
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
November 14, 2020  

 

 

City of Colorado Springs Historic Preservation Board Members, 

 

The City Council adopted, on final reading at its October 9, 2000 meeting an ordinance creating the 

North End Historic Preservation Overlay Zone and ostensibly the associated North End Historic 

Preservation Overlay Zone Design Standards. 

 

Yet, we all recently learned the City Attorney has concluded that the Design Standards had not been 

approved by City Council at that meeting.  The agenda materials and City staff report for the 

ordinance creating the North End Overlay Zone included a specific recommendation of approval of 

the Design Standards along with approval of the Overlay Zone.  But, apparently due to an oversight, 

the ordinance itself did not include language approving the Design Standards. 

 

This discovery is problematic for all the parties involved in preserving the general historical and 

architectural character of the Historic Preservation Overlay Zone.  Yet, most important, without 

design standards, it is very difficult for you to fulfill your duties and obligations in reviewing and 

considering applications for a report of acceptability.  How can one objectively review and assess 

the extent to which a proposed project in the Overlay Zone is acceptable from a historic 

preservation perspective if there are no specific standards against which the proposed project can be 

evaluated?   

 

Formal and duly adopted Design Standards are essential to maintaining the integrity of decisions by 

the Board regarding reports of acceptability. Without City Council adopted Design Standards, as 

required by the City’s Historic Preservation ordinance, reports of acceptability decisions by the 

Board could be considered arbitrary and subject to challenge. 

 

But there are other likely consequences of not having approved Design Standards in place.  Without 

formal and adopted Design Standards, the City of Colorado Springs’ current Certified Local 

Government (CLG) status with the State Historic Preservation Office could be in jeopardy.   The 

following link will take you to the History Colorado webpage describing the CLG program and the 

many benefits and advantages to cities having CLG status:  

https://www.historycolorado.org/certified-local-governments.   

 

A condition of maintaining CLG status is to have approved design standards and criteria that are 

consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and 

Historic Preservation.  Loss of CLG status would result in the loss of historic preservation funding 

opportunities to the City and the Board and a diminished voice and role in historic preservation 

efforts in the region.   
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RESOLUTION___-20 
 

A RESOLUTION RE-AFFIRMING APPROVAL OF THE 
NORTH END HISTORIC PRESERVATION OVERLAY 
ZONE DESIGN STANDARDS TO ESTABLISH 
CRITERIA FOR USE BY THE CITY OF COLORADO 
SPRINGS HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD IN ITS 
CONSIDERATION OF APPLICATIONS FOR A 
REPORT OF ACCEPTABILITY FOR 
CONSTRUCTION, ALTERATION, DEMOLITION OR 
RELOCATION OF REAL PROPERTY WITHIN THE 
NORTH END HISTORIC PRESERVATION OVERLAY 
ZONE. 

 
 
 
 WHEREAS, Section 7.5.1601 B.10 of the City Code provides that the City of 
Colorado Springs Historic Preservation Board is to develop and recommend for City 
Council adoption design standards which are written statements to be used by the 
Board as criteria in its consideration of an application for a report of acceptability for 
properties with HP historic preservation overlay zoning; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Historic Preservation Board, at its July 17, 2000 meeting, 
unanimously recommended City Council approval of the North End Historic 
Preservation Overlay Zone and the Design Standards with the City Planning 
Commission also recommending the same at its August 2, 2000 meeting; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Colorado Springs City Council adopted, on final reading at 

its October 9, 2000 meeting an ordinance creating the North End Historic 
Preservation Overlay Zone and ostensibly the associated North End Historic 
Preservation Overlay Zone Design Standards; and 

 
WHEREAS, all the agenda materials and City staff report for the October 9, 

2000 agenda item for the ordinance creating the North End Historic Preservation 
Overlay Zone included specific recommendation of approval of the Design 
Standards along with approval of the Overlay Zone but due to a clerical mistake the 
ordinance itself did not include language approving the Design Standards; and 

 
WHEREAS, subsequent to the October 9, 2000 creation of the North End 

Historic Preservation Overlay Zone the City Council, City staff, the Colorado Springs 
Historic Preservation Board and the Old North End Neighborhood Association have 
operated for over nineteen years assuming the Design Standards had been 
approved by City Council at its October 9, 2000 meeting; and 



 
WHEREAS, since October 9, 2000 the Colorado Springs Historic 

Preservation Board has diligently utilized, applied, and cited applicable sections and 
provisions of the Design Standards in all of its decisions regarding applications for 
a report of acceptability for construction, alteration, demolition or relocation of real 
property in the North End Historic Preservation Overlay Zone; and 

 
WHEREAS,  for over 19 years owners of property within the North End 

Historic Preservation Overlay Zone have submitted applications for reports of 
acceptability assuming the Design standards were duly adopted and effective and 
similarly accepted decisions by the Historic Preservation Board that utilized and 
specifically cited the  Design Standards as the basis of those decisions; and 

 
WHEREAS, for over 19 years persons purchasing property within the Old 

North End Historic Preservation Overlay District made those purchases with the 
understanding that their property would be subject to and protected by the North 
End Historic Preservation Overlay Zone Design Standards; and 

 
WHEREAS, the City’s Historic Preservation General Application form has 

long required that all applications for a report of acceptability must address how the 
proposed project meets the pertinent North End Design Standards; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Historic Preservation Board Review page on the City of 

Colorado Springs website has long stated that “The North End Design Standards, 
which were adopted by City Council, are which requests (for a report of 
acceptability) are reviewed against” with that statement followed by an internet 
hyperlink to a copy of the North End Historic Preservation Overlay Zone Design 
Standards; and 

 
WHEREAS, without design standards as criteria, the Historic Preservation 

Board cannot fulfill its duties and obligations, as defined in Section 7.5.1605 of the 
City Code, regarding its review and consideration of applications for a report of 
acceptability for construction, alteration, demolition or relocation of real property in 
the North End Historic Preservation Overlay Zone. 

 
 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 

CITY OF COLORADO SPRINGS: 
 
Section 1. The City Council hereby re-affirms the attached North End 

Historic Preservation Overlay Zone Design Standards (Attachment 1) for use by the 

Colorado Springs HP Board as criteria in its consideration of an application for a 



report of acceptability for properties within the North End Historic Preservation 

Overlay Zone as provided in Section 7.5.1605 of the City Code. 

 

 

Dated at Colorado Springs, Colorado this ____day of____,2020. 

 

 

 

      
 __________________________ 

       Council President 
 
 
ATTEST:  
 
 
____________________________ 
Sarah B. Johnson, City Clerk 



 

NORTH END HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
OVERLAY ZONE 

DESIGN STANDARDS 
 

PREAMBLE: The following preservation standards are intended to guide the decisions of the 
Colorado Springs Historic Preservation Board in the implementation of the Historic Preservation 
Overlay Zone for the North End Historic District, under the terms of the Colorado Springs 
Historic Preservation Ordinance. The Old North End Neighborhood is one of the best preserved 
historically and architecturally significant residential areas in the state and its historic integrity 
should be preserved for its current and future residents.  
 
It is desirable that certain issues are clarified so their intent is easily understood. The following 
are presented to accomplish that clarification.  
 
x The design standards apply only to work affecting the exterior of the properties that 

requires a permit issued by the Pikes Peak Regional Building Department. 
 
x Maintenance of historic structures is preferable to repair, and repair is preferable to 

replacement, both for individual features and the entire structure. 
 
x When replacement is unavoidable, the replacement features should reflect the material 

being replaced with regard to composition, design, texture, features, size, scale, and 
proportions that convey the visual appearance of the original. 

 
x Principal structures and outbuildings that contribute to the historic character of the 

district should not be demolished except where loss of significant portions of the 
structure, resulting from such incidents as fire or natural disaster, has occurred. 

 
x It is preferable that large lots, historically associated with an individual property, should 

not be subdivided. Should subdivision occur, new structures would be subject to these 
design standards. 

 
x Original materials should be preserved. For example, new siding, either of vinyl or 

aluminum, should not be applied over original wood shingles or clapboard. Similarly, 
original siding should not be covered by stucco. Unpainted brick should remain 
unpainted. Painted brick, however, should not be subjected to methods of paint removal, 
such as sandblasting, that are destructive to masonry. 

 
x Traditional designs, practices and materials should be used for both repair and new 

construction. Where traditional designs, practices and materials are unfeasible, modern 
design, practices and materials may be used. For example, certain types of asphalt 
shingles may be an appropriate alternative to a wood roof that needs replacement.  

 
x Original windows that are inefficient are better addressed by low-profile, ventilating 

interior storm windows than by replacement of the windows. 
 
x Repair or replacement of non-original elements will not trigger a requirement that the 

elements be returned to their original appearance.  
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x Rehabilitation of one portion of a structure will not trigger a requirement that separate 

portions be returned to their original appearance. 
 
x Additions to a property should be located to the rear of the principal structure. If limited 

by lot size, rooftop additions may be appropriate, and should be designed to minimize 
the visual impact from the street. 

 
x Construction of new buildings should be compatible in terms of materials, detailing and 

design with the surrounding buildings that contribute to the historic character of the North 
End Historic District.  

 
x Preserving vacant lots which historically have been linked by ownership and landscaping 

to the adjacent house and lot is strongly preferred; however, if they are to be developed, 
new structures on these lots will be subject to these standards in keeping with the size 
and style of the architecture of neighboring structures.  

 
DESIGN STANDARDS 

A. Areawide Standards: 
 

1. Maintain the concentration of late nineteenth and early twentieth century buildings with a 
similarity in use, scale, character and setting which visually defines the historic district. 
(Please refer to the North End Historic District Design Guidelines, by Deborah Edge 
Abele and J. Mark Nelson.) 

 
2. Maintain the visual integrity of the North End Historic District. 
 
3. Maintain the distribution of housing types, and their associated physical characteristics 

that divide the district into visually distinct subareas. (see Figure 1.) 
 
4. Preserve the views of the mountains to the west, which traditionally have been visible 

from public right-of-ways within the district. 
 
5. The historic pattern of the grid of avenues, streets and rectangular blocks, bisected by 

alleys and including landscaped center medians, should be maintained throughout the 
district. 

 
6. Maintain and enhance the formal entrances to individual properties as defined by 

sidewalks and steps to the raised porches and entrances. 
 
7. Maintain the visual appearance of the district as a neighborhood of historic single family 

homes. 
 
8. Maintain the high quality of construction, materials and design, which has historically 

distinguished the area. 
 
9. Preserve the historically significant housing types, including the estates, mansions and 

grand homes, which distinguish the North End from other neighborhoods of the 
community. Housing contributing to the historic character of the District should not be 



 

demolished except in cases where health and safety is at risk or where loss of significant 
portions of the structure due to natural disaster or fire has occurred.  

 
10. Preserve the historic outbuildings that retain integrity and contribute to the district’s 

character as a historic neighborhood. Outbuildings contributing to the historic character 
of the District should not be demolished except in cases where health and safety is at 
risk or where loss of significant portions of the structure due to natural disaster or fire 
has occurred.  

 
B. District Standards: 
 

1. The physical features common to the historic buildings of the district shall be the main 
guide for appropriate new construction, alteration and rehabilitation within the historic 
district.  

 
2. Building materials used in new construction and rehabilitation of existing buildings should 

be similar in size, composition, quality and appearance to that used historically. These 
include, for example, plaster, wood, stonework, masonry, metalwork, outdoor fixtures, 
gingerbread ornamentation and undereave brackets. For roofing materials, metal, clay 
tile, wood and certain types of asphalt shingles are appropriate. 

 
3. Mixes and proportions of building materials, such as exterior siding, window glass and 

decorative trim, should coincide with the building’s style of architecture. 
 
4. Preserve the original roofline visible from the front street. The roofline of new additions 

should reflect the original roofline. New skylights and rooftop mechanical or service 
equipment, such as solar collectors or air conditioners, should not be visible from the 
front street. 

 
5. A variety of traditional roof shapes are appropriate within the historic district, providing the 

roof slope is medium to high. Roofs with a rise of less than 6:12 are inappropriate for the 
district. 

 
6. Maintain the horizontal alignment patterns created by the repetition of common building 

elements including front gable roofs, front corner windows and first floor porch roofs. 
 
7. Outbuildings should be subordinate in size and appearance to the main house and 

located on the rear portions of lots. 
 
8. Maintain the historic pattern of automobile uses to the rear of the lot. Utilize access from 

the front of the lots only when access to the rear is impossible.  
 
9. Maintain the orientation of the front facade facing the main street on which it sits. 
 
10. Maintain the pattern of distinctive, formal entrances that distinguishes historic buildings 

within the district. 
 
11. Maintain the prominence of the front facade relative to the rest of the building.elevation 

of the houses. 
 



 

13. Maintain the important components of historic porch construction including a first floor 
porch roof, supported by single or groups of columns, posts or piers, with a perimeter 
railing. Three dimensional balusters, moldings and decorative trim should be preserved 
or restored. 

 
14. Preserve significant windows, including those with such features as stained, beveled or 

leaded glass, distinctive patterns or curves.  
 
15. Minimize the impact of new additions to buildings. Additions and alterations should be 

compatible in size, scale and appearance with the main building and neighboring 
buildings.  

 
C. Subarea Standards  
 

1. Wood - Cascade Subarea: 
 

a. Maintain the lot widths of 50 + feet that create the wide and distinctive spacing 
between buildings in this subarea. 

 
b. Maintain the deep front yard setbacks of 20 to 30 feet for the houses on the 

north/south streets and the varied front yard setbacks of 10 to 20 feet for the 
east/west streets. 

 
c. Maintain the pattern of varying side yard setbacks of buildings that range from 5 to 

20+ feet and differ in size from one another. 
 
d. Where established, maintain the existing pattern of wide building widths relative to 

building depths, which distinguish the estates of the subarea. 
 
e. Preserve the large 5,000 to 10,000 square foot houses that are unique to this 

subarea. 
 
f. To maintain the historic pattern of building that distinguishes this subarea, buildings on 

large lots should be two and two and a half stories in height and up to 40 feet high. 
 
g. Maintain the visual pattern created by the irregular plans and massing of houses in 

the subarea. 
 
h. The rich pattern and assortment of exterior ornamentation should be preserved and 

continued as part of the building tradition of the subarea.  
 
j. Maintain the distinctive types and collections of outbuildings that distinguish estates 

and mansions of the subarea. 
 

2. Nevada - Tejon Subarea:  
 

a. Maintain the wide lot widths of 50 feet and uniform pattern of spacing between 
buildings in this subarea. 

 



 

b. Maintain the uniform front setbacks of buildings and the alignment of facades, which 
occurs on the north/south streets and the varied front yard setbacks of 7 to 22 feet 
on the east/west streets within this subarea. 

 
c. Maintain the variety of side yard setbacks of buildings, ranging from under 5 to 15 

feet, and the pattern of smaller setbacks on the north side and larger setbacks/yards 
on the southern side of the houses. 

 
d. Maintain the pattern of narrow facade width relative to building depths. 
 
e. Maintain the typical range of building sizes of the houses from 2,000 to 6,000 square 

feet. 
 
f. Maintain building heights of one and a half to two and half stories and up to 40 feet 

high. 
 

3. Northern Area:  
 

a. Maintain the typical lot widths of 50 feet along the north and south streets and the 
uniform spacing of buildings that occur along blocks. 

 
b. Maintain the uniform front setbacks of buildings and the alignment of facades, which 

occurs on the north/south streets and the varied front yard setbacks of 7 to 18 feet 
on the east/west streets within this subarea. 

 
c. Maintain the relatively narrow spacing that occurs between buildings, ranging from 0 

to 10 feet, and the patterns of smaller setbacks on the northern side of structures 
and larger setbacks/yards on the southern side of houses. 

 
d. Maintain the typical range of building house sizes of 1,000 to 2,500 square feet. 
 
e. Maintain building heights of one and one and a half stories and up to 30 feet high. 
 
f. Maintain the predominance of cottages and bungalows and the distinctive detailing 

and architectural features of these styles of historic homes in the area. 
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HISTORY/BACKGROUND 
The Historic Preservation Board’s  
DECEMBER 2020 MEETING  

 
        

 
Background: 
 
Historic Preservation Ordinance  
The Historic Preservation Ordinance was written by the City Attorney’s Office in 1987.  The 
Historic Resources Advisory Board in 1987 had generated a draft Ordinance that was approved 
at first reading by City Council; concerned property owners appeared before Council and sought 
to a) quash it or b) delay as long as possible. Council directed the City Attorney's Office to 
rewrite the draft relying on the recommendations of a subsequent citizen committee known as the 
Historic Preservation Ordinance Working Committee. After twelve meetings, a recommendation 
to approve it mostly in the current form was forwarded to Council in the Fall of 1988. 
 
The 1988 Preservation Ordinance is an enabling ordinance, it did not designate any landmarks or 
generate any design standards. The first set of North End Design Standards was developed by the 
Historic Preservation Board and staff in consultation with the North End Neighborhood Assn 
around 1990.  After the first initiation of overlay zoning for the North End Neighborhood and by 
the Historic Preservation Board, interim Design Standards went into effect, and applications for a 
Report of Acceptability were reviewed according to the written design standards, about a dozen 
in all. The initial effort to approve the Historic Preservation Overlay Zone for the North End 
subsequently failed by a 4-3 vote in Council. 
 

 
Design Guidelines 
The North End Historic District Design Guidelines were written by ex-Colorado Springs City 
Planner Deborah Edge Abele and Mark Nelson A.I.A., a local architect in 1989.  In the preface 
(pg.7) three important components are noted:  1) These guidelines “are based on historic surveys 
and the process of evaluating and designating historic resources.” 2) “Education is the primary 
goal of this document.” The guidelines focus on the “physical features of the neighborhood and 
buildings, both collectively and individually, which manifest those historic influences and 
contribute to the North End’s identity today.” 3) In the interest of community-wide 
understanding, it is hoped that “this knowledge will encourage and assist in the preservation of 
one of the community’s most valuable assets.”  
 
Although not quite the complete document, this is the City’s link to the Design Guidelines: 
https://coloradosprings.gov/sites/default/files/planning/northend.pdf 
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Design Standards 
The first set of North End Design Standards was developed by the Historic Preservation Board 
and staff in consultation with the North End Neighborhood Assn. around 1990.  The standards 
were extracted from the North End Design Guidelines, the City-commissioned effort that was 
authored by Mark Nelson A.I.A and ex-City Planner, Deborah Edge Abele.  While structured by 
the Design Guidelines, the Design Standards are specific standards solely associated with 
Regional Building permits intended for design review for Reports of Acceptability.  North End 
Design Guidelines -examples would be the mention of “grass lawns and fences.”     

When ONEN chose to reinitiate the effort (chaired by Pat Doyle) in 2000, the Draft Standards 
were analyzed and changes were made. The Historic Preservation Board intended the Design 
Standards to be the tool for informing property owners of what was important, and to enable 
consistent review of applications for Reports of Acceptability.   

This is the City’s link to the Design Standards. Click on “Plans and Documents”: North End 
Design Standards 
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Old North End Neighborhood (ONEN) Seeks Overlay Zoning – 2000:  
 
Public Process  
This public process took a year and required the ONEN Overlay Zoning Committee to work with 
Tim Scanlon and the City’s Historic Preservation Board (HPB).  Once a survey mailed to 
homeowners in the historic district identified initial support for the initiative, the public process 
began.  It followed a process the Historic Preservation Board provided. As mentioned under 
“Design Standards” above, the committee took part with the HPB to revisit and make changes to 
the standards.  At this time, the district was put under the interim Design Standards.  
 
Neighborhood historic district outreach during the public process     
• mailings to homeowners,  
• a City-initiated public meeting, 
• 3 neighborhood informational coffees, 
• several mailings to homeowners the that gave an overview of the initiative and answers to most 
frequently asked questions, 
• ONEN newsletter informational articles and updates, 
• Outreach and presentations about the initiative to CONO, Downtown Partnership, and 
individual neighborhood associations in our area, 
• yard signs placed within the neighborhood, 
• phone contacts to answer questions, 
• follow-up contacts after the City mailed its Consent post cards for homeowner response (a vote 
for/against). 
 
Results: 64% of property owners returned the postcards, and a majority of owners (not just 
responders) consented to the overlay. 
 
82% homeowners expressed consent 
18% expressed dissent 
0% expressed no opinion   
 
 
Postcards mailed - 657; postcards undeliverable – 1; responses received – 417; owners 
expressing consent – 340; owners expressing dissent – 75; owners expressing no opinion – 2. 
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Continuation of the Process 
From the HPB, the initiative went before the Colorado Springs Planning Commission, where the 
proposed Zone and Draft Design Standards were approved by a vote of 4 to 1 and forwarded to 
the Colorado Springs City Council.  The North End National Register Historic District was put 
under overlay zoning on the second reading by City Council in October 2000.  (See Annual 
Report below.)  
 
As this initiative went from the City’s Historic Preservation Board, to Colorado Springs Planning 
Commission and to Colorado Springs City Council, the Design Standards were included for 
adoption in the presentations.   Citing the standards was a requirement for approvals for Reports 
of Acceptability and cited by both homeowners and Historic Preservation Board members for 
approximately 18 years.   
 
 
What went wrong? 
The Colorado Springs Preservation Planner has informed us the Design Standards were not 
codified in 2000. There apparently was an error in either neglecting to pass the Design Standards 
by resolution at the October 2000 City Council meeting, or if a resolution was passed, it was not 
recorded.  This was overlooked by the City Attorney at the time. The minutes are very spare, not 
comprehensive.  In fact, we learned recently that the tape recorder had stopped working. The 
City failed to legally adopt the North End Design Standards. This failed the property owners, the 
neighborhood organization, and the dozens of volunteers that strove to achieve the HP overlay 
zone. 
 
At present, the design review process: 
 Although the Historic Preservation Board was recently told they may refer to the Design 
Standards, they must cite compliance to the four criteria below to grant a Report of 
Acceptability.  These four criteria were actually written to identify the goals of the Design 
Standards, and provide a tool to evaluate how well the Standards achieve that goal.  They are not 
design standards and are wholly inadequate to use in evaluating an application for a Report of 
Acceptability.  They provide a property owner no information on how to properly 
rehabilitate/restore historic structures, or how the Historic Preservation Board will regard desired 
building plans. 
 

1.  The effect of the proposed work upon the general historical and/or architectural character 
of the historic preservation overlay zone. 

2. The architectural style, arrangement, texture and materials of existing and proposed 
structures and their relation to the structures in the historic preservation overlay zone. 

3. The effects of the proposed work in creating, changing or destroying the exterior 
architectural features of the structure upon which such work is to be done. 

4. The effect of the proposed work upon the protection, enhancement, perpetuation and use 
of the historic preservation overlay zone. 



   

 
Page 5 of 5 pages 

 

HISTORY/BACKGROUND 
The Historic Preservation Board’s  
DECEMBER 2020 MEETING  

  
Certified Local Government Status: 
 
Colorado Springs is a Certified Local Government (CLG) 
As such, the City is required to submit an annual report to the Colorado Historic Preservation 
Office.  Approval of the Overlay Zone and Design Standards was included in the 2002 Annual 
Report to state that the North End District of approximately 223 acres and 644 contributing 
properties composed a new district.  The City’s report included this statement: “The North End 
Historic District Design Standards (Attachments 1) were developed by the Historic Preservation 
board with public input and approved by City Council on October 10, 2000.  Administrative 
review procedures for staff review and approval of certain items (Attachment 2) were developed 
by the Historic Preservation Board with public input and approved on October 2, 2000.”  
 
Certified Local Government status benefits and obligations, in brief 
https://www.historycolorado.org/certified-local-governments 
One of the most important CLG benefits are the availability of grants, which are a dedicated 
source of funding for historic preservation activities. While the grants are competitive, they do 
not require a cash match from the City.  A CLG grant provided $33,000 for the 2003-04 
Downtown Survey.  This resulted in 176 inventory forms and three walking tours, which are still 
available and used.  This kind of activity benefits the City and helps maintain its CLG status.      
 
It has been suggested that the North End Design Standards are old and need to be re-examined. A 
CLG grant could provide funding for such an effort, provided the City remains an active 
Certified Local Government. This can be accomplished by having City Council approve the 
Design Standards by Resolution. 
 
Certified Local Government (CLG) Handbook 
https://www.historycolorado.org/certified-local-governments  To the left, click on “Certifying 
Your Local Government” to view the more complete handbook.   
 
Please go to page 4.  On this page it mentions criteria of importance:  The requirement for a local 
ordinance was enacted by the City in 1991, but the requirement for “Standards, criteria and 
procedures for review of alterations, demolitions or new construction” is a requirement the City 
reaffirm and codify. 
 
 
To avoid putting its Certified Local Status in Jeopardy: 
 
The Old North End Neighborhood Board is asking the Historic Preservation 
Board to send forward to the Colorado Springs City Council its approval to 
reaffirm the Design Standards by resolution for use in the design review 
process for Reports of Acceptability by the Historic Preservation Board. 
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istoric Preservation B

oard had 
assum

ed the D
esign Standards had been properly 

approved by C
ity C

ouncil for use by the B
oard as criteria 

in its consideration of applications for reports of 
acceptability (R

O
A

).

Ø
Since O

ctober 9, 2000 the H
P B

oard has diligently utilized, 
applied, and cited applicable sections and provisions of 
the D

esign Standards in all of its decisions regarding 
applications for a report of acceptability (R

O
A

).



FILE NUM
BER

ADDRESS
DATE O

F 
APPLICATIO

N
DATE INITIAL 

REVIEW

DATE 
SUBSEQ

UENT 
REVIEW

DATE FINAL 
DECISIO

N
REQ

UEST
C

O
N

D
ITIO

N
S                                            

File #
Q

uestions in C
om

m
ents

A
1

A
2

A
3

A
4

A
5

A
6

A
7

A
8

A
9

A
10

B
1

B
2

B
3

B
4

B
5

B
6

B
7

B
8

B
9

B
10

B
11

B
12

B
13

B
14

B
15

B
16

1a
1b

1c
1d

1e
1f

1g
1h

1i
2a

2b
2c

2d
2e

2f
3a

3b
3c

3d
3e

3f

H
P

B
 14-1009

1815 N
 Tejon

1/13/15
N

A
1/13/15

Front P
orch R

oof
1

1
1

1
1

H
P

B
 14-1009

Conditions: R
ailing to m

atch first floor railing as close as possible &
 

m
aintaing C

ode, M
aterial of railing to be of a hard w

ood, storm
 door to 

be of tim
e period.

H
P

B
 15-1001

2116 N
 Tejon

2/10/15
N

A
2/10/15

R
ear A

ddition
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
H

P
B

 15-1001
C

onditions: M
atch darkness of solar panel &

 roofing, C
hange 

triangular w
indow

 to he1agonal or sim
ilar, S

hingle siding rather than 
stucco, dorm

er w
indow

s - double hung or w
indow

s w
ith em

ulians

H
P

B
 15-1002

21 E
 S

an M
iguel

2/24/15

4/6/2015      
A

ppealed to     
H

P
 B

oard N
o 

further A
ppeal

4/6/15
S

olar P
anels

1
H

P
B

 15-1002
Conditions: P

aint edges as necessary for those panels that are 
visible, R

em
ove panels from

 plan on 4th portion &
 option.

H
P

B
 15-00153

1323 Tejon S
treet

3/25/15
4/14/15

N
A

4/14/15
Front &

 R
ear P

orch
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

H
P

B
 15-00153

A
ccepted w

ith no changes

H
P

B
 15-00182

1232 N
. N

evada A
ve

3/30/15
4/28/15

6/1/2015 
A

ppealed to H
P

 
B

oard
8/11/15

A
dd D

oor D
orm

er for Fire 
E

scape on R
oof

1
1

1
1

1
1

H
P

B
 15-00182

Conditions: H
eight of dorm

er not greater than dorm
er behind it

H
P

B
 15-00221

1815 N
 Tejon S

t
4/21/15

5/12/15
5/12/15

G
able end addition to 

rear roof
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

H
P

B
 15-00221

A
ccepted w

ith no changes

H
P

B
 15-00182

1232 N
. N

evada A
ve

3/30/15
4/28/15

6/15/2015 
A

ppealed to 
C

ity C
ouncil

8/11/15
A

dd D
oor D

orm
er for Fire 

E
scape on R

oof
1

1
1

1
1

1
H

P
B

 15-00182
Conditions: H

eight of dorm
er not greater than dorm

er behind it

H
P

B
 15-00314

2116 N
 Tejon

06/04/15
06/23/15

N
A

06/23/15
G

arage A
ddition

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
H

P
B

 15-00314
Conditions: W

ooden w
indow

s, shingle siding, doors sim
ilar to house

H
P

B
 15-00311

1829 W
ood A

ve
06/03/15

06/23/15
N

A
06/23/15

N
ew

 S
iding - 5" TruW

ood 
C

edar S
hake

1
1

1
1

1
H

P
B

 15-00311
A

ccepted w
ith no changes

H
P

B
 15-00414

1715 N
 C

ascade
07/06/15

7/28/15
N

A
7/28/15

G
arage A

ddition
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
H

P
B

 15-00414
A

ccepted w
ith no changes

H
P

B
 15-00430

2131 N
 Tejon

06/30/15
8/3/15

N
A

8/3/15
N

ew
 A

ddition to John Zay 
H

ouse
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

HPB
 C
onditions: S

iding to be either lap or shingle but not B
oard &

 B
atting

H
P

B
 15-00522

125 W
 Fontanero

08/20/15
09/08/15

N
A

09/08/15
G

arage and building 
addition

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
HPB

 C
onditions: C

hange vent to a w
indow

.

H
P

B
 15-00617

1435 N
 Tejon

09/23/15
10/13/15

N
A

10/13/15
N

ew
 G

arage
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

HPB
 C
onditions: W

indow
s - tall &

 N
arrow

H
P

B
 15-00619

1923 N
 Tejon

10/13/15
N

A
10/13/15

N
ew

 G
arage

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
HP C

onditions: Tall &
 narrow

 w
indow

s, C
arriage style door.

H
P

B
 15-00622

1816 W
ood A

ve
09/24/15

10/13/15
N

A
10/13/15

E
xterior Finish C

hanges
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

HP
Denied

H
P

B
 15-00624

1536 W
ood A

ve
09/24/15

10/13/15
N

A
10/13/15

N
ew

 A
ddition  

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
HPB

 C
onditions: H

eaders on all east facing w
indow

s, N
o iron railings, 

subdued chim
ney caps, m

ud room
 w

indow
s tall and narrow

H
P

B
 15-00651

23 E
 Fontanero

10/08/15
10/27/15

N
A

10/27/15
C

arport
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

HP C
onditions: R

ound colum
ns

H
P

B
 15-00430

2131 N
 Tejon

11/10/15
11/24/15

N
A

11/24/15
W

indow
, D

oor changes
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
HPB

 C
onditions - N

O
N

E

H
P

B
 15-00794

1714 N
 Tejon

12/29/15
?

?
N

ew
 G

arage &
 S

tudio
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
1

1
HP Denied due to roof pitch, flat roof on studio, non sym

etrical roof line

1/4/16
Totals

12
17

2
4

0
3

4
15

2
2

18
16

13
7

10
4

6
4

3
3

4
3

1
5

0
0

0
1

0
1

0
1

2
3

1
0

1
4

0
0

0
1

1
2

2
3

2

Historic Preservation Board - Reports of Acceptability Data - 2015

1 - W
O

O
D-CASCADE SUBAREA

2 - NEVADA-TEJO
N SUBAREA

3 - NO
RTHERN SUBAREA

N
O

R
TH

 EN
D

 D
ESIG

N
 STA

N
D

A
R

D
S

A
 - A

R
EA

 STA
N

D
A

R
D

S
B

 - D
ISTR

IC
T STA

N
D

A
R

D
S

C
 - SU

B
A

R
EA

 STA
N

D
A

R
D

S

Subsequent U
se of N

orth E
nd D

esign Standards 
(2000-2019) (cont.)



Subsequent U
se of N

orth E
nd D

esign Standards 
(2000-2019) (cont.)

For over 19 years:

•
H

om
eow

ners in the O
verlay Zone have subm

itted applications for 
R

O
As assum

ing the D
esign standards w

ere duly adopted and effective 

•
H

om
eow

ners in the O
verlay Zone

sim
ilarly accepted decisions by the 

H
istoric Preservation Board that utilized and specifically cited the  

D
esign Standards as the basis of those decisions

•
Persons purchasing property in the O

verlay Zone m
ade those 

purchases w
ith the understanding that their property w

ould be subject to 
and protected by the N

orth End H
istoric Preservation O

verlay Zone 
D

esign Standards

•
The C

ity of C
olorado Springs officially reported to the State H

istoric 
Preservation O

ffice
that the required D

esign Standards w
ere in place



Subsequent U
se of N

orth E
nd D

esign Standards 
(2000-2019) (cont.)

•
The C

ity’s H
istoric Preservation G

eneral A
pplication form

 has 
long required that all applications for an R

O
A address how

 the 
proposed project m

eets the pertinent N
orth End D

esign 
Standards.

•
The H

istoric Preservation B
oard R

eview
 page on the C

ity of 
C

olorado Springs w
ebsite has long stated that:

“The N
orth End D

esign Standards, w
hich w

ere adopted by 
C

ity C
ouncil, are w

hich requests (for a report of 
acceptability) are review

ed against” ***

*** S
tatem

ent follow
ed by an internet hyperlink to a copy of the N

orth E
nd H

istoric 
P

reservation O
verlay Zone D

esign S
tandards 



W
ithout adopted design standards:

1.
The H

istoric Preservation B
oard cannot fulfill its duties and 

obligations, as defined in Section 7.5.1605 of the C
ity C

ode, 
in review

ing applications for an R
O

A
. 

Ø
H

ow
 can the Board objectively review

 and assess the extent to 
w

hich a proposed project in the O
verlay Zone is acceptable 

from
 a historic preservation perspective if there are no specific 

standards against w
hich the proposed project can be 

evaluated?

2.
C

olorado Springs’s current C
ertified Local G

overnm
ent 

(C
LG

) status w
ith the State H

istoric Preservation O
ffice is in 

jeopardy

C
onsequences of N

ot H
aving A

pproved D
esign Standards



Section 7.5.1605
4 C

riteria in considering an application for R
O

A
:

1.
The effect of the proposed w

ork upon the general historical and/or 
architectural character of the historic preservation overlay zone.

2.
The architectural style, arrangem

ent, texture and m
aterials of 

existing and proposed structures, and their relation to the 
structures in the historic preservation overlay zone.

3.
The effects of the proposed w

ork in creating, changing or 
destroying the exterior architectural features of the structure upon 
w

hich such w
ork is to be done.

4.
The effect of the proposed w

ork upon the protection, enhancem
ent, 

perpetuation and use of the historic preservation overlay zone.

C
onsequences of N

ot H
aving A

pproved D
esign Standards (cont.)



§
The 4 general criteria in Section 7.5.1605 are not a substitute for 
the D

esign Standards.  The criteria do not w
ork alone.  They can 

only be used and applied in tandem
 w

ith a set of D
esign 

Standards.

§
A

pplication of the 4 criteria cannot be done in an objective 
m

anner w
ithout the context provided by the D

esign Standards.  
The D

esign Standards “inform
” the 4 criteria.

§
The C

ity Planning staff understand this and have recom
m

ended 
that the B

oard sim
ply use the D

esign Standards as unapproved 
general guidelines w

hen applying the 4 criteria.  B
ut that is 

not a viable option since…

C
onsequences of N

ot H
aving A

pproved D
esign Standards (cont.)



W
ithout form

al and adopted D
esign Standards:

1.
R

O
A decisions by the B

oard could rightfully be 
considered arbitrary and capricious.

2.
Increased likelihood of appeals to C

ity C
ouncil.

3.
In the extrem

e, could result in an unfavorable outcom
e 

for both the C
ity and the H

istoric Preservation O
verlay 

Zone if ever contested via a C
.R

.C
.P. 106 (a)(4) filing

C
onsequences of N

ot H
aving A

pproved D
esign Standards (cont.)



W
ithout form

al and adopted D
esign Standards, C

olorado 
Springs’s current C

ertified Local G
overnm

ent (C
LG

) status w
ith 

the State H
istoric Preservation O

ffice could be in jeopardy.

Ø
The C

ity’s local governm
ent certification agreem

ent w
ith the 

State H
istoric Preservation O

ffice requires the C
ity to: 

“Adhere to requirem
ents outlined in the C

olorado C
ertified Local 

G
overnm

ent H
andbook issued by the State H

istoric 
Preservation O

ffice.”

Ø
The C

LG
 H

andbook (page 4) requires certified local governm
ents 

to have approved “Standards, criteria, and procedures for review
 of 

alteration, dem
olitions, or new

 construction. They m
ust be consistent 

w
ith the Secretary of the Interior’s standards and G

uidelines for 
Archaeology and H

istoric Preservation.” 

C
onsequences of N

ot H
aving A

pproved D
esign Standards (cont.)



C
LG

 S
tatus allow

s the C
ity of C

olorado Springs:
1.

A form
al role in the N

ational R
egister of H

istoric Places 
process.

2.
Exclusive Funding O

pportunities 
a)

C
LG

s m
ay apply annually for no-m

atch grants from
 a 

designated C
LG

-only fund. 
b)

Local landm
arks designated by C

LG
s are eligible for 

C
olorado’s state historic preservation incom

e tax 
credit and grants from

 the H
istory C

olorado State 
H

istorical Fund. 
3.

C
LG

s m
ay participate in the review

 of State Tax C
redit 

Projects for residential properties. 

Loss of C
LG

 status w
ould result in the loss of historic 

preservation funding opportunities and a dim
inished role in 

leading historic preservation efforts in the region.

C
onsequences of N

ot H
aving A

pproved D
esign Standards (cont.)



ü
Sections 7.5.1601 and 7.5.1602 of the C

ity C
ode (the C

ity’s H
istoric 

Preservation O
rdinance) specify that the D

esign Standards are to be 
adopted by C

ity C
ouncil resolution.  

ü
A

ccordingly, O
N

EN
 and the H

PA have drafted a sim
ple resolution that re-

affirm
s approval of the N

orth End D
esign Standards that all involved 

parties believed had been duly adopted by C
ity C

ouncil w
hen the N

orth 
End O

verlay Zone w
as approved back in O

ctober 2000.

ü
A

doption of such a resolution cleans up this adm
inistrative and legal 

m
ess.

ü
O

ne of the responsibilities of the H
istoric Preservation B

oard, as defined 
in 7.5.1601(10), is to “recom

m
end for C

ouncil adoption design standards 
to establish criteria for use by the B

oard in the consideration of an 
application for a report of acceptability for properties w

ith H
P historic 

preservation overlay zoning.

T
here is a R

elatively Sim
ple Solution



Ø
In response to the proposed resolution offered by O

N
EN

 and the 
H

PA
, the C

ity Planning staff have suggested an extensive 
process to develop new

 D
esign Standards.  The process w

ould 
run concurrent w

ith R
etoolC

O
S.

Ø
R

esolving this problem
 can’t w

ait for a process that m
ay run 

m
onths or years.

•
The B

oard cannot properly fulfill its design review
 and R

O
A 

responsibilities w
ithout approved D

esign Standards.

•
The C

ity’s C
LG

 status is likely in jeopardy right now
.

This m
atter needs to be cleaned up as soon as possible 

and w
ithout haste.

R
esolving this P

roblem
 C

an’t W
ait



Ø
A review

 and evaluation of the the D
esign Standards is very 

m
uch supported, based on 20 years of experience w

ith the 
existing set.

Ø
A preservation professional should be hired to prepare a 
factually-based analysis of 20 years of use and prepare 
recom

m
endations.  O

N
EN

 and the H
PA are ready to assist the 

B
oard w

ith seeking a C
LG

 sub-grant to pay for it.

Ø
B

ut, the existing D
esign Standards need to first be re-affirm

ed to 
solve the im

m
ediate problem

, enabling the C
ity to apply for a 

C
LG

 sub-grant

A
 Future R

eview
 of the D

esign Standards Should O
ccur



P
roposed P

rocess and C
alendar for R

e-A
ffirm

ation of 
D

esign Standards

Public com
m

ent regarding proposed Resolution
Board Recom

m
endation to City Council

HP Board M
eeting

1/4/21

Presentation of proposed Resolution 
Review

 of HP Board recom
m

endation
City Council W

ork session
1/11/21

1/26/21
City Council M

eeting
Form

al consideration of Resolution



•
W

ithout adopted design standards:
a.

the H
istoric Preservation B

oard cannot fulfill its duties 
and obligations

b.
C

olorado Springs’s current C
ertified Local G

overnm
ent 

(C
LG

) status w
ith the State H

istoric Preservation O
ffice 

is in jeopardy

•
O

N
EN

 and the H
PA respectfully ask the H

P B
oard to take the 

steps necessary to re-affirm
 the existing D

esign Standards as 
soon as possible.

•
The best solution to the problem

 is a sim
ple C

ity C
ouncil 

resolution that re-affirm
s approval of the N

orth End D
esign 

Standards.

C
onclusions



 
 

ATTACHMENT 4 
 

Letters of Support of the Resolution Re-
affirming Approval of the Design Standards 

 





September 22, 2020 
 
Members of City Council: 
 
As chair of the ONEN Overlay Zoning Committee and one of many who worked countless hours with the City, 
its Historic Preservation Board and neighbors during the public process to bring overlay zoning to the North 
End National Register Historic District, I request that the Colorado Springs City Council reaffirm the Design 
Standards as those standards used by the City’s Historic Preservation Board for approval of Reports of 
Acceptability for RDB permits in the North End Historic District.   
 
In the summer of 2000, the City’s Historic Preservation Board approved the updated Design Standards and 
Planning Commission approved and included the Design Standards in their recommendation to City Council 
that overlay zoning be approved.  The North End National Register Historic District was placed under the 
Overlay Zoning Ordinance by a vote of the Colorado Springs City Council on September 26 (a meeting I 
attended) and October 10, 2000.  
 
Recently I was told that the Design Standards, used for 19 years, standards cited when I was on the City’s 
Historic Preservation Board (2002-2007), were not included within the approval for overlay zoning for the 
North End.  At the time of these council meetings, (as reflected in the minutes) there was no discussion or 
contention regarding the Design Standards, even though they were included in Tim Scanlon’s overview to 
council and staff recommendation for approval.  The fact that the standards were not included as part of the 
motion to approve overlay zoning for this district was an oversight by the city, one which went unnoticed by 
Planning, City Council, and the City Attorney, an oversight that we ask you to correct now.   
 
Of importance, too, is a state requirement:  The City agreed to use design standards as a basis for local zoning 
decisions in the Certified Local Agreement with the State of Colorado’s Historical Society, now History 
Colorado.  Failure to do so violates that agreement.  The city’s Certified Local Government (CLG) status 
depends on fulfilling such requirements.  Maintaining CLG status is critical for the City’s use of the Tax 
Credits, with over $1 million issued by the City’s Historic Preservation Board. It is also crucial that standards 
for approval of Reports of Acceptability provide specific information to owners who seek approvals.  This 
increases uniformity of decision-making.  Since 1991, when the first Design Standards were generated by the 
City, many people have worked to write and update the Design Standards, which fulfill these requirements.   
 
7.5.1605-C “Board Proposal of Proposed Work” addresses the procedure by which the Historic Preservation 
Board ‘s approved project is submitted to the Regional Building Official to request a permit.  This section 
includes the requirement for the Historic Preservation Board to reconsider its Report of Acceptability for a 
project if it will “defeat the purpose of this Zoning Code.”  The four criteria referenced within this section for 
the Historic Preservation Board’s reconsideration are referenced principles on how to apply the standards.  
They are not the Design Standards, but are being used as standards.  This is not the intention of the 
ordinance.  
 
 In closing, I am requesting that the City Attorney’s office be directed to prepare a resolution by the next City 
Council meeting for a vote by council to reaffirm the Design Standards for Reports of Acceptability.  If 
reaffirmed, I encourage Planning to provide an educational seminar on the Design Standards for the City’s 
Historic Preservation Board and extend this invitation to Old North End neighbors and other members of the 
public.  Former Historic Preservation Board members might be asked to attend as part of a Q and A.  
 
Respectfully, 
Patricia (Pat) Doyle    
 



 

 

 

Emily Murawski 2330 Wood Avenue 
Colorado Springs, CO 80907 

 murawskiemily@yahoo.com 
voice (719) 578-8772 

cell (719) 205-1313 

 
 

September 17, 2020 

 

Members of the Colorado Springs City Council 

107 North Nevada Avenue, #300 

Colorado Springs, CO 80903 

 

  RE:  Use of Design Standards by Historic Preservation Board 

 

Dear Members of the City Council: 

 

I urge the City Council to reaffirm the use of the established Design Standards for the 

Historic Preservation Board to use when evaluating a Report of Acceptability. 

 

As a long-time resident of the Old North End Neighborhood, I am distressed to learn 

that the Historic Preservation Board is not using the Design Standards established 

some years ago when the neighborhood came under Overlay Zoning.   

 

For several years I served on the committee to establish the Overlay Zoning and the 

accompanying Design Standards for this historic neighborhood.  Neighborhood 

residents have felt secure in the knowledge that there is established guidance to assist 

the Historic Preservation Board to make sure the architectural integrity of our period 

homes is respected. 

 

My daughter and her family now live in the ONEN community and one reason they 

decided to reside here is the respect for the historical nature of our homes.  Please don’t 

let that respect be diminished by not using the established guidelines.  They work! 

 

Thank you for hearing me out and for doing the hard work of making Colorado Springs 

a fine city to live in. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Emily Murawski 
 

Emily Murawski 

 



 

September 18,2020

Colordo Springs City Gouncil

Dear Members of the Colonado Springs City Council

My purpose in writing is b strongty support The Old North End Neighborhood's request that Colorado
Springs City Council reaffrm the doption of the DesQn Standards used by the City's Hisbric
Prservatbn Board to evaluaE each Reportof Aceptat lrty.

I enjoyed serving as a Commissioner on the Colorado Springs Hisbric Preservation Board and Minor
\A/ork Committee from 2014to2017. Applicable Design Standards review by he orner/apdlcantfortheir
proiect is a rcquircd part of the nandive br all Reports of Acoeptability and also serves as an objec'tive
basis furthe fonnal review by Hisbric Preservdbn Board Commbsioners. Design standards must be an
integnal part of the proess b acfiieve adequate and bir reviau.

Thank you in advance for your consideration of ftis important request



          September 22, 2020 

 

 

Colorado Springs City Council 
107 N. Nevada Ave. #300 
Colorado Springs, CO  80903 
 
 
 
Dear Council Members, 
 
I am writing this letter in support of the request for a resolution to adopt the Old North End Historic 
Preservation Design Standards as the criteria for the evaluation of applications for Reports of 
Acceptability by the Historic Preservation Board.   I am an Architectural Historian with over 15 years of 
experience in the field of Historic Preservation and the co-author of the book Exploring the Old North 
End Neighborhood of Colorado Springs-A Guide to its History and Architecture. I also wrote the National 
Register nomination for the boundary increase of the Old North End Historic District in 2015, and served 
as Vice Chair of the Colorado Springs Historic Preservation Board in 2013-14. 
 
The Old North End neighborhood is the most intact collection of turn-of-the-century residential 
buildings in Colorado Springs and is notable for retaining a high degree of architectural integrity.  This is 
due in large part to the Historic Preservation Overlay Zone ordinance and the guidance of the Old North 
End Historic Preservation Design Standards.  It has recently come to my attention that the Historic 
Preservation Board is no longer required to use these design standards to evaluate applications, as it has 
for over 19 years.  Instead, the board has been instructed to use four brief, vague, and subjective criteria 
from the Historic Preservation Ordinance.  In my opinion, these criteria were never intended to be 
comprehensive design standards and are completely inadequate as a guide for board members and 
property owners. 
 
Comprehensive design standards not only assist Historic Preservation Boards in making informed, 
objective decisions, they also help property owners in the planning and design process. During my term 
on the Historic Preservation Board, we were required to apply the Old North End Historic Preservation 
Design Standards in the review of all applications, and to cite the applicable standard in the explanation 
of our decision.  Although several board members had limited experience in historic preservation, the 
standards provided specific guidance such that those decisions could be made confidently and 
impartially, and property owners could be assured that the decisions were not arbitrary or capricious.  
 
Design standards provide direction, create objectivity and predictability, and are an essential component 
of the design review process.  I respectfully request the council to approve the resolution to adopt the 
Old North End Historic Preservation Design Standards.  
 
Sincerely, 
Jennifer Lovell 
 
 



 



 



To: City Council of Colorado Springs 

City Hall 

September 16, 2020 

In 1999 I received a telephoned request from Pat Doyle to serve on the 
Historic Preservation Overlay Zone committee of the Old North End 
Neighborhood. As a former president of the Old North End (1976-1980) during the 
period the Old North End National Register Historic District was initiated, I was 
most willing to serve on the committee. 

 A major part of the committee’s work was to update and make final 
revisions to the Design Standards for the Old North End Historic Preservation 
Overlay Zone. Thanks to a grant from the state historical society, the Design 
Standards had been recently reviewed and updated by the City Council in 1995. I 
remember clearly committee discussion of the various details of the Design 
Standards such as materials to be used and the shape and trim of windows, 
doorways, etc. 

 It was the common assumption as we did this work that the Design 
Standards would be applied to new construction in the Old North End (including 
remodeling) by the Historic Preservation Board of the City. 

In support of this project, I wrote a short history of the Old North End that 
was included in the supporting materials urging the adoption of the HP Overlay 
Zone. 

It was clear to me at the time that the existence of the Old North End 
Historic Preservation Overlay Zone would be meaningless if the Design Standards 
were not enforced on new construction by the city’s Historic Preservation Board. 
City Council should reaffirm or readopt the Design Standards. 

Thank you for your consideration of this matter. 

Robert D. Loevy 

1712 N. Tejon Street 

Old North End 

 

 



August 23, 2020 
 
 
 
TO:  Members of Colorado Springs City Council 
  Colorado Springs Historic Preservation Staff 
 
 
FROM:  Nancy I. Brown, 1127 North Prospect Street, Colorado Springs, CO 
 
 
RE:  15 West Del Norte 
 
 
I am writing as a past multi-term member of the COS Historic Preservation Board where I also served as 
Chair of the Historic Preservation Board.  Included in those duties was participation on the Minor Work 
Committee. 
 
I am professionally concerned with the lack of process in reviewing applications and not following the 
Department of Interior Design Standards.  In my experience, members of the Historic Preservation 
Committee were dedicated to following such Standards.  We were all extensively trained by our HP staff 
member, Mr. Tim Scanlon, and took our responsibilities and commitment to the charge seriously. 
 
The role of the Minor Works Committee was to review all applications in accordance with the Design 
Standards, researching all aspects of the application.  The comprehensive process gave the 
homeowner a checklist to better prepare his/her project and the time to present and fully answer 
questions without either the homeowner or committee members feeling rushed. 
 
Once the research was concluded and the appropriate Standards cited, a Report of Acceptability was 
produced and filed.  The Report of Acceptability included citations.  If perchance, there was a need to 
appeal the Minor Work decision, the application and Report were forwarded to the full Board for further 
review; but such a full Board review was rare because of the deep dive review by the Minor Works 
Committee. 
 
Because all applications were reviewed based on the City Council adopted Design Standards, all members 
of the discussion, both committee members and homeowners, felt positive about the process.  I encourage 
the continued use of the Design Standards by the Minor Works Committee. 
 
 



September 20, 2020 
 
Colorado Springs City Council 
107 N Nevada Avenue Suite 300 
Colorado Springs, CO  80903 
 
Re: North End Historic Preservation Overlay Zone Design Standards 
 
Dear Council Members: 
 
Twenty years ago, as a member of City Planning, I staffed the effort to generate the North End Historic Preservation 
Overlay Zone (HPOZ). It was created by a 7-1 Council vote following a sustained effort by property owners, 
preceded by the generation of their own Council-approved neighborhood master plan, which recommended overlay 
zoning. It has recently become apparent that due to municipal negligence in 2000 the current HPOZ is 
unenforceable. However, the HPOZ remains intact. The purpose of this letter is to urge you to rectify this mistake 
immediately by adopting the North End Design Standards by resolution as the mechanism to implement the HPOZ.  
 
With input from property owners, the Standards were generated to define criteria for evaluating intended building 
permit work. They were designed to help maintain the high level of architectural and historic significance of the 
neighborhood. They were structured to inform the neighbors and direct the members of the Historic Preservation 
Board in its reviews. As documented by staff write-up, recommendations and meeting minutes, it is clear that City 
Planning endorsed the HPOZ and intended for it and the Design Standards to be approved concurrently. Each step 
was taken with guidance from the City Attorney’s office, which authored the Historic Preservation Overlay Zone 
enabling ordinance in 1987.  
 
On September 26, 2000, at the conclusion of staff presentation to City Council, I recommended approval of the 
HPOZ and the Design Standards. Councilmember Guman subsequently made a motion to approve the HPOZ but it 
did not reference the Design Standards. I did not notice the omission. Neither did the Planning Director, nor the 
City Attorney. This was a mistake. Responsible public employees acknowledge their mistakes and correct them. 
While no longer employed, I feel responsible and thus am writing to help correct this mistake.  
 
Leaving the mistake uncorrected denies both City Council’s intent and renders useless the HPOZ initiated and 
supported by the North End property owners. That effort, involving 15 months, included 7 neighborhood 
meetings, not including discussion at the Annual Meeting, three coffees, and a neighborhood mailing to all 
property owners. The high degree of neighborhood awareness is verified by the 63.5% rate of return of postcards 
expressing owners’ opinion of the zone change. Over half identified support for the zone change.  
 
With proper management and reliance on the Historic Preservation Board, administration of the HPOZ in the North 
End is minimal. Between 2000 and my departure in 2009, reviews averaged 38 items per year; about a third were 
administratively approved upon receipt. For Minor Work Committee items, the average length of time between an 
application for a Report of Acceptability and a Committee decision was 10 days.  
 
Citizens are entitled to responsible zoning administration. Please do not allow this circumstance to continue. Should 
you desire any information on the generation of the 1987 enabling ordinance or the North End HPOZ, I would be 
happy to respond. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Tim Scanlon 
1716 N Corona St 
Colorado Springs, CO  80907 



To The Members of City Council: 

46 years ago my husband and I purchased our home in the Old North End 
Neighborhood at 1513 Alamo Avenue.  I became involved with the North End 
Homeowners’ Association (now called ONEN) in 1981 and served in various 
positions on the board from 1981-1990.  These positions included president and 
zoning chairman.  I made many appearances before City Planning Commission 
and City Council—so many appearances that one of the Commissioners suggested 
that the Homeowners’ Association should develop a Master Plan in order to help 
us protect our neighborhood.  The North End Homeowners’ Association did just 
that and the Old North End Master Plan was adopted in 1990 and passed as a city 
ordinance in 1991.  By 1991 I was serving on City Planning Commission and 
continued serving on the commission until 1997.  I then served on the 
homeowners’ board as vice-president and president from 1999 -2006.  Therefore, 
I was very involved and aware of what was happening with the Old North End 
Homeowners’ efforts concerning the North End Design Guidelines (1989), The 
North End Design Standards which were developed for the 1991 Overlay Zone 
effort, the Old North End Master Plan and then when the Design Standards 
resolution was passed when the North End National Register was put under the 
Overlay Zone Ordinance in 2000. 

We are now being told by City Planning, 20 year later, that the Historic 
Preservation Board does not have to site the standards for Reports of 
Acceptability.  I am shocked that no one told us of this finding during all the years 
that I have been involved with presentations to City Planning Commission, 
presentations to City Council and attending meetings of these two groups 
concerning Historic Preservation Board requests.  Therefore, I firmly support the 
ONEN request:  “The Old North End Neighborhood requests that Colorado 
Springs City Council reaffirm the adoption of the Design Standards used by the 
City’s Historic Preservation Board to evaluate each Report of Acceptability.”  
Without supporting the Report of Acceptability historic preservation in Colorado 
Springs is severely endangered. 

Elizabeth Bevington 









 


