City of Littleton

Littleton Center
2255 West Berry Avenue
Littleton, CO 80120

Meeting Agenda
Historical Preservation Board
Monday, July 18, 2016

6:30 PM

Council Chamber

Regular Meeting and Study Session

1. Roll Call
2. Approval of Agenda
3. Minutes to be Approved
a.

ID# 16-134

Certification of the June 20, 2016 regular meeting minutes

4. Public Comment
Public Comment for General Business

5. General Business
a.

ID# 16-130

2016 Main Street Historic District Grant Allocation

Attachments:

ATTACHMENT A - WESTON MA_001
ATTACHMENT B - JD HILL GENERAL STORE_001
ATTACHMENT C - THE CREAMERY
ATTACHMENT D - HISTORIC DUPLEX
ATTACHMENT E - CULP BLOC

6. Public Hearing
a.

ID# 16-133

Culp Building / Bristlecone Construction COA Application

Attachments:

COA Application Culp Block
Proposed Project Plan Set & Photos
City Historic Architect Comments
Applicant Response to Consultant Design Review Comments
Colorado Historical Society Information
Culp Block Photo - oldest
Historic Photo 1951
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Historical Preservation Board

Meeting Agenda

July 18, 2016

7. Public Comment
Public Comment on Non-Agenda Items

8. Adjourn to Study Session
9. Study Session Comments/Reports
a. Community Development Director/Staff
b. Chair/Members
MISSION STATEMENT: The Historical Preservation Board works to preserve the built environment
that gives a unique sense of place and identity to our community. Further, the Historical Preservation
Board encourages reinvestment and compatible growth which enhances Littleton’s economic vitality.
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City of Littleton

Littleton Center
2255 West Berry Avenue
Littleton, CO 80120

Staff Communication
File #: ID# 16-134, Version: 1
Agenda Date: 7/18/16
Subject:
Certification of the June 20, 2016 regular meeting minutes
Presented By:

Denise Ciernia, Recording Secretary

RECORDING SECRETARY’S CERTIFICATION:
I hereby certify that I have reviewed the video recording for the June 20, 2016 regular meeting of the Littleton
Historical Preservation Board and that the video recording is a full, complete, and accurate record of the
proceedings and there were no malfunctions in the video or audio functions of the recording
PROPOSED MOTION:
I move to approve, based on the recording secretary’s certification, the June 20, 2016 video as the minutes for
the June 20, 2016 regular meeting of the Historical Preservation Board.
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City of Littleton

Littleton Center
2255 West Berry Avenue
Littleton, CO 80120

Staff Communication
File #: ID# 16-130, Version: 1
Agenda Date: July 18, 2016
Subject:
2016 Main Street Historic District Grant Allocation
Presented By:

Dennis Swain, Senior Planner

POLICY QUESTION:
How does the Historical Preservation Board wish to allocate the $50,000 budgeted for the 2016 Main Street
Historic District Grant Program?
BACKGROUND:
At its June 20, 2016 meeting, the Historical Preservation Board heard presentations from and asked questions
of three applicants, who collectively had submitted five grant applications. In order of their presentation, the
five applicants were:
1. Jim Shoemaker, Weston Masonic Lodge, 5718 S Rapp Street - $19,800 requested (100% of the bid) to
grind and replace the mortar on the west side of the Masonic Lodge, which is a designated Landmark.
2. Karl Pappert, J.D. Hill General Store, 5728 & 5738 S Rapp Street - $15,501.42 requested (80% of
$19,376), to replace the interior and exterior electrical service. Karl changed contractors and reduced
the scope of work, which cut the request from the original $22,957. The J.D. Hill General Store is a
designated Landmark. Given the seriousness of the safety threat created by the existing electrical
system, this is Karl’s highest priority project.
3. Karl Pappert, Littleton Creamery, 2675 W Alamo Street - $1,992 requested (80% of $2,490), to replace
the decking on the front porch with either composite or cedar and add additional support for the porch.
This project is Karl’s second priority.
4. Karl Pappert, Historic Duplex, 2677 & 2681 W Alamo Street - $712 requested (80% of $890), to add a
handrail and supports under the back porch. This project is Karl’s third priority. Given the surplus of
requests relative to the available funding, Karl offered to delay this project request.
5. Eric Blasé and Zach Smith, Bristlecone at the Culp Block, 2420 W Main Street - $50,000 requested
(74% of $67,231), to rebuild the Main Street façade. The Bristlecone portion of the Culp Block opted
into the Main Street Historic District in 2016.
At the July 18 meeting, the board will further discuss the applications and determine how best to allocate the
available funds.
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File #: ID# 16-130, Version: 1
STAFF ANALYSIS:
Each of the applicants has proposed a worthwhile project.
1) Weston Masonic Lodge opted into the district in 2011 as a Landmark and since then has received grants to
replace the steps, add a railing on the front, i.e. west side, of the lodge, and tuck point the south side of the
lodge. Prior discussion has indicated that the lodge would like to phase significant maintenance projects as the
grant program and their budget allow. Each project has been completed well and on time.
2) Karl Pappert recently discovered that the electrical service at his building is considered hazardous. As a
result, it is this project that is his highest priority. Similar to the Masonic Lodge, the Papperts have been
leveraging grants to phase significant maintenance improvements to their three buildings, restoring windows,
doors, siding, roofs, etc.
3) While the porch must be reinforced, Mr. Pappert indicated that he could either wait until a later year or pay
for the work himself, so more funds might be available for the electrical work.
4) Likewise, Mr. Pappert is willing to either delay the work on the Duplex or pay for the work himself to have
more funds potentially available for the electrical work.
5) For years, the board has hoped to bring the former Jose’s building into the District. With the change in
ownership and a significant renovation in front of them, Bristlecone recently opted into the district, in part to
qualify for the grant program. Mr. Blasé and Mr. Smith amended their original request to focus on the front
façade of their building. The intent of the proposed renovation is to change the status of the building from
historically non-conforming to conforming. They estimate the total cost of their project at $450,000.
FISCAL IMPACTS:
Following the June 20 HPB meeting, the revised total of all proposed projects is $86,493.42, which is
$36,493.42, or 73%, more than the $50,000 that is available. Unfortunately, not all projects can be funded, or at
least fully funded.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends each project be reviewed upon its merit. Because an ongoing priority has been to increase
participation in the Main Street Historic District, and because the former Jose’s building has been of historical
interest to the board and local preservation community, staff recommends the board focus on funding for
Bristlecone’s project, while responding to the maintenance and safety issues at the other two properties to the
extent possible.
PROPOSED MOTION:
Understanding that all grants are subject to the approval of a Certificate of Historic Appropriateness, I move to
approve grants of these amounts to the following projects:
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City of Littleton

Littleton Center
2255 West Berry Avenue
Littleton, CO 80120

Staff Communication
File #: ID# 16-133, Version: 1
Agenda Date: July 18, 2016
Subject:
Culp Building / Bristlecone Construction COA Application
Presented By:

Dennis Swain, Senior Planner

POLICY QUESTION:
Does the proposed project, which includes the partial demolition of the front and rear of the Culp Building,
located at 2420 West Main Street, meet the criteria for a Certificate of Historic Appropriateness?
BACKGROUND:
Bristlecone Construction has purchased the portion of the Culp Building formerly occupied by Jose’s
Restaurant, and is proposing to divide the space into two uses, their corporate office and a tavern/bar. The
proposed project includes the replacement, reconstruction, and alteration of the front and rear facades; and the
addition of two small patios in front, and a large patio in the back of the building, facing the alley.
As part of this process, the owner has opted-in to the Main Street Historic District and has designed the
renovation to follow the Downtown Littleton Historic Preservation Design Guidelines with the intent that when
the renovation is complete, the building will qualify as a contributing structure in the District. The applicant is
seeking a Certificate of Historic Appropriateness (COA) with this application.
Per Title 4, Chapter 6 of the Littleton Code, all COA requests shall be heard before the Historic Preservation
Board for official determination and designation.
STAFF ANALYSIS:
Per Section 4-6-14, a COA shall be “obtained in conformance with any applicable adopted design guidelines,
and in addition to any other permit or other approval required by this code for any designated historic landmark
structure or any property in a historic district.”
Using the Downtown Littleton Historic Preservation Design Guidelines, city staff and the city’s consulting
historic architect reviewed the historic photographs of the building and the initial façade plans submitted for
this project. Attached to this staff communication are the review comments from the city’s consulting historic
architect.
Historic photographs were used to identify the most important elements of the original storefront, i.e. those that
should be reflected in the historic design. While some individual components of the historical design may be
replaced or altered, to be considered contributing, the most important elements of the original storefront are to
be reflected. The attached photograph of the 1951 storefront design was referenced for the proposed project.
Because no historic photographs for the rear of the building are known, the design for the rear wall reflects a
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File #: ID# 16-133, Version: 1
typical, simplified, alley façade.
A list of key architectural elements was provided to the applicant. Following a discussion between staff and the
applicant, the applicant revised the design to better reflect the key elements of the historic storefront. The
proposed project’s façade plans include the revisions.
Per Section 4-6-14 (C), the Historic Preservation Board shall issue a COA for any proposed work on a historic
landmark or any property in a historic district when the following criteria are met:
1.

Features. The proposed work would not detrimentally alter, destroy or adversely affect any
architectural or landscape feature which contributes to its original historic designation.

The proposed project includes the replacement, reconstruction, and alteration of the front and rear facades; and
the addition of two small patios in front, and a large patio in the back of the building, facing the alley.
Applicant’s response: The proposed work will require much of the existing non-historically significant façade
to be demolished. The proposed design is compatible with existing historic photos of the subject property.
There has also been found a steel beam header in the façade we believe to be original to the existing building.
It has been incorporated into the new design.
The project will not detrimentally alter any historic architectural features of the original building. It appears
this criteria is met.
2. Guidelines. Is otherwise in conformance with any applicable adopted design guidelines.
The proposed project is in conformance with the Downtown Littleton Historic Preservation Guidelines,
specifically the guidelines found on page 31 for replace, reconstruct and compatible alterations. The proposed
project also addresses key elements of the front and rear façade guidelines from the plan. This criteria appears
to be met.
3. Property compatibility. The proposed work is visually compatible with designated historic structures
located on the property in terms of design, finish, materials, scale, mass and height.
While there are no other designated historic structures located on the property, the proposed project appears to
use design, finishes, materials and scale that reflect the historic character of the original building.
Applicant’s response: We have designed the new façade around the steel header we believe to be original to
the building. The design is largely based on historic photos of the subject property. Since there are no photos
of the rear of the building, and be obstructed by the new patio, we have proposed minimal modifications other
than new window and door openings.
It appears this criteria is met.
4. District compatibility. When the subject site is within a historic district, the board must find that the
proposed work is visually compatible with the development on adjacent properties.
The proposed project will further enhance the Downtown Historic District and adjacent properties.
Applicant’s response: Refer to the attached street context elevations. We have maintained design elements
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File #: ID# 16-133, Version: 1
Applicant’s response: Refer to the attached street context elevations. We have maintained design elements
common to the era of construction: Large glass / transoms / steel columns.
This criteria appears to be met.
5. Demolitions. In the case of partial demolitions, the board must find that the:
a. Partial demolition is required for the renovation, restoration or rehabilitation of the structure
and
b. Impacts on the historic importance and architectural integrity of the structure/s located on the
property have been mitigated to the greatest extent possible.
With this application, partial demolition of the existing structure is contemplated and therefore the board must
find criteria a. and b. above have been satisfied. Removal of the stucco on the front façade and revision of the
roof appears to bring the building back in line with its historic character.
Applicant’s response: We feel that the roof over the entry of Jose’s is not historically significant, as well as the
stucco façade. It is planned to be demolished. The largely opaque façade will also be opened up to create
more glass frontage
It appears with this criteria, both a. and b. are met.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends approval of the Certificate of Historic Appropriateness for 2420 West Main Street, which
includes the partial demolition of the front and rear of the Culp Building.
PROPOSED MOTION:
I move to approve the Certificate of Historic Appropriateness for the Culp Building at 2420 West Main Street.
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RE: Application: 2420 West Main Street
GENERAL APPROACH AND COMMENTS
1) Because the desire of both the owner and the city is that following renovation 2240 West Main
Street will qualify as a “contributing” structure, the proposed design is subject to the Downtown
Littleton Historic Preservation Design Guidelines.
2) Given the building’s existing condition and its history, the appropriate application of the guidelines
for this project seems to be a combination of "REPLACE”, “RECONSTRUCT”, and “COMPATIBLE
ALTERATION” actions, as described on page 31 of the Downtown Littleton Historic Preservation
Design Guidelines.
A) REPLACE: “If it is not feasible to repair the feature, then replace it with one that is the same or
similar in character (e.g. materials, detail, finish) to the original one. Replace only that portion
which is beyond repair.
B) RECONSTUCT: “If the feature is missing entirely, reconstruct it from appropriate evidence.”
C) COMPATIBLE ALTERATION: “If a new feature or addition is necessary, design it in such a
way as to minimize the impact on original features. It is also important to distinguish new features
from original historic elements.
3. As a "replace / reconstruct / compatible alteration" project, replacement of historic building
components can follow one of three approaches, as described on page 32 of the Downtown
Littleton Historic Preservation Design Guidelines:
A) RECONSTRUCT THE HISTORIC DESIGN;
B) REPLACE WITH A SIMPLIFIED INTERPRETATION; OR
C) REPLACE WITH A CONTEMPORARY BUT COMPATIBLE NEW FEATURE.
4. While some individual components of the historical design may be replaced or altered, in order to
be considered contributing the most important elements of the original storefront should be
reflected in the new design. The attached photograph of the original storefront design should be
referenced by the applicant. Although we have not found a photograph of the rear of the building,
the design should reflect a typical, simplified, alley façade.
Please provide a drawing of the proposed front elevation in context with the existing elevations on
either side to see how the heights of openings, heights of adjacent buildings, and dimensions of
parapets align.

DESIGN-SPECIFIC COMMENTS:
1. FRONT FACADE:
A) HEADER:
Please clarify if the proposed steel channel header is at the location of the original header or, if not,
about where it falls in relation to that location. It should be as close as possible.
During the selective demolition of the interior space, a steel beam was uncovered on
the north façade, which we believe to be original to the building. The height of the
beam has been measured and the façade re-designed to leave the beam in place.
B) FENESTRATION:
1) The historic storefronts were very high with separate transom windows above store front
glass and angled recessed entries. Per the historic photos, it appears that the proposed height
of windows is in line with what was there historically (as the parapet wall has been raised),
although it is difficult to tell without full contextual drawings of the buildings to the east and west
for reference. As much as possible, the new vertical storefronts should follow the alignment of
the original storefronts, i.e, those shown in the oldest photo. The bottom of Nana doors and
other windows should start at the same height as the bottom of the historic interior display
windows. By using transom windows above, these should extend vertically so that they are in
line with the storefronts of the adjacent structures.
We have modified the elevations to incorporate the comments above.
2) The current proposal has large brick piers and brick walls, with smaller areas of
fenestration. The massing, general layout, and proportions then should refer back to the
historical design. The new fenestration should be even more pronounced than shown, with less
column width/girth along the front facade. The fenestration could be with Nano doors or
storefront windows, with transom windows that are proportioned and detailed with muntins /
mullions per the historic photos. It appears that some, but not all, of the proposed transom
windows include this and are in a cadence with the mullions below. This design should apply to
all transom windows. The windows should fit between the column piers with no more than midspan divisions between the columns. (Discussion of the columns and brick piers is below.) The
expression and symmetry of the columns is important to maintain as it is a dominant feature in
the original design.
We have modified the elevations to incorporate the comments above regarding the
height of the wainscot material below the windows. We have also modified the
column locations.

C) CADENCE AND BRICK PIERS:
Continue a regular cadence across the front facade, consistent with location of the piers discussed
above. Narrow the piers so that they read like columns rather than brick walls. The piers should
follow the original column lines or, if more divisions are required, a secondary cadence of
diminished importance should be inserted at mid-span locations. All brick piers should be about
half the width shown in the current drawings. This cadence will allow for full glazing with detailed
dividers as discussed above.
We have modified the elevations to incorporate the comments above regarding the
brick piers and replaced them with thinner columns. It appears from the historic
photos that the current property once was a larger building and originally included
Olde Towne Tavern. It is not possible to identify column locations, but we believe
the column spacing and cadence matches the photos.

D) KICKPLATE:
The proposed steel plate should be dimensioned to a shorter traditional "kickplate" height
approach. See existing kickplate approach in historic photos and as found on the building to the
west.
The kickplate height has been modified.
E) PARAPET:
The parapet wall is proposed to be much higher than either historic photo, but it appears to be
aligned with the height of the building to the east, so this height may be ok.
No change. The parapet height is existing.
F) MATERIALS:
Provide information on all materials and colors. A sample board is best. The exact brick in
particular will be important to see, and the proposed color of the mortar.
At this point, we have included color photos of intended materials.
G) FLASHING:
Metal cap flashing: The city prefers a fully sealed/re-pointed rowlock parapet top course and no
cap flashing. If the applicant has issues with that historic flashing then the metal cap flashing
should have a very foreshortened reveal on the façade, (1” – 1 ½ “), with a matt finished color to
match the adjacent brick and low gauge for longevity and to retain a clean look.
We have modified elevations to show the brick rowlock.

H) DOWNLIGHTING:
Consider down-lighting that is more historically compatible with retail uses than the goosenecks
that are proposed for the office portion of the project.
We are happy to change this, but are not sure what type of fixture to use. We will
work with the HPC to find an appropriate fixture.
I) REAR FACADE:
A. The rear façade is secondary to the front, however of interest for relating the historic
language of the District and revitalization of the alley and so it has some
significance. To that end, the rear’s columns, mid-span piers, glazing areas, cadence,
should loosely follow the designs of the front façade.
Since the view of the rear façade is obstructed, we have not made any modifications
to the this elevation.
B. Provide a picture of the existing rear facade with the next submission.
A photo of the rear is included.
C. Fence/Enclosure Area
1. Why the 14' enclosure in the back – seems excessively high
2. The proposed fence and enclosure elements have no historic character to them. We
suggest a metal fence of similar height but with more accented and separate vertical
dividers with horizontal supports behind. The verticals should extend up past the
horizontal supports. Please submit several cut sheets of some more historically based
fencing for the rear.
The rear enclosure screen wall is not intended to be part of the “historic” design
language. It is meant to clearly be an addition to the building from a different time
period.
6. Please provide color/material palette for all masonry and storefront system, including glass.
Generally would encourage a bronzed/"steel" grey type finish for all windows and panels to fit
better with what historically visually would have been seen for much of the fenestration and
structure.
At this point, we have included color photos of intended materials.
7. If the applicant has not seen historic (pre-1960s) pictures of the facade, perhaps these could be
emailed for their reference.
The applicant has the referenced photos.

8. Sign review not conducted.
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7. Public Comment
Public Comment on Non-Agenda Items

8. Adjourn to Study Session
9. Study Session Comments/Reports
a. Community Development Director/Staff
b. Chair/Members
MISSION STATEMENT: The Historical Preservation Board works to preserve the built environment
that gives a unique sense of place and identity to our community. Further, the Historical Preservation
Board encourages reinvestment and compatible growth which enhances Littleton’s economic vitality.
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