STEAMBOAT SPRINGS HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
MEETING AGENDA
Room 113/114, CENTENNIAL HALL, 124 10TH STREET
Wednesday, March 13, 2019 at 5:00 P.M.
MEETING PROCEDURE:
Comments from the Public are welcome at two different times
during the course of the meeting:
1) Comments no longer than three (3) minutes on items not
scheduled on the agenda will be heard under Public Comments; and 2) Comments no longer than
three (3) minutes on all scheduled agenda items will be heard as part of the Public Hearing for
that agenda item. All members of the public wishing to make comments must wait to be
recognized by the Historic Preservation Commission Chairperson. Please keep comments as
brief as possible. The Commission will act on an agenda item after comments from the staff, the
applicant, and the public have been heard.
PUBLIC HEARING FORMAT:
1) Presentation by staff.
2) Opening of Public Hearing by Historic Preservation Commission Chairperson
a) Presentation by applicant, not to exceed 15 minutes
b) Questions by Historic Preservation Commission of staff or applicant
c) Comments by members of the public (not to exceed 3 minutes). Members of the public will
be called to the podium by the Historic Preservation Commission Chairperson. Members of
the public to state name.
d) Additional questions by Historic Preservation Commission of staff or applicant.
e) Response by the applicant.
f) Response by staff.
g) Close of Public Hearing by Historic Preservation Commission Chairperson.
3) Deliberation, motion, and action by Historic Preservation Commission.
Those matters coming before the Steamboat Springs Historic Preservation Commission to be
discussed at 5:00 P.M. on February 13, 2019, Room 113/114, Centennial Hall, 124 10th Street,
Steamboat Springs, Colorado are as follows:

AGENDA ITEM #1
Call to Order:
Roll Call

AGENDA ITEM #2
Approval of Minutes:
Minutes from the February 13th, 2019 meeting (Stettner, Adams, Staib, Bradley)

AGENDA ITEM #3
Public Comments:
The public may speak to Historic Preservation Commission on any subject not scheduled for discussion
elsewhere on the agenda.

AGENDA ITEM #4
Public Hearing Item:
Demolition of an Eligible Resource
Address:
228 Missouri Avenue
Applicant:
Ryan Spausat (Property Owner)

AGENDA ITEM #5
Public Hearing Item:
Proposed Relocation of an Eligible Resource
Address:
1111 The Boulevard to Corner of 12th & Crawford
Applicant:
Jan Kaminski (Owner Representative)

AGENDA ITEM #6
Subcommittee Reports:
Arnold Barn Update
Local Register Project – Picnic, Postcards ON HOLD
Property Documentation Update
Tree Protection/Survey
Downtown Development Plan

AGENDA ITEM #7
Staff Updates:
Structures at Risk of Demolition (update if any)
Moving Historic/Eligible Buildings

AGENDA ITEM #8
Other Business:
RCRBD Newsletter Information (Erica & Arianthé)
Preservation Month
Legacy Businesses
Agenda reorganization

ADJOURN
The above applications are available for review and inspection during regular business hours at
the Department of Planning & Community Development, 124 10th Street, Steamboat Springs,
CO.
Three or more City Council members may attend this event and may discuss public business, to
include information of public policy. For more information please contact Julie Franklin, City
Clerk at 970-879-2060.
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STEAMBOAT SPRINGS HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
MINUTES
February 13, 2019
The regularly scheduled meeting of the Steamboat Springs Historic Preservation
Commission was called to order at approximately 5:00 p.m. on Wednesday, February
13, 2019 in Room 113-114, 124 10th Street, Steamboat Springs, Colorado.
Historic Preservation Commission members in attendance were:
Chair Arianthe Stettner, Katie Adams, Amy Bradley and Patrick Staib.
Absent: Morris
Staff members present were Historic Preservation consultant Erica Hewitt and Planning
Director Rebecca Bessey.
2. Approval of Minutes
January 9:
Commissioner Adams moved to approve the January 9, 2019 meeting minutes.
Commissioner Staib seconded the motion.
The motion carried unanimously.
December 12:
Commissioner Bradley moved to approve the December 12, 2018 meeting minutes.
Commissioner Adams seconded the motion.
The motion carried unanimously.
3. Public Comment on Items Not on The Agenda
None.
4. Public Hearing:
None.
5. Subcommittee Reports
Arnold Barn
Stettner: The lighting is up but not in its final form. It’s a little bit bright right now. It
seems like the shields aren’t on the lights.
One of the complex issues was the final dispensation of the emergency stabilization
funds from when the Barn was stabilized before it was moved. Two of the developers,
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Ski Corp and Save Arnold Barn all put some money in a pot for stabilization. We
suggested that instead of returning those funds to the parties that contributed that
money, it could be used instead for future maintenance. And finally, there is an
agreement in place to do that. Those funds will go to the Grand for maintenance of the
site.
With Phase II of the project approved and in the works, Ralph Walton is starting to do
bid packages. I have a meeting with Jim Schneider at Ski Corp next week to talk about
interpretive signs for on the site. We have one almost done for Phase I, which is going
to be on the sidewalk across the street.
Property Documentation
Stettner: Still working on creating the summary, which she will get to Rebecca.
Tree Protection
Staib: I owe Amy a draft of my purpose, objective and scope of work.
Stettner: I think we can see by recent events that citizens are concerned about cultural
landscapes. The more we can do to identify them, the better.
Downtown Plan
Bessey: Tyler and I have been working on incorporating Council’s feedback into the
Plan. I’m trying to schedule a meeting with the working group for next week to present
the potential changes. If all goes well we will then be able to finalize the document and
take it to Planning Commission for adoption on March 14 and to City Council April 2.
Bessey will send commissioners a copy of the updated Plan.

6. Staff Updates
Structures at Risk of Demolition
More info next month.
Laurel Street School:
Hewitt: I’m still trying to get more information; I never got a call back.
Bessey: I heard the property sold and the new owners are looking to renovate it and
potentially do an addition or something.
Moving Buildings Ordinance
Stettner: Should a building come up to be moved – such as the Crawford Barn – we
have that language accessible to us.
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Bessey: I think Tyler drafted it maybe. Did you all see that?
Commissioners have not.
Hewitt: Breckenridge, who we based our language on, just rewrote their ordinance.
They said they thought that was too lenient. They don’t want to lose any buildings now,
period.
Bessey: It’s in my office somewhere. I’ll bring it next time.
Crawford Barn:
Bessey: I’ve been talking with Jan Kaminski. He’s working with the property owner and
they’re going to be submitting a written request that we’ll take to City Council because
they want to move it to a piece of property that’s owned by the City. So the request will
be for the City to convey the property to them in some fashion.
Stettner: It used to be the Crawford’s property years ago.
Bessey: One of the options that Jan had originally suggested was that the City maintain
the land and provide a permanent easement for the building. There’s a lot of
complicated factors with that, and we were concerned about how you tie in the
ownership and maintenance of that barn long term to the adjacent house. So we
decided the cleanest, easiest way is to see if the City Council is agreeable to selling or
conveying that property in some fashion directly to that property owner and combining
the two pieces.
Jan intends to frame this request to Council as a historic preservation project. It’s going
to come before you.
Hewitt: So you will be able to provide your recommendation.
Stettner recapped the history of the barn and its location as discussed at a prior
meeting.
Stettner: It’s one of the few barns I’m aware of that has vertical siding.
Adams: Jim Crawford has the whole history documented, including where they got the
wood.
Historic Preservation Incentive Fund Policy
Bessey: We have money in the budget this year for the first time in a number of years.
So I think we want to have some sort of a written policy by which when we see projects,
we could look to the Commission to recommend when we offer an incentive to
somebody and have some framework for that. Is it first-come, first-serve? How much do
we offer per project? We have 10-$20,000. What parameters do we want to use to
disperse that money?
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Adams: Tell everyone, “Not everyone can be a winner, but the fact that you might be is
a big deal.”
Stettner: We’ll see how many applications we get in a calendar year and divvy it up.
People would know they qualify for a certain amount.
Hewitt confirmed that it will not carry over to next year.

7. Other Business
Demolition Mitigation Discussion
Adams: We’re drawing the lines, the connections and our involvement in what
happened with the Selbe property and how we can perhaps step in and help prevent
these things by going through the proper channels.
I wrote a letter to the Planning Commission on behalf of this Commission when that
property went for their review. I said some things partly spurred by Arianthe’s ideas that
I think we should revisit. One of the things I wrote was that: On the Selbe public hearing
item, we said in our motion that a cultural survey should be conducted by the developer.
I think we should take it one step further and say that there’s a $1,000 fee for that to be
done instead of putting it in their hands. Because as we all know, we’ve asked this
before and not a single word or photo has ever been put forward by a developer. So I’m
interested in trying to see how we can encourage them a little bit more strongly.
Hewitt: Since we discussed the concern about not getting photos, we have gotten them
for both projects reviewed. 7th Street: The owner is a photographer and provided
pictures.
For Pine Grove, I took the pictures.
Bessey: I was confused by your statement in your letter. In this case, I don’t think we
have anything to worry about. I assumed your comment about never getting it had to do
with residential demos, in which case there’s no way to compel them.
In the case of a development plan that we just saw for the Selbe property, we attached
three conditions to it which they need to fulfill prior to building permit. So they will not get
a building permit until they submit to the city and comply with all of their conditions.
Adams: Do we want to see if we can push a fee, too?
Bessey: As the government we can’t just charge a fee. We have to make sure we’re
following the rules in place.
Hewitt: They would have to be laid out in the Ordinance.
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Adams: In the condition, we didn’t lay out specifically how to document or that we would
want a professional to do so.
Hewitt: I think next time you can give them more specific requirements, but I did meet
with the Owners and Toby, and they asked all those questions.
Adams: Can we spell this out in a policy going forward?
Bessey: Define what we mean by “documentation” and “survey” so when we add that is
a condition, we can say this is what we mean.
I think we would often have leverage on development applications like this. They could
have put up a fight, but they knew it was to their benefit to agree to do these things.
In the case of single-family homes, I think in order to require that we’ll need to do some
Code changes. I think that’s a great idea.
Adams: We could have different policies for commercial and residential.
Hewitt suggested including a note with the request for residential demos.
Adams: We need a formal way to file these things and to create a system for it.
Staib confirmed that there is no way under current Code to attach conditions to a demo
permit.
Bessey: To do that, we would require a Code change; I think that’s probably achievable.
We do have incentives in the Code for people to preserve a structure, but maybe if we
can’t get a “shall” in the Code we can find a way to offer incentives for people to
document.
Hewitt: In Denver and Boulder, third parties can landmark properties. The owner can
object, but it can be landmarked without their consent.
In Boulder when a demo comes in and they believe there’s probable cause that the
building might be eligible, they make them come in for a demo review and charge them
$1,500.
Stettner: How long would it take to do a Code modification to allow something like this to
happen?
Bessey: Even if it sailed through, no less than three months. But I know there’s
sentiment out there to open the whole thing up and do much more work, so I think that’s
something we have to weigh about what is more advantageous.
Bessey suggested creating a one-page description of documentation and an
inventory/survey which the Department can distribute to relevant applicants.
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Hewitt: When I was on HPAC, each commissioner was asked to come up with two valid
points against or for or comments back to the applicant per review. Especially with the
upcoming demo reviews, this would be important for our current commissioners to do.
Adams: There is a grassroots committee building between Historic Routt County and
the Museum; Arianthe and myself are on it. I want to make sure that we have a say in
what is happening because I think HPC is the best direct line to Council because we’re
already part of the system.
I think that ad-hoc committee could be the working group for this commission, because I
think it would be very difficult for this group to accomplish crafting a historic ordinance
on our own. I think this ad-hoc group could really do a good job of bringing in some
experts and creating this. I don’t think the two groups should be divorced by any means.
I just want to let everyone know that that’s happening and see what we should do.
Hewitt mentioned that the State has grants for creating ordinances for the City.
Staib: Is this an advocacy group?
Adams: Sure.
Bessey: That’s what I was going to ask. I feel like writing an ordinance is not hard.
There are models out there; we do it all the time. It’s building the support in the
community.
Adams: It’s selling the benefits of historic preservation that we all know but clearly
council members don’t, and planning commissioners don’t and the general public
doesn’t.
Stettner: I think it’s because we’re using the wrong language. How do we reframe our
language to speak to the next generation?
Staib: I think an advocacy group might have more leeway in what they’re able to say
versus this group as a governmental entity.
Stettner: I think part of what we can do is speak to what fuels the economic engine of
the community, which is its character – the way it looks and feels. How do we retain
those qualities that mean a lot to us? It has to start somewhere, and it has to be
grassroots advocating. We can start talking this talk without talking regulatory
overreach. But say: This is one way you can do it. We have carrots to help you do the
right thing. If you get listed, you can get tax credits; the tax credit program starting in
2020 is hugely generous; 35% tax credits in rural communities.
Adams: It’s not going to help if these two groups aren’t aligned.
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Stettner pointed to a particular article on how nonprofits and preservation commissions
can complement each other that she said she would find and send to staff to send to the
group.
Bessey: If we get to the point where we’re making changes to the Code, that work
would be here and with Planning Commission to get to City Council. You are the body
that would want to reach out and get public input. It’s making policy recommendations
like the percentage of property owners who are required to sign on to a historic district.
Right now it’s 100. I think this group is the appropriate place for that to happen.
Adams: But the speaker and the sounding board and the education could be this other
group.
Bessey: Absolutely. Policy changes occur when the community says that’s what we
want. So I think that works.
I wouldn’t suggest that the Planning Commission and the Council doesn’t believe in
preservation. I think the box they were in for the Selbe project, they didn’t feel like they
could – it wasn’t their role…
Adams: Because there’s no ordinance. But there were a lot of comments that made me
think we need some more education. Preservation kind of had a negative feel,
especially regarding individual property rights – and it doesn’t have to.
Maybe they’re not aware that there are specific developers that specialize in historic
buildings because none of them have been to Steamboat. I got the impression that they
didn’t realize that historic buildings could be utilized.
Preservation Month Preparation
Stettner: One of the things we talked about in a couple settings was scheduling a work
session with Council as part of our May Preservation Month outreach to have a
Preservation 101; call it Community Character workshops where we can help people to
be more aware and help our elected officials to appreciate what we have.
Erica had suggested getting the National Trust signs that say: This Place Matters.
Everybody gets one of these, and we invite elected officials, planning commissioners,
city staff to choose a place that matters to them in Steamboat Springs, see what they
pick, and post it to celebrate Preservation Month.
Hewitt: I was thinking do that prior to preservation month and use that as our
advertisement for it, and then in May the community picks their places that matter.
That could lead into legacy businesses.
Bessey: I wanted to create a core group where we get a head start on thinking about
leading up to and then celebrating Preservation Month and using the energy that’s out
there in a positive light for some education and outreach. I think I heard back from
everybody I emailed that it sounded like a good idea. We just have to pick a date and
get going on that.
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I wanted to use that as a forum to come up with a game plan. I thought let’s reach out to
all the preservation-minded groups and make this a wider community engagement.
Commissioners were supportive of making this Preservation Month bigger than it has
been in the past.
Bessey said staff will add Preservation Month to the next two meeting agendas.
Newsletter
Stettner: I’ve been remiss in writing anything for the Building Department. However,
some of us had a meeting with Larry Lucas, the architect for Main Street. Because he’s
an architect, we asked if he would consider writing something for that newsletter
regarding working on historic buildings. He said sure, he has a bunch of articles already
written. So I’m sure we’ll be seeing something from him soon which we can shoot over
to Todd.
I’ve been too wrapped up in other things to write my article on interior storm windows.
CPI Recap
Stettner: Lots of intriguing, useful sessions. Erica, Rebecca and I were there; we just
couldn’t clone ourselves to go to all of them.
Bessey: I found it really interesting; I learned a lot; I was disappointed I had to leave
given the sessions that I missed.
The tax credit and ordinance sessions were particularly informative.
Hewitt: My goal was to attend sessions that would help give us ideas on how to do more
with nothing. I got a lot of great ideas. That’s where I came up with the Places That
Matter.
Another idea is to do a scavenger hunt of old buildings with some of the school kids.
Take pictures of the historic buildings and send them out to find the pictures.
Adams: We pretty much have that already created at the Tread. We have a couple
different versions: You find architectural features and take a picture; or you just do a
scavenger hunt based on the historic plaques.
I can feed you some of that. We can all work together.
Bessey suggested tying that into Preservation Month.
Bradley thought this could be integrated into the tour of the City buildings that the
schools do.
Bradley: We should talk to the teachers now while they’re planning their field trips.
Legacy Businesses
Stettner recapped the concept to recognize legacy businesses. Property values in San
Francisco became so high that some of these businesses needed help and were able to
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receive a small voter-approved stipend plus recognition, which can be used as a
marketing tool.
Stettner: It’s not just the business; it’s the people over the generations.
Adams: I found an ad for Steamboat Motors from 1927. Maybe that name has just
carried on. Farrell Gas, Steamboat Powersports, others that are off the beaten path.
Stettner: I’ll bring a brochure.
Staib talked about finding ways to turn the positive sentiment for local brands into a
passion for proactive preservation in addition to supporting historic local businesses.
Staib: Something to encapsulate appreciation of the businesses, places and culture.
True Steamboat. Some sort of moniker sort of like the Winter Carnival button challenge.
Stettner: Something that would get across that preservation isn’t just for the old people.
Staib: It’s progressive as opposed to anti-progress. It’s visionary.
National Historic District Sign Toppers
Bradley: It seems like most people in town don’t know that we have a National Historic
District.
Stettner: I uncovered your sign toppers, and I plan to go over to Steamboat Specialties
to see if they can make them. I think this may qualify for some kind of mini-grant.
Bessey: Main Street was really interested in pursuing that as well.
Stettner: I was looking to see if this can be done locally.
Bradley will take over this project.
Stettner will send the digital file.
Keep it simple.

Adjournment
Commissioner Bradley moved to adjourn the meeting at 6:30 p.m.
Commissioner Adams seconded the motion.
The motion carried unanimously.
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228 Missouri Street

I.
CONSULTANT ANALYSIS SUMMARY
The demolition review of an eligible resource for 228 Missouri Street consists the demolition of
the original 2-story house, the garage in the back will remain. It is to be reviewed under
Community Development Code Chapter 26, Article 1.111.C.2.
2. Demolition - Building permits for demolition of any Eligible Resource shall be reviewed
as follows:
a. Within 14 days of receipt of an application, the Planning Director shall review
the application and provide the Historic Preservation Commission with a
recommendation regarding the application.
b. Within 30 days of receipt of an application, the Commission shall hold a public
hearing to review the application.
c. At the hearing, the Commission shall advise the applicant of the benefits of
listing the building, structure, object, or site on the Local Register and shall discuss
alternatives to the proposed demolition.
d. If the applicant demonstrates the Eligible Resource is a dangerous building, as
defined by the Building Code, or that deferring demolition is a hardship in
accordance with Section 112.H, the Commission shall approve the application.
e. If the applicant cannot demonstrate one of the conditions of Section 111.C.2.d
exists, the Commission shall approve the application 30 days after the public
hearing.
_______________________________________________________________________________
Department of Planning and Community Development
Staff Report

Page 4- 2

228 Missouri Street
HPC Hearing: 3/13/19
_____________________________________________________________________________________

f. No building permit for demolition of an Eligible Resource shall be issued until
the Historic Preservation Commission has approved it.

II.

BACKGROUND

The property was deemed to be eligible to the local register as determined by the Colorado
Cultural Resource Survey – Architectural Inventory Form –Resource Number 5RT-2475, authored
by Carl McWilliams/Cultural Resource Historians and recorded on May 10, 2008. (See
Attachment 1.) Staff recommends that the Commission:
1. Review the information on the existing building and site
2. Review the information on the proposed project
3. Provide comments regarding the proposed demolition of the historic resource.

III. PRINCIPAL DISCUSSION ITEMS
Principal discussion items include:
 Consider the historical and architectural
significance of the existing structure.
 The demolition of the existing historic structure
and possible alternative solutions.
 112.H HARDSHIP EXEMPTION
If an owner of an Eligible Resource, Historic
Resource, Local Landmark, or Contributing
Property clearly demonstrates to the
satisfaction of the Historic Preservation
Commission that there are no feasible
measures that can be taken that will enable the
property owner to make a reasonable
beneficial use of the property or derive a
reasonable economic return from the property
in its current form, the Historic Preservation
Commission may grant an exemption from
requirements of Section 111 and Section 112,
as explicitly permitted in those sections, on
the basis of a hardship

IV. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The property for demolition is located on Lots 20 and 21
Block 7 Crawford Addition to Steamboat Springs. The
site is situated at 228 Missouri Street, between Laurel and
Grand Streets. The existing 1½-story residential structure
was built in 1948 according to the Routt County
Assessor. A modest shed roof addition was built on the
rear of the house in the 1950’s or 1960’s. A detached
garage was constructed in 1988 and was re-built as a 2story detached 2-car garage with auxiliary apartment
_______________________________________________________________________________
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above. The simple front gable house is primarily clad in horizontal siding, has a metal roof with
exposed rafters and an open gable front porch at the main entry.
According to the Colorado Cultural Resource Survey, this
building is eligible to the local historic register as it is
historically significant for its associations with Steamboat
Springs’ residential development from the time of its
construction in 1948 and it’s architecturally significant for
its representative vernacular wood frame front gable plan
with modest elements of the Bungalow style.
Drawings have been provided for the proposed new
residence by Steamboat Architectural Associates
(Attachment 2). They are for reference only and have no
bearing on the review for demolition.

V. PROJECT ANALYSIS
The original 1948 resource reflects the simple detailing
and humble scale of a typical Steamboat Springs
Bungalow residence. The roof configuration responds to
the climate, and snow shed consideration. The property
displays a reasonably high standard of physical integrity,
relative to the seven aspects of integrity as defined by the
National Park Service and the Colorado Historical
Society, Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation
- setting, location, design, materials, workmanship, feeling
and association.
An older rear addition detracts minimally from the
integrity of the original house. The addition is of modest
size and scale, is not visible from the front, and its
materials and roof slope matches that of the original. The
detached garage in the back is sympathetic to the main
house, however it presents as a newer building separate from the original and being located in the
rear of the property does not distract from the original house.
The Design Guidelines or the Secretary of the Interior Standards do not support demolition of
historic resources.
The owners understand and appreciate the significance of the property, their original intent was to
remodel and add on to the property. Attached is a letter explaining the process they have been
through the past few years. A forensic analysis of the home has presented the owners with a
multitude of issues and concerns, including foundation issues, asbestos, plumbing, heating and
electrical, and financing. (See attachment 3.)
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Historic Preservation Commission has the opportunity to offer guidance to the owners of this
eligible property through discussion regarding the hardships presented by the owner from the
forensic analysis; as well as discussing any possible alternatives.

VI.

CONSULTANT FINDING

The demolition of any eligible resource is a challenging process for all involved, especially when
considering the hardships that have presented themselves with this property. The recommendation
is to discuss these hardships with the owner in order to determine denial or approval.

VII. MOTION
Possible Motions
The Historic Preservation Commission can deny the demolition of the original house at 228
Missouri Street if the applicant cannot demonstrate hardship in accordance with Section 112H,
however, since the compliancy is voluntary, 30 days this public hearing, the Commission shall
approve the permit application.
The Historic Preservation Commission can recommend a Certificate of Approval for the
demolition of the original house at 228 Missouri Street if the applicant has demonstrated the
deferring demolition is a hardship in accordance with Section 112H.

VIII. ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1:
COLORADO CULTURAL RESOURCE SURVEY – ARCHITECTURAL INVENTORY FORM – RESOURCE
NUMBER 5RT-2475 – 228 MISSOURI STREET
Attachment 2:
STEAMBOAT ARCHITECTURAL ASSOCIATES – APPRAISAL SET DATED FEBRUARY 5, 2019
Attachment 3:
LETTER FROM THE OWNER DATED FEBRUARY 11, 2019
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5RT.2479

Official Eligibility Determination
(OAHP use only)

COLORADO CULTURAL RESOURCE SURVEY

Date ___________
Initials _________
___ Determined Eligible – National Register
___ Determined Not Eligible – National Register
___ Determined Eligible – State Register
___ Determine Not Eligible – State Register
___ Need Data
___ Contributes to eligible National Register District
___ Noncontributing to eligible National Register District

Architectural Inventory Form
Page 1 of 8

I.

IDENTIFICATION
1. Resource number:

5RT.2479

2. Temporary resource number:

N/A

3. County:

Routt

4. City:

Steamboat Springs

5. Historic Building Name:

Ralston House

6. Current Building Name:

Spaustat/Gallery House

7. Building Address:

228 Missouri Avenue

8. Owner Name:

Ryan Spaustat and Deb Gallery

Parcel number(s):

Owner Organization:
Owner Address:

P.O. Box 880701
Steamboat Springs, CO 80477

44. National Register eligibility field assessment:
Local landmark eligibility field assessment:

OAHP1403
Rev. 9/98

Not Eligible
Eligible

Cultural Resource Historians * 1607 Dogwood Court
Fort Collins, CO 80525

115207020

228 Missouri Avenue

5RT.2479

Architectural Inventory Form
Page 2 of 8

II. GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION
9.

P.M.: 6th
Township: 6N
NW ¼ of NW ¼ of SE ¼ of SE ¼ of Section 8

Range: 84 W

10. UTM reference (Datum: NAD27)
Zone:

345085 mE

13

11. USGS quad name:
Year:
12. Lot(s):
Addition:

1969

4483524 mN

Steamboat Springs, Colorado
Map scale:

7.5'

Lots 20 and 21, Block 7

Year of addition:

Crawford Addition

1901

13. Boundary description and justification:
This legally defined parcel encompasses, but does not exceed, the land historically associated with this property.

Metes and bounds?:

Describe:

III. ARCHITECTURAL DESCRIPTION
14. Building plan (footprint, shape):

Rectangular Plan

15. Dimensions in feet:

1362 square feet

16. Number of stories:

1 1/2

17. Primary external wall material(s):

Wood/Weatherboard

18. Roof configuration:

Gabled Roof/Front Gabled Roof

19. Primary external roof material:

Metal Roof

20. Special features:

Porch
Fence

21. General architectural description:
This 1½-story wood frame dwelling is supported by a low painted white concrete foundation, and its exterior
walls are clad with painted grey horizontal weatherboard with painted white 1" by 4" corner boards. Painted dark
purple vertical wood siding appears in the house's upper gable ends and in the upper gable end of the front
porch roof. The house is covered by a moderately-pitched front gable roof, with metal roofing material and with
painted white rafter ends exposed beneath the eaves. The dwelling's façade faces toward Missouri Avenue on
the south elevation. A painted white and dark purple wood-paneled front door, with four ribbon-style upper sash
lights, and covered by a painted white and dark purple wood storm door, enters the façade from an open front
porch. This porch is approached by four wood steps, and features a wood plank floor, an open wood railing,
painted white 4" by 4" wood posts, and a low-pitched gable roof. A metal-paneled door, with an upper sash light,
enters the south end of the north (rear) elevation from a 3-step wood stoop. Another entry door, covered by a
gable hood, is located near the south end of the west elevation. An older shed-roofed addition has been built
onto the west end of the original rectangular-shaped dwelling's north elevation. A single-light window overlooks
the front porch to the east of the entry door. A band of three 1/1 double-hung windows penetrate the façade wall
to the west of the front porch. Windows elsewhere are primarily 1/1 double-hung sash with painted white wood
frames.

22. Architectural style:

No Style

Building type:
Cultural Resource Historians * 1607 Dogwood Court
Fort Collins, CO 80525

228 Missouri Avenue

5RT.2479
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23. Landscape or special setting features:

This well-maintained property is located on the north side of Missouri

Avenue in the block between Laurel and Grand Streets. The nicely-landscaped front yard is enclosed by a low
painted white picket fence, and features stone pavers, low native plants, and small spruce and aspen trees. The
side yard east of the house, and the backyard, are planted in grass.

24. Associated buildings, features or objects:
Garage
A wood frame garage, which measures approximately 12' by 20', is located near the alley at the rear of the
property. The garage is supported by a concrete foundation, and has painted pale blue plywood exterior walls,
with painted white furring strips and 1" by 4" corner boards. The garage is covered by a low-pitched gable roof,
with metal roofing material, and with painted white rafter ends and a fascia board beneath the eaves. A skylight is
located on the north-facing roof slope. A set of paired, painted pale blue, side-hinged plywood garage doors open
onto a gravel driveway on the west elevation. Vehicular access to the garage is via the asphalt paved alley to the
north. A 4-light window penetrates the garage's east elevation.

IV. ARCHITECTURAL HISTORY
25. Date of construction:
Source of information:
26. Architect:
Source of information:
27. Builder:
Source of information:
28. Original owner:
Source of information:

29.

Estimate:

1948

Actual:

"Routt County Assessor/Treasurer Parcel Detail Information."
Unknown
N/A
Unknown
N/A
Unknown
N/A

Construction history:
Routt County Assessor records list 1948 as this house's year of construction. A modest shed-roofed addition
was built onto the west end of the original north (rear) elevation some years later, probably in the 1950s or 1960s.

30.

Original location:

Moved:

Date of move(s):

V. HISTORICAL ASSOCIATIONS
31. Original use(s):

Domestic/Single Dwelling

32. Intermediate use(s):

Domestic/Single Dwelling

33. Current use(s):

Domestic/Single Dwelling

34. Site type(s):

Single family dwelling

Cultural Resource Historians * 1607 Dogwood Court
Fort Collins, CO 80525

228 Missouri Avenue
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35.

Historical background:
Routt County Assessor records indicate that this house was built in 1948. Mountain States Telephone and
Telegraph directories, and later Mountain Bell telephone directories, reveal that Robert W. Ralston was the
resident of this property from at least 1956 through the early 1980s. Efforts to uncover biographical information
about Mr. Ralston through sources at the Tread of Pioneers Museum and through online articles in the
Steamboat Pilot newspaper, have not been successful. Mountain Bell telephone directories indicate that more
recent residents of this property have included James R. Hayes, B. Arigo, and Stuart Handloff. Ryan Spaustat
and Deb Gallery, the current owners and occupants, have held title to the property since November 2004,
according to Routt County Assessor records.

36.

Sources of information:
Mountain States Telephone and Telegraph/ Mountain Bell Telephone Directories for Steamboat Springs, 1956 –
2007. On file at the Denver Public Library, Western History Department.
"Routt County Assessor/Treasurer Parcel Detail Information."
"Routt County Assessor, Residential Property Appraisal Record."

VI. SIGNIFICANCE
37. Local landmark designation:

Yes

No

Date of designation:

Designating authority:
38.

Applicable National Register criteria:
A. Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad pattern of our history;
B. Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past;
C. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or represents
the work of a master, or that possesses high artistic values, or represents a significant and
distinguished entity whose components may lack individual distinction;
D. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in history or prehistory.
Qualifies under Criteria Considerations A through G (see Manual).
Does not meet any of the above National Register criteria.

Cultural Resource Historians * 1607 Dogwood Court
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Steamboat Springs Standards for Designation:
Not Applicable
A. Its character, interest, or value as part of the development, heritage, or cultural
characteristics of Routt County, the State of Colorado, or the United States.
Not Applicable

B. Its location as a site of a significant historic event.

Not Applicable

C. Its identification with a person or persons who significantly contributed to the
culture and development of Routt County.
D. Its exemplification of the cultural, economic, social, or historic heritage of Routt
County.

Not Applicable

E. Its portrayal of the environment of a group of people in an era of history
characterized by a distinctive architectural style.
F. Its embodiment of distinguishing characteristics of an architectural type or
specimen.

Not Applicable

G. Its identification as the work of an architect or master builder whose individual
work has influenced the development of Routt County.

Not Applicable

H. Its embodiment of elements of architectural design, detail, materials, and/or
craftsmanship that represent a significant architectural innovation.

Not Applicable

I. Its relationship to other distinctive areas that are eligible for preservation according
to a plan based on an historic, cultural, or architectural motif.

Not Applicable

J. Its unique location or singular physical characteristic representing an established
and familiar visual feature of a neighborhood, a community, or Routt County.

39. Area(s) of significance:

Not Applicable

40. Period of significance:

Not Applicable

41. Level of significance:

42.

National:

State:

Local:

Statement of significance:
This property is historically significant for its associations with Steamboat Springs' residential development
dating from the time of its construction, circa 1948, and it is also architecturally significant for its representative
vernacular wood frame front gabled plan, with some modest elements of the Bungalow style in evidence. Despite
a small loss of integrity, this property may be considered eligible for local landmark listing in the Routt County
Historic Register. The property's level of significance is not to the extent that it would qualify for listing in the
National or State Registers.

43.

Assessment of historic physical integrity related to significance:
This property displays a reasonably high standard of physical integrity, relative to the seven aspects of integrity
as defined by the National Park Service and the Colorado Historical Society, Office of Archaeology and Historic
Preservation - setting, location, design, materials, workmanship, feeling and association. An older rear addition
detracts minimally from the integrity of the original house. The addition is of modest size and scale, is not visible
from the front, and its materials and roof slope matches that of the original.
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VII.

NATIONAL REGISTER ELIGIBILITY ASSESSMENT

44. National Register eligibility field assessment:
Local landmark eligibility field assessment:
45.

Not Eligible
Eligible

Is there National Register district potential? Yes

No

Discuss: Historic buildings within the survey area do not collectively possess sufficient historical or
architectural significance, and/or display sufficient physical integrity, to comprise a State or National Register
historic district.

If there is National Register district potential, is this building: Contributing
46. If the building is in existing National Register district, is it:

VIII.

Contributing

Noncontributing

N/A:

Noncontributing

N/A:

RECORDING INFORMATION

47. Photograph number(s):

CD #1, Images 155-159

48. Report title:

Old Town Steamboat Springs Residential Survey
Phase V
05/10/08

49. Date(s):

CDs filed at:

City of Steamboat Springs
137 10th Street
Steamboat Springs, CO
80477

50. Recorder(s):

Carl McWilliams
Timothy Wilder

51. Organization:

Cultural Resource Historians

52. Address:

1607 Dogwood Court
Fort Collins, CO 80525

53. Phone number(s):

(970) 493-5270
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Sketch Map
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Location Map
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION

BUILDING STATISTICS

Lots 21 and 22, Block 7 of the Crawford Addition to the
Town of Steamboat Springs

Lower Level Square Footage
Finished:. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Mechanical:. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Total Lower Level Square Footage:. . . . . .

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The project consist of a 3 level, single family
home built with a wood framed structure, using a
conventional concrete foundation. The existing
home on the property will be demolished so that
the new home can be built. An existing garage
with secondary unit remains on the property.

CODE COMPLIANCE
2015 International Residence Code
2015 International Energy Conservation Code

LAND USE ZONING
Residential Old Town (RO)

OCCUPANCY TYPE

STEAMBOAT
ARCHITECTURAL
ASSOCIATES

PROJECT INFORMATION
858 s.f.
72 s.f.
930 s.f.

Main Level Square Footage
Finished:. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1033 s.f.
Covered Decks:. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
281 s.f.
Total Main Level Square Footage:. . . . . . 1,314 s.f.
Upper Level Square Footage
Finished Living:. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Total Upper Level Square Footage: .. . . .

918 s.f.
918 s.f.

Total Finished Building Square Footage:. 2,809 s.f.
(including living area)
Total Gross Building Square Footage:. . .

3,162 s.f.

Main Residence.......Group R, Division 3

CONSTRUCTION TYPE

Building Height:
Max. Allowable Envelope Height To Ridge: 34'-0"

228

Type V, Non-rated, Non-sprinklered

N
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February 11, 2019
Historic Preservation Commission
C/O Rebecca Bessey
City of Steamboat Springs
PO Box 775088
Steamboat Springs, CO 80477
RE:

228 Missouri Avenue, Steamboat Springs

Dear Ms. Bessey
In advance of the March 13th Historic Preservation Commission meeting, we thought that it
would be helpful to provide some history and insight on how we arrived at our decision to
replace our house at 228 Missouri Avenue with a new home. Please note, the proposed plans
have been attached for review.
We have owned our home at 228 Missouri Avenue since 2004 and resided in it since 2003.
When we first purchased the house, it consisted of a two-bedroom home with an attached
studio secondary dwelling unit that we rented out.
In 2012 we had our first child and, expecting a second child in 2014, we set off on a journey to
remodel the home and make it more livable for our expanding family.
The existing house is approximately 1,500 sf spread over 5 different floor elevations with a
layout that is like a maze. The ceiling height in the attic master bedroom varies in height from 4
to 7 feet and has little to no insulation making it unusable during summer afternoons and
evenings.
In 2013, we worked diligently with an architect and contractor to develop a plan to remodel the
home and have it meet the needs of our growing family. The City approved our proposed
remodel plans over the course of two Board of Adjustment meetings.
During the City approval process, our neighbor to the west raised significant objections to our
remodel plan. The existing home is located 1-ft from the west property line that we share and
does not conform to the current zoning setback of 10-ft. She wanted the remodel to remove
the portion of the home extending into the setback and appealed the Board of Adjustments’
approval to the Steamboat Springs City Council.
In early 2014 the City Council upheld the Board of Adjustments’ approval during a 3-hour
hearing and cleared the path for us to move forward with the remodel.

As the next step in the design process, we undertook a forensic analysis of the exiting home
that involved excavating to inspect the foundation, removing dry wall to inspect the electrical
and plumbing and structural systems, and testing for the presence of asbestos.
Unfortunately, the analysis only turned up bad news:
•
•
•
•

The existing foundation consists of cinder blocks set on grade and does not meet code.
A new foundation is required for any type of remodel.
The lumber framing does not meet current dimensional and spacing standards and must
be replaced or supplemented.
The plumbing and electrical systems require complete replacement.
The drywall and insulation throughout the house contain asbestos and must be abated.

In addition to the code issues outlined above, the windows, siding, and heating system all need
to be replaced.
When contemplating the totality of the improvements required to address the above issues,
nothing of the of the existing home would remain. All this work would have to be
accomplished under the extreme protest of our neighbor. Additionally, the banks that we
spoke with indicated they would not finance the project based on the value (or lack thereof) of
the project at completion.
After much thought and consideration, we have determined that our existing house, which was
built in 1948, and all of its major components have reached the end of their life and the only
viable alternative is to construct a new house.
In retrospect, we wish we had done the forensic analysis prior to entering the City Planning
process, however, that was only obvious in hindsight. We wish that our journey had ended with
a different conclusion, however, despite spending six years and tens of thousands of dollars, we
are unable to come up with an alternative.
Please let us know if you need any additional information or have any questions that we can
address prior to the March 13th hearing.

Sincerely,

Deb and Ryan Spaustat

Department of Planning & Community Development

FROM:

Erica Hewitt
HISTORIC PRESERVATION CONSULTANT

TO:

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION
VIA REBECCA D. BESSEY, AICP – DIRECTOR OF PLANNING & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

DATE:

March 6, 2019

SUBJECT:

HPC AGENDA ITEM #5
RELOCATION OF THE CRAWFORD BARN
______________________________________________________________________________________

The Crawford Family is proposing to relocate the Crawford Barn from its current location at 1111 The Boulevard to the
parcel owned by the City adjacent to the Crawford House at the corner of 12th Street and Crawford Avenue.
Analysis:
The proposed options as presented by Jan Kaminski, Mountain Architecture Deisgn Group, in the attached narrative are
as follows:
1.
2.
3.

A pocket park on the City parcel. The city is not interested in having to maintain an additional park with a
historic building.
City retains the parcel and Crawford maintains the barn. Multiple owners creates for challenging circumstances
as demonstrated with Arnold Barn. Insurance and maintenance agreements would need to be in place and
recorded with the adjacent parcel, which contains the original Crawford House.
Crawford acquires the parcel from the City of Steamboat Springs and personally undertakes the project.

Recommendations:
• The owners are meeting with City Council at a later date to discuss these options, with option 3 being the
preferred option. Mr. Crawford is seeking the support of HPC as he moves forward with the proposed project
and discussions with the City.
.

124 10th Street, P.O. Box 775088, Steamboat Springs, Colorado 80477-5088
(970) 871-8258 ● Fax (970) 871-8285 ● www.steamboatsprings.net
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FROM:

JAN M. KAMINSKI, CONSULTANT

TO:

CITY OF STEAMBOAT SPRINGS
HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

DATE:

FEBRUARY 28, 2019

SUBJECT:

CRAWFORD BARN

The Crawford Family is proposing to relocate the Crawford barn from its current location at 1111 The Boulevard
(Parcel ID 144001016) to Parcel 144001032 which is owned by the city.

EXISTING LOCATION

NEW LOCATION

P.O. Box 770420

♦

634 Oak Street

Steamboat Springs, Colorado
Ph. 970.879.5764

Fax. 970.879.5766

Built in 1907, this structure is
believed to be the oldest
remaining barn in the City of
Steamboat Springs.
Mr. Crawford’s interest is to
preserve the barn as an
interpretive display of the
founding of Steamboat Springs,
Crawford Hill in particular.
Its proposed location at 12th and
Crawford make the barn
accessible to the general public,
contrary to its current location.
Our efforts began in March of
2018 by meeting with the
Planning Director at the time,
Tyler Gibbs. Since then, the new
Planning Director, Rebecca
Bessey put together a meeting
with Public Works (Ben Beall) and
Parks
and
Trails
(Craig
Robinson). A title search was
also performed, and it was
discovered that this parcel had
been transferred from the
Crawford Family to the City of
Steamboat Springs in the 1960s.
Several options were discussed for the preservation of this cultural resource at that meeting:
A pocket park on the City parcel. The city is not interested in having to maintain an additional park
with a historic building.
2. City retains the parcel and Crawford maintains the barn. Multiple owners creates for challenging
circumstances as demonstrated with Arnold Barn. Insurance and maintenance agreements would need
to be in place and recorded with the adjacent parcel, which contains the original Crawford House.
3. Crawford acquires the parcel from the City of Steamboat Springs and personally undertakes the project.
1.

OPTION #3 (Preferred)
Our vision is to create an interpretive display of the heritage of Crawford Hill and the founding of Steamboat
Springs at the corner of 12th and Crawford Boulevard, supplementing the significance of the Crawford
House. The Crawford House is currently placed on the National Register of Historic Places (2005) and we will
be seeking Landmark status under the Steamboat Springs Register of Historical Places for the barn. This is
best accomplished by acquiring a portion of the City’s parcel, providing for two distinct properties. This allows
for each resource to historically speak for themselves and, also provide for the ownership, maintenance,
perpetuity and landmark status issues.

MOUNTAIN ARCHITECTURE ♦ DESIGN GROUP, P.C.
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•

•

•
•

•

•

We are asking for a portion of the parcel that was once given to the city by the Crawford family in the
1960s for the 12th and Pine Street right of ways (See map). 12th street is currently improved under
the Colorado Mountain College development permit and there are no plans for the extension of Pine
Street past 12th. We believe that the portion of the parcel requested has no further value to the city
from an engineering standpoint, except for a water main easement.
Mr. Crawford is proposing to offer fair market value for the parcel and will be moving the barn at his
own cost. On site development costs (excavation, foundation, revegetation, etc.) will be Mr.
Crawford's responsibility.
A maintenance and insurance agreement will need to be executed where the Crawfords, and future
house owners, take responsibility.
Title will be in the Crawford's House owner's name with perpetual preservation and water line
easements. A zone change to OR (Outdoor Recreation) will be requested with a setback variance for
the barn to be located between the property and water lines.
Landmark status is critical from the fact that the Crawford House, on the National Register, can have
no alterations to that resource or site without jeopardizing the listing. Therein lies the justification for
two parcels.
Coexistence of the barn and water line on the property provides for double public benefit.

With these thoughts in mind, we ask for the Historic Preservation Commission’s support of Mr. Crawford’s
proposal to save the barn for generations to come.
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