, there was a secured transaction 
relating to this property with H.H. Steinbaugh, the owner and operator of Steinbaugh Lumber 
Co.  

All of this evidence points to 1952 as being the correct year of construction. 
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Martin and Olive Rotar divorced in 1961 and they both later remarried to other people. Martin 
Rotar sold 105 Roosevelt to Harold and Mary Ann Williams in 1961. 

Williams Family Ownership, 1961-2007 

Harold and Mary Ann Williams purchased this property from Martin Rotar in 1961, and 105 
Roosevelt became their home. It was owned by members of the Williams family for 46 years. 
They both came from longtime Louisville families.  

Harold Williams (1919-1992) was born in Louisville. Harold’s mother was a member of the 
French Gosselin family of Louisville and he grew up in the nearby Frenchtown neighborhood. 
Harold worked in Louisville coal mines starting at age 16 in approximately 1935 until 1942, 
when he joined the Army and began to serve in World War II. He worked in security at Rocky 
Flats for thirty years.  

Mary Ann Kranker Williams (1924-2006) was born in Kansas and moved to Louisville with her 
family in the 1930s. According to her obituary, she worked at Colacci’s Restaurant and at 
StorageTek.  

Harold and Mary Ann Williams had two sons, Richard and Thomas, who also lived at 105 
Roosevelt. 

The following 1962 aerial view, looking east, shows the house at 105 Roosevelt: 

 

Following Mary Ann Williams’ death in 2006, the Williams family sold 105 Roosevelt in 2007. 

Later Owners 

Creel Kerss purchased 105 Roosevelt in 2007. In 2020, he sold the property to Paul Rohr. 

 

The preceding research is based on a review of relevant and available online County property records, census 
records, oral history interviews, Louisville directories, and Louisville Historical Museum maps, files, and obituary 
records. 
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ITEM: 541 Jefferson Avenue Probable Cause Determination  
 
APPLICANT: Andy Johnson 
 DAJ Design 
 922A Main Street   
 Louisville, Colorado 80027 
  
OWNER: Curtis McDonald 
 541 Jefferson LLC 
 541 Jefferson Avenue 
 Louisville, Colorado 80027 
 
PROJECT INFORMATION: 
ADDRESS: 541 Jefferson Avenue  
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: S ¾ Lot 6 & N ½ Lot 7, Block 3, Acme Placce 
DATE OF CONSTRUCTION: 1905 
 
REQUEST: A request to find probable cause for a landmark 

designation to allow for funding of a historic structure 
assessment for 541 Jefferson Avenue. 

 

 
 
 

 

Historic Preservation Commission 
Staff Report 

March 16, 2020 
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SUMMARY:  
The applicant requests a finding of probable cause for 
landmark designation to allow for funding of a historic 
structure assessment for 541 Jefferson Avenue. Under 
Resolution No. 17, Series 2019, a property may be eligible 
for reimbursement for a historic structure assessment 
(HSA) from the Historic Preservation Fund (HPF) if the 
Historic Preservation Commission finds “probable cause to 
believe the building may be eligible for landmarking under 
the criteria in section 15.36.050 of the Louisville Municipal 
Code.” Further, “a finding of probable cause under this 
Section is solely for the purposes of action on the pre-
landmarking building assessment grant request, and such 
finding shall not be binding upon the HPC, City Council or 
other party to a landmarking hearing.” 
 
HISTORICAL BACKGROUND: 
Information from Bridget Bacon, Museum Coordinator 
 
 In 1893, John Connell, who had helped to establish the 
Acme Mine, platted the subdivision of Acme Place. It 
covered the 500 blocks of Lincoln, Grant, Jefferson, and La 
Farge Avenues. The Acme Place subdivision was the fourth addition to Original Louisville and 
developed due to its proximity to the Acme Mine. 
 
The lots where 541 Jefferson Avenue is now located changed hands multiple times prior to their 
purchase by Frank Scarpella in 1901. The house on the property was constructed circa 1905. 
Peter Gambucci, a Louisville coal miner, purchased the property in 1908 and lived there with his 
familly until 1916.  David and Emma Brimble, originally from Wales, owned the property from 
1916-1919. Charles Piccone, his wife Anna Rose (both immigrants from Italy) and their four 
children lived in the house from 1919-1933. Charles was an area coal miner. According to the 
Longmont Daily Times in 1926, the house at 541 Jefferson was the site of a raid during 
Prohibition and Charles Piccone was arrested in a “beer raid”. Sarah Jane Hayes purchased the 
house in 1933 and owned it through 1990. She lived there with her son, Jack, and grandson, 
Clifford. The house remained in the Hayes family until 1990. It has since been owned by the 
Bork, Silverman, Asnicar, Briggs, and Parker families.  
 

Acme Place 
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541 Jefferson Avenue, Boulder County Assessor’s Card, 1948 

 

 

 
541 Jefferson Avenue, east view – Current Photo 
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541 Jefferson Avenue, northeast view – Current Photo 

 

 
541 Jefferson Avenue, south view – Current Photo 
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541 Jefferson Avenue, west view – Current Photo 

 
ARCHITECTURAL INTEGRITY: 
The historic structure located at 541 Jefferson Avenue was constructed circa 1905. It is an early 
twentieth century wood frame vernacular house. The primary façade faces east to Jefferson 
Avenue. The façade of the house was changed dramatically during a 1997 renovation. At the 
same time, the house was lifted to construct a full basement, relocated on the lot to meet 
setback requirements (per the Board of Adjustments), and an addition to the southeast corner of 
the house was added.  
 
Primary changes occurred over time: 

 Reroof (multiple); 

 House raised, relocated on lot, and front addition added (1997); 

 Windows replaced (unknown); 

 Stucco added (unknown); 

 Chimneys removed (unknown). 
 
HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE ANALYSIS AND CRITERIA FOR FINDING PROBABLE 
CAUSE FOR LISTING AS LOCAL LANDMARK: 

 

Under Resolution No. 17, Series 2019, a property may be eligible for reimbursement for a 
historic structure assessment (HSA) from the Historic Preservation Fund (HPF) if the Historic 
Preservation Commission finds “probable cause to believe the building may be eligible for 
landmarking under the criteria in Louisville Municipal Code 15.36.050.” Further, “a finding of 
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probable cause under this Section is solely for the purposes of action on the pre-landmarking 
building assessment grant request, and such finding shall not be binding upon the HPC, City 
Council or other party to a landmarking hearing.” 
 
Staff has found probable cause to believe this application complies with the following 
criteria: 

Sec. 15.36.050. - Criteria for Designation 

Criteria Meets 
Criteria? 

Evaluation 

A. Landmarks must be at least 50 years 
old and meet one or more of the criteria 
for architectural, social or 
geographic/environmental significance 
as described in this chapter. 

Yes The principal structure at 541 Jefferson 
Avenue was constructed circa 1905.  

1. a. Architectural. 
1) Exemplifies specific elements of an 

architectural style or period. 
2) Example of the work of an architect 

or builder who is recognized for 
expertise nationally, statewide, 
regionally, or locally. 

3) Demonstrates superior 
craftsmanship or high artistic value. 

4) Represents an innovation in 
construction, materials or design. 

5) Style particularly associated with 
the Louisville area. 

6) Represents a built environment 
of a group of people in an era of 
history that is culturally 
significant to Louisville. 

7) Pattern or grouping of elements 
representing at least one of the 
above criteria. 

8) Significant historic remodel. 

Partial The house at 541 Jefferson Avenue is 
an early twentieth century wood frame 
vernacular house. The primary façade 
faces east to Jefferson Avenue. This 
house is associated with the historic 
development of Louisville. 
 
The façade of the house has undergone 
significant renovations and retains 
minimal architectural integrity when 
viewed from the street.  
 

1. b. Social. 
1) Site of historic event that had an 

effect upon society. 
2) Exemplifies cultural, political, 

economic or social heritage of 
the community. 

3) Association with a notable 
person or the work of a notable 
person. 

Yes The house at 541 Jefferson 
Avenue was owned by numerous 
Louisville families since its 
construction, several of who 
have ties to Louisville’s mining 
industry and immigrant heritage 
(specifically the Gambucci, 
Piccone, and Hayes families).  

1. c. Geographic/environmental. 
1) Enhances sense of identity of the 

community. 

N/A  
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2) An established and familiar natural 
setting or visual feature that is 
culturally significant to the history of 
Louisville.  

3. All properties will be evaluated for 
physical integrity and shall meet one or 
more of the following criteria: 
a. Shows character, interest or 

value as part of the 
development, heritage or cultural 
characteristics of the 
community, region, state, or 
nation. 

b. Retains original design features, 
materials and/or character. 

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

d. Has been accurately reconstructed 
or restored based on historic 
documentation.  

Partial This structure adds character and value 
to Old Town and remains on its original 
lot.    
 

 

 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
The finding of probable cause allows for a grant of up to $4,000 for a Historic Structure 
Assessment from the Historic Preservation Fund.   
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the HPC finds there is probable cause for landmarking 541 Jefferson 
Avenue under the criteria in section 15.36.050 of the LMC, making the properties eligible for the 
cost of a historic structure assessment. While the structure is not able to landmarked in its 
current form, staff believes that the structure could meet landmark criteria with appropriate 
alterations. The current maximum amount available for an HSA is $4,000. Staff recommends 
the HPC approve a grant not to exceed $4,000 to reimburse the costs of a historic structure 
assessment for 541 Jefferson Avenue.  
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

 541 Jefferson Avenue Historic Preservation Application 

 541 Jefferson Avenue Social History Report 
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Bridget Bacon, Louisville Historical Museum 
Department of Library & Museum Services 

City of Louisville, Colorado 
March 2020 

 

 

541 Jefferson Ave. History 

Legal Description: South ¾ of Lot 6 and North ½ of Lot 7, Block 3, Acme Place, Louisville, 
Colorado 

Year of Construction: 1905 

Summary: The three families who had the longest association with this house in the Acme Place 
subdivision were the Gambucci family and the Piccone family, both of Italy, and the Hayes 
family, of Wales. The house was remodeled and had a basement added in more recent years. 

Development of the Acme Place Addition 

In 1893, John Connell, who had helped to establish the Acme Mine at what is now the corner of 
Roosevelt and Hutchinson, platted the subdivision of Acme Place. Boulder County Property 
records indicate that the land that Connell used to establish Acme Place had been acquired 
directly from the Acme Coal Mining Company. It covered what are now the 500 blocks of 
Lincoln, Grant, Jefferson, and La Farge Avenues. The Acme Place subdivision was only the fourth 
addition to Original Louisville and was developed due to its proximity to the Acme Mine that 
was started in 1888.  

The 1909 Drumm’s Wall Map of Louisville shows that the 500 blocks of Lincoln and Grant were 
well populated with houses by 1909. The 500 blocks of Jefferson and La Farge, which were 
located quite close to the Acme Mine and parts of which were within the mine’s fenced 
enclosure, had few houses at that time. The house at 541 Jefferson, however, does appear to 
have been one of them.  

Earliest Owners of Property, 1894-1908; Discussion of Date of Construction 

In 1894, John Connell, who was the developer of the Acme Place subdivision, separately sold 
Lots 6 and 7 to two different buyers: Henri Dhieux and Victor Fassett. Henri Dhieux soon sold 
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Lot 6 to Francois Senechal. By 1897, Pascal Allart (sometimes spelled as Allard) (1859-1943) was 
the owner of both Lots 6 and 7.  

In 1901, Pascal Allart sold both Lots 6 and 7 to Frank Scarpella (1867-1927) for $150. Frank 
Scarpella and his wife had come from Italy and he was a coal miner living in Louisville.  

In 1908, Frank Scarpella sold the parcel with the specific legal description that 541 Jefferson 
now has, which is the south ¾ of Lot 6 and the north ½ of Lot 7. It sold for $500 and was sold to 
Peter Gambucci. 

The 1948 Boulder County Assessor Card for 541 Jefferson states that the house was constructed 
in 1905. The current Boulder County website also gives the date of 1905. Boulder County has 
sometimes been found to be in error with respect to the dates of construction of historic 
buildings in Louisville. For this reason, so it is important to look at all of the evidence of the 
construction year. 

In this case, the evidence generally supports the construction date of 1905, or at least a date 
close in time to 1905. The difference in the sale prices in 1901 ($150) and 1908 ($500) suggests 
that improvements, such as the construction of a house, had been made to the property. Also, 
the house appears to be in the correct location on the 1909 Drumm’s Wall Map of Louisville, so 
it had been constructed by 1909. Unfortunately, no specific evidence supporting the exact 1905 
construction date could be located, however, 

For these reasons, and in the absence of other evidence, the 1905 date put forth by Boulder 
County is assumed to be the correct date of construction.  

Gambucci Ownership, 1908-1916 

From 1908 until 1916, 541 Jefferson was the home of Peter Gambucci (1879-1932) and 
Francesca Micheletti Gambucci (1883-1964) and their children. Peter purchased it in 1908 and 
conveyed his ownership by quit claim deed to Francesca in 1910. She sold the property to David 
Brimble in 1916.  

Both Peter and Francesco were from Italy. He came to the United States in 1902, and she came 
in 1906. Based on information from the 1910 census and his naturalization records, five of their 
eight children were born in Louisville: Concetta “Jennie,” born 1907; Mary, born 1909; Frank, 
born 1910; another Mary, born 1912; and Artemesia “Mayse,” born 1915.  

The 1910 census records show the Gambucci family to be living in the correct location for their 
home to be the house at 541 Jefferson. The records list Peter, Francesca, and their first two 
children, with Peter’s occupation listed as coal miner. 
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They moved away from Louisville in 1915 or 1916. 

Brimble Ownership, 1916-1919 

David Brimble (1882-1956), the owner from 1916-1919, was born in Wales and married Emma 
Gertrude Carey there in 1910. They came to the U.S. in 1911. Louisville directories for 1916 and 
1918 indicate that their address was on Spruce Lane. It is not known whether they were using 
the house or if they were renting it out during their ownership. 

In 1919, David Brimble sold the 541 Jefferson property to Charles Piccone.  

Piccone Family Ownership, 1919-1933 

Charles “Carmen” Piccone (1883-1949) purchased the property in 1919 and lived in this location 
with his family. He was born in Italy and came to the U.S. in 1903. His wife, Anna Rose DiLuizio 
(1892-1979), also came from Italy, arriving in 1908. 

Piccone is believed to have been related to other Louisville residents with the Piccone surname. 
However, research did not uncover what their exact relationship was. The following are photos 
of Charles and Anna Rose that appear on their gravestone in the Crown Hill Cemetery in Wheat 
Ridge; they were accessed at FindAGrave.com. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The 1920 census shows the Piccone family living on Jefferson in this exact location. Besides 
Charles and Anna, their four children were living with them: Rose, born 1911; Ida, born 1913; 
Daniel, born 1914; and Peter, born 1915.  

According to the Longmont Daily Times on Oct. 30, 1926, the house at 541 Jefferson was the 
site of a raid during Prohibition. Under the headline “Another Beer Maker Released on Bond,” 
the article reads: 

Charles Piccone, of Louisville, who was arrested a few days ago following a beer raid at 
his house by sheriff’s officers, was released last night on a $500 bond. A specific date for 
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the return of the bond was not made as Piccone will be notified when he will be 
arraigned.  

The man was the second person to be arrested on a charge of possessing beer within 
the last few days. Yesterday Tony Scarpilla, also of Louisville was fined $100 on the same 
charge. 

By the time of the 1930 census, the Piccone family had moved to Denver. The house at 541 
Jefferson was likely being rented out. 

Hayes Family Ownership, 1933-1990 

In 1933, Charles Piccone sold 541 Jefferson to Sarah Jane “Jane” Hayes (1875-1970). At the time 
of her purchase of 541 Jefferson, her husband, John Thomas Hayes, had died three years 
earlier, in 1930. They had come from Wales to the U.S. and to Louisville in 1912 with their son, 
Jack, and John Thomas Hayes had worked as a coal miner.  

Jane Hayes moved into 541 Jefferson with her grown son, John “Jack” Hayes, and her young 
grandson, Clifford. Jack Hayes (1905-1985) married Jewell Acton (1912-1982) in 1927 and they 
had a son, Clifford (1928-1983). Records indicate that they broke up in the 1930s. The 1940 
census shows that Jack, his mother, Jane, and his son, Clifford were living together in the 
household at that time, and presumably Jane was helping to raises Clifford. John Hayes 
remarried to Thelma Lucas in 1948.  

The following 1948 photo of the house and a ground layout sketch are from the Boulder County 
Assessor card: 
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John Hayes retired in 1968 after 48 years as a miner. When his mother, Jane, died in 1970, she 
had still recently been living at 541 Jefferson. He appears to have become the owner of 541 
Jefferson upon her death. When he died in 1985, 541 Jefferson was his legal residence and he 
still owned it, but his son, Clifford, had passed away. Ownership of 541 Jefferson passed to 
John’s grandsons, Mark Hayes and Steven Hayes. 

In 1990, Mark Hayes conveyed his part of the ownership of the house to his brother, Steven 
Hayes. The same year, Steven Hayes sold the house to Edward Bork and Daniel Silverman. 

Later Owners, 1991-present 

In 1991, Edward Bork and Daniel Silverman sold 541 Jefferson to Elizabeth Asnicar. She owned 
the house until 1997. 

In 1997, Asnicar sold 541 Jefferson to Kristin Briggs, who owned the house until 2008. It is 
believed that during Briggs’s ownership, the house was remodeled and the house was raised, 
then lowered, to allow for the creation of a basement. 

Kristin Briggs sold 541 Jefferson in 2008 to Douglass & Emilie Parker. In early 2020, they 
conveyed ownership to 541 Jefferson LLC, which is the current owner of record. 

 

Sources 

The preceding research is based on a review of relevant and available online County property records, census 
records, oral history interviews, Louisville directories, and Louisville Historical Museum maps, files, and obituary 
records. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
To:   Historic Preservation Commission Members 
 
From:   Felicity Selvoski, Historic Preservation Planner 

Department of Planning and Building Safety 
 
Subject:  HPC Subcommittees 
 
Date:  March 16, 2020 

 
 
 
Publications  

 Walking tour update 

 Brochures, handouts & booklets  

 Photograph latest landmarks 

 News articles/outreach 

 DBA 
 
Potential Program Updates  

 Review submitted HSAs 

 Reevaluate HSA requirements  

 Review Old Town Overlay 
 
Property Research 

 Scrapes/demos 

 Potentially eligible properties 
 
Outreach 

 Landmarking ceremony (May) 

 Historic Preservation month (May) 

 Collaboration with other City boards 

 Historic home tour 
  
Education 

 Homeowners 

 Realtors 

 Other professionals (builders, contractors, etc) 

 Sustainability 

 

 

Department of Planning and Building Safety  
 

749 Main Street    Louisville CO 80027    303.335.4592    www.louisvilleco.gov 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
To:   Historic Preservation Commission Members 

From:   Department of Planning and Building Safety 

Subject: Staff Updates 

Date:  March 16, 2020 

 
Alteration Certificate Updates 
 
None 
 
Demolition Updates 
 
None 

 
Upcoming Schedule 

April 

    13th – Historic Preservation Commission, tentative  

    20th – Historic Preservation Commission, Council Chambers, 6:30 pm 

May (Historic Preservation Month) 

    1st – “Louisville Landmarked,” 6-8 PM, @ Museum – First Friday Art Walk.  

Louisville’s reputation for having “small town character” is due in large part to the 
existence of its walkable downtown neighborhoods of small-scale old homes built 
when coal mining was the town’s main industry. In recognition of Preservation 
Month, come discover the histories of Louisville’s landmarked buildings and learn 
about its landmark program and Historic Preservation Fund. 

    9th – Landmark Ceremony, 10:00 am 

    18th – Historic Preservation Commission, Council Chambers, 6:30 pm 

June 

    15th – Historic Preservation Commission, Council Chambers, 6:30 pm 

 

 

Department of Planning and Building Safety  
 

749 Main Street    Louisville CO 80027    303.335.4592    www.louisvilleco.gov 
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