
PUBLIC NOTICE 
 

In accordance with the statutes of the State of Illinois and the ordinances of the City of Highland Park, a 
Regular Meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission of the City of Highland Park is scheduled to 
be held at the hour of 7:30 p.m., Thursday, November 10, 2011, at Highland Park City Hall, 1707 St. 
Johns Avenue, Highland Park, Illinois, during which meeting there will be a discussion of the following: 
 

City of Highland Park 
Historic Preservation Commission 
Thursday, November 10, 2011 

1707 St. Johns Avenue, City Hall 
7:30 p.m. 

 
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 

 
 

I. Call to Order 
 
II. Roll Call 

 
III. Approval of Minutes 

 
A. October 13, 2011 

 
IV. Scheduled Business 

 
A. Determination of Significance 

1. 1055 Golf Avenue 
 

B. Certificate of Appropriateness 
1. 325 Prospect – Replacement of old garage with new 

 
V. Discussion Items 

 
A.  405 Sheridan Road – Landscape Plan Discussion  

 
VI. Business From the Public 
 
VII. Other Business 

 
A. Next meeting scheduled for December 8, 2011 

 
VIII. Adjournment 
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City of Highland Park 
Historic Preservation Commission 

Minutes of October 13, 2011 
7:30 p.m. 

 
I. Call to Order 

 
Chairwoman Sogin called to order the Regular Meeting of the Historic Preservation Commission at 
7:30 p.m. in the City Hall Pre-Session Room at 1707 St. Johns Avenue, Highland Park, IL.   
 

II. Roll Call 
 

Members Present: Sogin, Fradin, Temkin, Curran, Becker, Rotholz 
   
Members Absent:   Bramson 

 
City Staff Present: Cross, Sloan 
 
Others Present: Jack Katz, Lilah Katz (980 Park Avenue), Rob Rotering 

(Highland Park Historical Society) 
 
 

III. Scheduled Business 
 

A. Approval of Minutes 
 

Chairwoman Sogin asked for approval of the minutes of the September 8, 2011 HPC Meeting.  
Commissioner Fradin made a motion to approve the minutes as submitted.  Commissioner Temkin 
seconded the motion.  The motion was approved by a unanimous vote (6-0) 

 
B.  Determination of Significance – 980 Park Avenue 

 
Staff gave a brief presentation regarding the historical research and background regarding this petition.  
Originally it was scheduled for discussion on the agenda for the previous HPC meeting, but no 
members representing the application appeared at the meeting. The commission tabled the discussion 
to the October meeting. 
 
Jack Katz and his sister Lilah were in attendance and answered questions from the Commission.  They 
purchased the property six years ago as an investment, but found recently that the costs of maintaining 
the house were increasingly not worth the returns.  After exploring alternatives, they eventually 
decided to pursue a demolition.  Commissioner Fradin asked if the petitioners intended to rebuild on 
the lot, or sell it as a vacant property.  The applicants indicated their plan was to market the vacant lot. 
 
Commissioner Sogin shared her suspicion that this house was built in the 1880’s as part of the City’s 
original housing stock for laborers and service workers west of the Green Bay Trail.  The Commission 
agreed that this house must have been special to someone because it had been relocated from Central 
Avenue to the present location in 1953, and it was unfortunate that no documentation existed to trace 
more of the history of the house. 
 
The Commission discussed the Landmark Criteria in Chapter 24 as they applied to this petition.  It was 
agreed that while the house could partially satisfy several of the standards, they did not fulfill any of 
them to an extent that would justify the preservation of the structure. 
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Commissioner Becker asked if the petitioners might be interested in delaying the demolition of the 
house after the Commission had approved it to see if there was any interest in preserving the house in 
the private market.  The Commission informed the petitioners that the demolition approval would be 
valid for up to one year.  The petitioners indicated they would consider delaying the demolition of the 
house to investigate whether the property could be sold with the house intact. 

  
 Motion finding that the house at 980 Park Avenue does not satisfy any landmark criteria:  

Commissioner Curran 
 Second:  Commissioner Rotholz 
 Vote: 6-0 Motion passes. 

 
IV. Discussion Item 
 

Hazel Ravine Drive Walking Tour Brochure:   
Staff indicated that work had begun for designing the new brochure.  The designer gave a quote of 
$720 for the graphic design of the work.  Printing the brochure could be expected to cost an 
additional $1,000. Planning Manager Linda Sloan indicated she would look at the current budget 
situation to see if money could be found or reallocated to assist with the costs.  Chairwoman Sogin 
indicated that she could pursue a discussion with the City Council to ask if the money could be 
found elsewhere.  Commissioner Rotholz asked if the electronic source files from the previous 
brochure were available.  Staff indicated they would look through archives and report back. 
 
2011 Historic Preservation Awards 
Staff indicated that five nominations for the awards had been submitted.  The jurors had completed 
a driving tour and had decided upon the winners.  Staff shared the nomination packets with the 
Commission and discussed the houses.  The Commission agreed that with three winners to honor, 
awards for recognition and appreciation no longer needed to be a part of this year’s program.  A 
Lifetime Recognition program, however, was still a priority, and honorees for this year as well as 
next year were discussed.  The date for the ceremony was set for December 1, 2011.  Chairwoman 
Sogin offered to host the ceremony at her house again, if no other options presented themselves in 
the meantime. 
 
2012 HPC Meeting Dates 
The Commission reviewed the resolution with the 2012 meeting dates 

 Motion to approve the 2012 Meeting Dates Resolution for the Historic Preservation 
Commission:  Commissioner Fradin 

 Second:  Commissioner Rotholz 
 Vote:  6-0  Motion passes 

 
Highland Park Historical Society 
Rob Rotering was present from the Historical Society to discuss opportunities for the HPC and the 
Historical Society to work together.  Chairwoman Sogin indicated the two entities have operated 
separately for many years and the time was right for more cooperation.  Members of the Historical 
Society have donated services over the years, including the recordings for the walking tours.  The 
shared constituency between the groups can also be a mutual benefit for future activism and 
recognition.  Mr. Rotering indicated the Historical Society is looking for ways to increase its 
visibility and relevancy within the community and would be approaching the City for an annual 
contribution to the Society’s annual operating budget.  It was agreed that a collaboration between 
the Historical Preservation Commission and the Historical Society would be mutually beneficial.  
As a first step, the Commission and the Society are going to reach out to the Ravinia neighbors to 
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discuss a historic walking tour.  Resources and experience are available from the HPC and the 
Historical Society that can help them move forward quickly. 
 
 

V. Adjournment 
 

Chairwoman Sogin adjourned the meeting at 9:15 pm. 



MEMORANDUM 
 
 
Date:  November 10, 2011 
 
To:  Historic Preservation Commission 
 
From: Andy Cross, Planner II 
   
Subject: Proposed Demolition of 1055 Golf Avenue 

 

 
1055 Golf Avenue is a Ranch-style house built in 1952 and designed by Robert L. Brandt.  It is 
one of ten houses in the Sunset View Subdivision that he designed and appears to be one of three 
built by Highland Park Builders in this development.  Archived architectural drawings showed 
elevations and floor plans for House A, House B, and House C.  The houses had minor design 
variations and were oriented differently on their respective lots.  1055 Golf appears to have been 
a House A design, and the other variations can be seen on the aerial photo of the other remaining 
Brandt-designed Ranches in the development (see attachments). 
 
The 2005 Bob-o-Link historical survey references this development and the Brandt houses with 
the following paragraph:  

Address: 1055 Golf Avenue 
Built: 1952 
Style: Ranch 

Structure: Single Family Residence 

Architect: 
Robert L. Brandt, Highland Park 
Builders 

Original 
Cost: 

$13,400 

Current 
Assessed 
Value: 

$115,795 

Alterations: 
No significant alterations have been 
identified. 

Significant 
Features: 

The house appears to be one of 
several prototypical house models 
used in this 1952 housing 
development. 



“In 1953, Sunset View Builders was reported to have opened its new subdivision along 
Golf Avenue.  Forty homes were planned for the project, 12 of which were nearly 
finished in May of that year.  The residences, for which Adler & Maxon were agents, 
were priced at approximately $25,000 each [Chicago Daily Tribune, May 17, 1953].  The 
architect for many of these homes was Robert Brandt.” 

 
Julia Johnas located the 1953 newspaper article cited above and it is included with the 
attachments to this memo.   
 
The Sunset View Subdivision, platted in 1951, created 20 lots.  According to the historical 
survey, Robert Brandt designed the following ten houses in the subdivision:   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As the table above shows, four houses have already been demolished.  The remaining houses can 
be seen in the attached aerial photo.  Research did not reveal any biographical information about 
Robert Brandt.  He was not a member of the American Institute of Architect when the 1956 
Members List was printed, and isn’t referenced in the historical surveys beyond the references to 
the Sunset View Development and the houses listed above. 
 
 
Landmark Criteria 
Below are the landmark criteria from the City Code: 
 
1) It demonstrates character, interest, or value as part of the development, heritage, or cultural 

characteristics of the City, county, state, or country. 
 

2) It is the site of a significant local, county, state, or national event. 
 

3) It is associated with a person or persons who significantly contributed to the development of 
the City, County, State, or Country. 

 
4) It embodies distinguishing characteristics of an architectural and/or landscape style valuable 

for the study of a specific time period, type, method of construction, or use of indigenous 
materials. 

 

Address Date Rating Architect Demolished 
1054 Golf Ave  1952   C   Robert L. Brandt 2006 
 1055 Golf Ave    1952   C   Robert L. Brandt   
 1062 Golf Ave    1952   C   Robert L. Brandt 2005 
 1063 Golf Ave    1952   C   Robert L. Brandt   
1071 Golf Ave 1952 C  Robert L. Brandt 2005 
1079 Golf Ave 1952 C  Robert L. Brandt 2004 
1087 Golf Ave 1952 C  Robert L. Brandt   
1093 Golf Ave 1952 C  Robert L. Brandt   
1101 Golf Ave 1952 C  Robert L. Brandt   

1107 Golf Ave 1952 C  Robert L. Brandt   



5) It is identifiable as the work of a notable builder, designer, architect, artist, or landscape 
architect whose individual work has influenced the development of the City. 

 
6) It embodies, overall, elements of design, details, materials, and/or craftsmanship that renders 

it architecturally, visually, aesthetically, and/or culturally significant and/or innovative. 
 

7) It has a unique location or it possesses or exhibits singular physical and/or aesthetic 
characteristics that make it an established or familiar visual feature. 

 
8) It is a particularly fine or unique example of a utilitarian structure or group of such structures, 

including, but not limited to farmhouses, gas stations or other commercial structures, with a 
high level of integrity and/or architectural, cultural, historical, and/or community 
significance. 

 
9) It possesses or exhibits significant historical and/or archaeological qualities. 
 
 
Recommended Action 
The Commission is asked to review the structure per the Landmark Criteria listed above.  If the 
Historic Preservation Commission determines that the Structure that is the subject of the 
Demolition Application satisfies “one or two of the Landmark Standards, then the Commission 
shall have a 180-day review period, commencing on the Application Completion Date, within 
which to receive applications for Landmark nominations for the Structure.” (Chapter 170 of the 
City Code) 
 
 
Attachments 

 Location Map 
 Site Photos 
 1952 Building Permit and Application 
 Map Identifying the Sunset View Subdivision 
 Aerial Photograph of the Subdivision Showing the Brandt Homes 
 1953 Newspaper Article from the Chicago Daily Tribune 
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325 Prospect Avenue 
Joseph L. Ball House 

 
Application for a Certificate of Appropriateness  

 
 
 
TO:  The Historic Preservation Commission 
DATE:  November 10, 2011 
FROM:  Andy Cross, Planner II 
SUBJECT: 325 Prospect Avenue 
 

 
 
PETITIONERS / OWNERS: 
Sharon Affinati, on behalf of 
Pete & Carolyn Wolfe 
325 Prospect Avenue 
Highland Park, IL  60035 

PROPERTY LOCATION: 
325 Prospect Avenue 

STRUCTURE 
Joseph L. Ball House 
Style: Italianate 
Built: circa 1870 

   
HISTORIC STATUS: 
Local Landmark: 2004 
 

PROJECT ARCHITECT: 
Chris H. George 
124 Hill Street 
Mt. Prospect, IL  60056 

 
SUMMARY OF THE PETITION 
The “Joseph L. Ball House” at 325 Prospect Avenue is an Italianate house built around 1870.  
The house was landmarked locally in 2004 by the current owners, Pete & Catherine Wolfe and 
was included on the 2009 Laurel – Prospect Walking Tour.  The landmark designation was 
awarded based on Landmark Criteria 4 and 6: 
 

4) The house embodies distinguishing characteristics of an architectural style valuable for 
the study of a specific time period, type, or method of construction, and 

 
6)  The house embodies elements of design, detailing, materials, and/or craftsmanship that 

render it architecturally, visually, aesthetically, or culturally significant. 
 

The landmark nomination contains the following historical information about the house:   
 

“This home is identified as “S – Significant” in the Central East Architectural 
Survey of 1999.  Elizabeth Hawkins Ball was the daughter of Frank P. Hawkins, 
founder of the Highland Park Building Company and first mayor of Highland 
Park.  It is possible that this home was among the first built by the Highland Park 
Building Company. 
 
The architectural survey notes the significant architectural elements, which 
include the front entry with a classical surround, arched pediment with scroll 
brackets, segmental arched windows, and a cornice with regularly spaced 
brackets.  While this home has seen a number of alterations and additions, it 
remains a fine example of the Italianate Style, typified by overhanging eaves and 
paired decorative brackets.  The segmentally arched window openings, 
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decorative entry, and simple pyramidal roof all signify an attempt to create a 
rambling, informal Italian farmhouse.  Although the home has lost its wrap-
around porch and currently has a one-story front addition, it is still recognizable 
as indicative of the earliest suburban development of Highland Park.” 

 
Prior to the April, 2004 landmarking, the owners made plans to fully restore an existing addition 
on the house.  When work got underway in July, 2004, the poor condition of the addition was 
discovered and it ultimately had to be demolished.  The owners appeared before the Historical 
Preservation Commission seeking a Certificate of Appropriateness for a new, slightly larger 
addition to the house.  The HPC approved the plans and the addition remains on the house to this 
day. 
 
SUMMARY OF PROPOSAL 
The property has a detached garage that was built in the 1960’s.  Its utilitarian design is not 
sympathetic to the historic house and the structure of the garage is heavily deteriorated.  The 
owners would like to remove the garage and replace it with a new structure in the same location.  
The new garage will be the same width as the existing one, but will be slightly longer to 
accommodate larger vehicles.  As a point of interest, the garage is proposed closer to the property 
line than the zoning code allows, so the property owners will pursue a zoning variation with the 
City’s Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) in the near future. 
 
Architectural and design elements from the historic house have been incorporated into the design 
of the new garage.  Page A1 of the attached plan set shows elevations of the proposed garage and 
notes that the design of the casement window will match those on the house, as well as the 
shingles and the dental molding on the fascia and brackets.  Photographs have been included in 
the attachments that show these features on the house.  The garage is shown with 6” cedar 
clapboard siding and a single 16’ x 8’ overhead garage door. 
 
 
EVALUATION OF CRITERIA IN THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION ORDINANCE 
 
The following is an analysis of the relevant Standards for Certificates of Appropriateness as listed 
in Section 24.030(D) of the City Code: 
 
(1) Height.  The height of a Landmark, Regulated Structure, or a Contributing Regulated 
Structure shall be visually compatible with properties, structures, sites, public ways, objects, and 
places to which it is visibly related.  

The new garage is proposed at a height of 17’ 9”.  This conforms to the maximum height allowed 
in the zoning district of 18 feet, and  was designed will allow the new garage to remain 
compatible with nearby houses. 

 (2) Proportion of front facade.  The relationship of the width to the height of the front elevation 
of a Landmark, Regulated Structure, or a Contributing Regulated Structure shall be visually 
compatible with properties, structures, sites, public ways, objects, and places to which it is 
visually related.  

(3) Proportion of openings.  The relationship of the width to height of windows and doors of a 
Landmark, Regulated Structure, or a Contributing Regulated Structure shall be visually 
compatible with properties, structures, sites, public ways, objects, and places to which the 
building is visually related.  
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(4) Rhythm of solids to voids in front facades.  The relationship of solids to voids in the front 
facade of a Landmark, Regulated Structure, or a Contributing Regulated Structure shall be 
visually compatible with properties, structures, sites, public ways, objects, and places to which it 
is visually related. . 

 (5) Rhythm of spacing and structures on streets.  The relationship of a Landmark, Regulated 
Structure, or a Contributing Regulated Structure or object to the open space between it and 
adjoining structures or objects shall be visually compatible with the properties, structures, sites, 
public ways, objects, and places to which it is visually related.  

The new garage is set back on the rear portion of the lot and will not impact the rhythm of 
spacing and structures on the street.   

(6) Rhythm of entrance porches, storefront recesses and other projections.  The relationship 
of entrances and other projections of the proposed new Structure to sidewalks shall be visually 
compatible with the properties, structures, sites, public ways, objects, and places to which it is 
visually related.  

 (7) Relationship of materials and texture.  The relationship of the materials and texture of the 
façade of a Landmark, Regulated Structure, or a Contributing Regulated Structure shall be 
visually compatible with the predominant materials used in the structures to which it is visually 
related.  

The new garage is shown with 6” cedar clapboard siding.  The Commission may wish to discuss 
how the material will satisfy this standard. 

(8) Roof shapes.  The roof shape of a Landmark, Regulated Structure, or a Contributing 
Regulated Structure shall be visually compatible with the structures to which it is visually related.  

The hipped roof on the main house is not mirrored in the pitched roof of the new garage, but the 
garage has been designed to feature the window on the front elevation that matches the windows 
on the house. 

 (9) Walls of continuity.  Facades and Property and site structures, such as masonry walls, 
fences, and landscape masses, shall, when it is a characteristic of the area, form cohesive walls of 
enclosure along a street, to ensure visual compatibility with the properties, structures, sites, public 
ways, objects, and places to which such elements are visually related.  

 (10) Scale of a structure.  The size and mass of a Landmark, Regulated Structure, or a 
Contributing Regulated Structure in relation to open spaces, windows, door openings, porches, 
adjacent structures, and balconies shall be visually compatible with the properties, structures, 
sites, public ways, objects, and places to which they are visually related.  

The scale of the proposed garage will match the existing house and will remain in keeping with 
the surrounding properties with proposed amendments. 

(11) Directional expression of front elevation.  A Landmark, Regulated Structure, or a 
Contributing Regulated Structure shall be visually compatible with the properties, structures, 
sites, public ways, objects, and places to which it is visually related in its directional character, 
whether this be vertical character, horizontal character, or nondirectional character.  

 (12) Destruction or alteration of the historic features.  The distinguishing historic qualities or 
character of a Landmark Regulated Structure or Contributing Regulated Structure and its 
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environment shall not be destroyed.  The Alteration of any historic or material or distinctive 
architectural features should be avoided when possible.  

The existing garage will be demolished as part of this plan, but it was built in the 1960’s and has 
not been identified as contributing to the historic character of the property. 

 (13) Archaeological and natural resources.  Every reasonable effort shall be made to protect 
and preserve archaeological and natural resources affected by, or adjacent to any project.  

 (14) Architectural Compatibility.  In considering new construction, the Commission shall not 
impose a requirement for the use of a single architectural style or period, though it may impose a 
requirement for compatibility.  

The Commission may wish to discuss the compatibility of the new garage with the historic house.  
The applicant has indicated that the tall stature of the house is mirrored in the new garage, which 
is as tall as the zoning code will allow.  As noted previously in this report, architectural elements 
such as the window design, shingles, and fascia styling from the existing home have been carried 
over into the design of the proposed garage.    

(15) Use compatibility.  Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for a 
Regulated Structure or Contributing Regulated Structure that requires minimal alteration of the 
Regulated Structure or a Contributing Regulated Structure and its environment, or to use a 
Regulated Structure or Contributing Regulated Structure for its originally intended purpose.  

Not applicable—no change in use is proposed. 

(16) Maintenance of Time Period Appearance.  All Regulated Structures or Contributing 
Regulated Structures shall be recognized as products of their own time and so alterations that 
have no historical basis and which seek to create an earlier appearance than is properly 
attributable to the particular Regulated Structure or Contributing Regulated Structure that is being 
altered shall be discouraged.  However, contemporary design for Alterations and additions to 
Regulated Structures or Contributing Regulated Structures shall not be discouraged when such 
Alterations and additions do not destroy significant historical, architectural, visual, aesthetic, 
archaeological or cultural material, and such design is compatible with the size, scale, color, 
material, and character of the Regulated Structure or Contributing Regulated Structure, 
neighborhood or environment.  

The design of the detached garage is intended to compliment the Italianate house and  not detract 
from  the significant historical structure on the lot. 

(17) Significance of changes made in the course of time.  Changes that may have taken place in 
the course of time are evidence of the history and development of Regulated Structure or 
Contributing Regulated Structure and their environments.  These changes may have acquired 
significance in their own right, and this significance shall be recognized and respected.  

 (18) Sensitivity to distinct features.  Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled 
craftsmanship or artistry, which characterize a Regulated Structure or Contributing Regulated 
Structure, shall be treated with sensitivity.  

 (19) Repair to deteriorated features.  Deteriorated architectural features shall be repaired 
rather than replaced, wherever possible.  In the event replacement is necessary, the new material 
need not be identical to but should match the material being replaced in composition, design, 
color, texture, and other visual qualities.  Repair or replacement of missing architectural features 
should be based on accurate duplications of features, substantiated by historic, physical, or 
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pictorial evidence rather than on conjectural designs or the availability of different architectural 
elements from other buildings or structures;  

The deteriorated 1960’s-era garage on the property is the impetus for this application, but the 
intent is to demolish and replace it, not repair it. The garage was not designed to be sensitive to 
the Bell house and is not considered an “architectural feature” of the historic home. 

(20) Surface cleaning.  The surface cleaning of the Regulated Structure or Contributing 
Regulated Structure shall be undertaken with the gentlest means possible.  Sandblasting and other 
cleaning methods that will damage the historically, visually, aesthetically, culturally or 
archaeologically significant materials used in such Landmark, Regulated Structure, or a 
Contributing Regulated Structure shall not be undertaken;  

 (21) Wherever possible, additions or Alterations to a Regulated Structure or Contributing 
Regulated Structure shall be done in such manner that if such additions or Alterations were 
to be removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the Landmark, Regulated 
Structure, or Contributing Regulated Structure would not be impaired. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Based on the findings presented above, staff recommends that the Historic Preservation 
Commission approve the Certificate of Appropriateness for the new garage, or recommend 
changes to the plans to meet the criteria listed above.  
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 

 
 Cover Letter from Architect 
 Page A1:  Elevations and Site Plan for New Garage 
 Page A2:  Floor Plan and Wall Section for New Garage3 
 Photographs of Existing House 
 Architectural Survey Entry for 325 Prospect Avenue 



......
CHRIS GEORGE, P.C.

ARCHITECT

I

124 HILL STREET
MT. PROSPECT, IL 60056·2732

847/699-8150 FAX 847/699-8151
chrisgeorge_arch@yahoo.com

October 24, 2011

City of Highland Park
1150 Half Day Road
Highland Park, IL 60035
Attention: Historical Preservation Committee

Re: Garage Project 325 Prospect Avenue Highland Park, IL 60035

Dear Historical Preservation Committee:

We propose to replace the existing detached garage built in the 1960's located at the
above referenced address with a new one and one-half story detached garage. The
existing garage and driveway are in poor condition and the garage does not have any
details that relate to the existing residence.

The new detached garage we designed has exterior trim similar to the house trim with
dentals and brackets on the fascia board at the roof line. The double hung window with
an arch above the overhead garage door facing the street which will match the windows
on the rear of the existing residence. The new garage will have a 20 panel insulated
overhead garage door. On the west side of the new garage there will be a window with
grid and a 6 panel service door painted to match the color of the main entrance door of
the house.

By replacing the typical standard design of the existing garage, the new garage will add
to the character of the house.Rer_mitted,
Chris H. George, President
Chris George, P.C.

CHGIkk

mailto:chrisgeorge_arch@yahoo.com
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MEMORANDUM 
 
Date:  November 10, 2011 
 
To:  Historic Preservation Commission 
 
From: Andy Cross, Planner II 
 Linda Sloan, Planning Manager 
   
Subject: Landscape Plan - Certificate of Appropriateness Discussion 
 
 
405 Sheridan received approval for a Certificate of Appropriateness for the landscaping plan 
on May 11, 2010.  The property was inspected in October, 2010 to evaluate the progress and 
compliance to the approved plans.  A number of inconsistencies were identified between the 
approved plans and the work that was underway or had been completed on the site.  These 
inconsistencies were summarized and presented to the Historic Preservation Commission in 
February, 2011.  A summary and drawings illustrating the inconsistencies are included as 
attachments to this memo.  At the February, 2011 meeting, the Commission indicated that any 
deviations from the approved landscape plans will need to be presented as formal 
Amendments to the Certificate of Appropriateness.   
 
Correspondence between the applicants and City Staff included a memo dated January 23, 
2011 from the applicants outlining responses to many of the inconsistencies identified during 
the October inspection.  A subsequent memo from Staff reaffirmed that, given the property 
owner’s decision to delay, change, or abandon many of the required landscaping elements, a 
formal request to amend the approved landscape plan is the best way to bring the property 
into compliance with the requirements of the Certificate of Appropriateness. 
 
The owners of 405 Sheridan have submitted a letter dated October 31, 2011 requesting 
amendments to the May 11, 2010 COA Landscape Plan.  They are proposing that the COA be 
amended to allow the changes outlined in the January 23rd memo. The letter further requests 
that the Certificate of Appropriateness be amended to allow a five-year period to complete the 
landscaping identified in the plan. 
 
The Commission is asked to do the following: 

1) Review the work that has yet to be completed as described in the COA Landscape 
Plan, as well as the items that the applicants have indicated they are no longer 
interested in completing.  These are detailed on the list attached to the October 31 
letter from the applicants. 

2) Discuss the requests the Commission is willing to consider:  the requests outlined on 
the list of changes to the landscape features included with the October 31 letter, as 
well as the request for a time extension of five years. 

3) Discuss the need for a formal application and revised documentation to a request an 
amendment to the Certificate of Appropriateness for landscaping at 405 Sheridan 
Road. 



 
 
 

Attachments 
 Letter from Applicant dated October 31, 2011 
 Summary of Inconsistencies in Installed Landscaping as Identified in October, 2010 
 Landscape Plans Illustrating Inconsistencies as inspected in October  2010 
 Certificate of Appropriateness for the Landscape Plan (May 11, 2010) 
 Approved Landscape Plan (link to download sent via e-mail) 













Inconsistencies in Landscaping Installation as 
Identified During an Inspection in October, 2010. 

 

Approved Feature 
Is it 
Installed? 

Comment 

Document to Keep 
“as-is”; 
Not to Plan; 
To be Installed, 
Needs Maintenance; 
Complete 

 Extension of Stone Bridge 
o Wood bridge deck 

No 
Deck paved in 
asphalt N 

 Driveway Surface Materials and 
Cross sections 

Yes 

Aggregate is 
more loose than 
embedded 
between bridge 
and motor court 

D 

 Tennis/sport court 
Yes 

Pole lighting is 
triple-headed, 
single specified 

D 

 Lighting 
o Safety and Security 
o Monument-type 

illumination 

Yes 

Tree mounted 
above accessory 
structure height 

To Be Determined 

 Fencing 
o Deer curtain 
o Wire mesh 
o Chain link 

Yes 

Undocumented 
black wire mesh 
in lieu of some 
wire and chain 
link 

N,D 

 Stone Paths No Walled garden N 
 Planted Roof Plant Palate Yes  C 
 Formal Garden     

o Replacement of concrete 
walks with stone paths 

No 
 

Replaced with 
loose gravel 

N 

o Reestablishment of fruit 
trees Yes 

 

Mature Bradford 
Pear retained in 
lieu of 4 fruit 
trees 

N 

o Ornamental plant palate Yes In progress I 
o Parallel arbors 

Yes 

Only 1 (south) of 
2 arbors installed 
with covered 
structure not on 
plan 

N 

o Arborvitae buffering 
Yes & No 

Western side 
behind arbor 

N,D 



Approved Feature 
Is it 
Installed? 

Comment 

Document to Keep 
“as-is”; 
Not to Plan; 
To be Installed, 
Needs Maintenance; 
Complete 

only 
o Ornamental gates 

No 

Northeast 
removed for 
refinishing; West 
(same?) 

I 

o Tree removal 
Yes 

Except for 
mature Bradford 
pear 

C, D 

o Pond restoration No  N 
o Eastern wall restoration No  N 
o Iron fence on north entry 

wall No 
 

N 

o Duplicate garden shelter No  N 
 Natural Resource Management 

o Non-fire management 
o Native seed collection  
o Invasive plant removal 

? 

Reported to have 
occurred by 
Landscape 
Architect 

M 

 Entry Walls and Gates Yes  C 
 Perimeter Landscaping 

o Driveway stem 
plantings- evergreen 
infill 

Yes 

 

M 

 Southern boundary shrub & tree 
clusters 

No 
Limited to coach 
house area 

N 

 Driveway Circle at Main House 

Yes 

Appears larger 
and more 
circular than 
plan indicates 
possible meadow 
encroachment  

N 

 Meadow Paths No  N, M 
Historical Features- Maintenance 
Required  

 
 

 Ravine Paths and steps 
 

Need raking, and 
maintenance  

M 

 Stone Basin 
 

Needs raking 
and maintenance 

N,M 

 Stone Steps to Beach 
 

Needs 
maintenance 

M 

 Retaining wall at SE corner of  Needs M 



Approved Feature 
Is it 
Installed? 

Comment 

Document to Keep 
“as-is”; 
Not to Plan; 
To be Installed, 
Needs Maintenance; 
Complete 

Shaw Home maintenance 
 Rustic Wooden Foot-bridges 

 
One okay; 2nd 
not observed 

M 
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1



Motorcourt & North Garden

2



Bridge Decking & Drive Surface

3



Sport Court Lighting

4



Formal Garden

5



Ravine & Meadow Paths

6



North Ravine Management

•COA Submittal had 
promotional information 
from Tallgrass Inc.
•Verbal assurance that 
this firm would consult 
on North Ravine 
management

7



Southern Boundary Buffer

8



Southern Boundary Buffer

9



Fencing

10



Fencing Location

11








