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TULSA PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
STAFF REPORT 
Thursday, July 8, 2021 

HP-0286-2021 

 

HP PERMIT NUMBER:  HP-0286-2021 

 

PROPERTY ADDRESS:  1723 SOUTH ROCKFORD AVENUE  

DISTRICT:  SWAN LAKE  

APPLICANT:  BRANDON L. COVEY  

REPRESENTATIVE:  NONE 

A. CASE ITEM FOR CONSIDERATION 

                    1.   Installation of rail on porch 

 

B. BACKGROUND 

DATE OF CONSTRUCTION:  1922  

ZONED HISTORIC PRESERVATION:  1994 

NATIONAL REGISTER LISTING:  SWAN LAKE 1998; ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTATION 2009 

CONTRIBUTING STRUCTURE:  YES  

PREVIOUS ACTIONS:   

COA-15-012 – APRIL 16, 2015 – STAFF APPROVAL 

Replacement in kind of weathered wooden architectural shingles 

C. ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS 

1.   Installation of rail on porch  

i.   Proposed is the installation of a rail on the porch to ensure the safety of members of       

     the family.  The rail on the porch of the residence located at 1706 South Rockford Ave- 

     nue would serve as a model for the rail proposed for this residence.  The height of the    

     rail would not exceed thirty inches (2’-6”), the width of the top rail would be five inches 

     (0’-5”), and the width of the balusters would be one-and-a-half inches (0’-1 1/2”).  The  

     distance between the balusters would be one-and-a-half inches (0’-1 1/2”), and the dis- 

     tance between the bottom rail and the floor of the porch would not exceed four inches     

     (0’-4”). 

 

     During the review by the Historic Preservation Permit Subcommittee on July 1, discus-   

     sion focused on the adjustment of the dimensions of the rail selected as a model to  

     achieve appropriate proportions for the new rail.  The application has been forwarded   

     with a recommendation for its approval.  
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                         ii.   Reference: Unified Design Guidelines - Residential Structures 

                               SECTION A – GUIDELINES FOR REHABILITATION OF EXISTING STRUCTURES 

   A.1 General Requirements  

   A.1.1 Retain and preserve the existing historic architectural elements of your home.  

        A.1.2 If replacement of historic architectural elements is necessary, match the size,     

                  shape, pattern, texture, and directional orientation of the original historic ele-   

                  ments.  

   A.1.3 Ensure that work is consistent with the architectural style and period details of                     

             your home.  

   A.1.4 Return the structure to its original historic appearance using physical or pictorial      

             evidence, rather than conjectural designs. 

 

   A.6 Porches  

   A.6.5 If adding a railing or other porch elements where none exists, select porch elements   

             (columns, railing design, trim, etc.) which are consistent with the architectural style  

             of your home. 

 

 
1723 South Rockford Avenue 
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       1706 South Rockford Avenue 

 

 
     Rail – 1706 South Rockford Avenue 
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TULSA PRESERVATION COMMISSION  

 

 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION PERMIT SUBCOMMITTEE 
Thursday, July 1, 2021, 11:00 A.M. 

 

 
A. Opening Matters 

1. Call to Order and Verification of Quorum 
Acting as Chair in the absence of Commissioner Turner, Commissioner Sanders 
called the Regular Meeting to order at 11:02 A.M.   
 
Members Present 

       Holly M. Becker 
Chris J. Bumgarner  
Mark D. G. Sanders 

                   
 

Staff Present 
Felicity O. Good 
Roy M. (Jed) Porter, Jr. 
 
Others Present 

Brandon L. Covey, Drew M. France, Lesli E. Augsburger, W. C. Jones 
 

2. Historic Preservation Permit Subcommittee Review 
a. Disclosure of Conflicts of Interest 
      No Conflicts of Interest were disclosed.  
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b. Applications for Historic Preservation Permits 
            1723 S. Rockford Ave. (Swan Lake) 
            Applicant:  Brandon L. Covey  
            Proposal:   
            1.   Installation of rail on porch 

 
                              Discussion: 

• Staff presented its report, noting the difference between the dimen-
sions presented in the application and the dimensions presented in   
the image, and afterwards Mr. Covey, the applicant, commented that 
the width of the top rail would be approximately five inches (0’-5”) as 
illustrated in the image.  Commissioner Sanders observed that the 
columns on the applicant’s porch were more narrow than the columns 
on the porch selected as the model, and the applicant responded that 
the dimensions of the rail on his porch would be adjusted for proper 
proportions.  Commissioner Bumgarner inquired about the height of  
the rail proposed for installation, and Commissioner Becker noted the 
significant difference between the height of two feet and three inches 
(2’-3”) depicted in the image and the height of thirty inches (2’-6”) pro-
posed in the application.  Commissioner Sanders proposed that the 
applicant be permitted the discretion to adjust the height to achieve the 
appropriate proportions for the rail on his porch. 
 
As there was no further discussion, Commissioner Sanders made a 
motion to recommend approval of the application.  The motion was 
seconded by Commissioner Bumgarner and approved unanimously.   
 

                       Vote:  1723 S. Rockford Ave. (Swan Lake) 
 
                                         In Favor                Opposed             Abstaining                Not Present  
               Becker  
                                         Bumgarner 
                                         Sanders              

                    
 

      656 N. Cheyenne Ave. (Brady Heights) 
      Applicant:  Drew M. France 
      Proposals: 
      1.   Installation of concrete pads 
      2.   Construction of wall 

 
                             Discussion: 

• Staff presented its report, and afterwards Mr. France, the applicant, 
noted his dependence on Southwood Landscape & Garden Center    
for guidance about the selection of material for the wall and expressed 
disappointment that the VERSA-LOK Retaining Wall System would not 
be allowed.  Commissioner Sanders inquired whether Mr. France was 
the owner at the time of construction.  The applicant indicated that he 
was not the first owner and requested clarification about material which 
would be appropriate for the wall.  Commissioner Sanders responded 
that new materials would be reviewed as they became available and 
noted that RediRock had been accepted in principle as the material for 
construction of a wall in the Swan Lake Historic Preservation Overlay 
District.  Commissioner Bumgarner inquired about the material for the 
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pads and was informed that the pads would be constructed with con-
crete poured in place.  Discussion then focused on other materials for 
the applicant’s consideration for the construction of the wall, including 
brick and concrete masonry units with a veneer.     
 
As there was no further discussion, the applicant agreed to extend the 
period of review and consider other materials for the construction of the 
wall.  Commissioner Becker recommended the submission of an image 
and a sample of the material selected for construction of the wall, and 
Commissioner Sanders commented on the necessity for a review to be 
as precise as possible, adding that he had no objection to the design.  
 

                                                                     
      1131 E. 18th St (North Maple Ridge) 
      Applicant:  Lesli E. Augsburger 
      Proposal: 
      1.   Construction of fence  

 
                              Discussion: 

• Staff presented its report, and afterwards Ms. Augsburger, the appli-
cant, commented that the new fence would be the same height as the 
metal fence presently on the site.  Only the section of the fence near 
the pool would be replaced to provide more privacy and increase the 
sense of security, and the metal fence elsewhere on the site would be 
retained.  Commissioner Sanders inquired about the perception of 
safety, and the applicant responded that trespass on the premises and 
incidents of vandalism were not uncommon and that the owners would 
feel safer after construction of the fence.  Commissioner Bumgarner 
inquired about the treatment of the metal columns and was informed 
that they would be enclosed with wood.  Commissioner Sanders then 
requested clarification about the height of the fence and its intersec-
tion with the fence on the northern boundary of the site.  This new 
fence would be lower and would replace the section of fence con-
structed after relocation of the driveway by the previous owner.  Com-
missioner Sanders inquired about the installation of vegetation, rather 
than a new fence, and the applicant responded that vegetation would 
not mature for five years and would not provide as much privacy as 
the wooden fence.  Commissioner Bumgarner inquired about the 
treatment of the metal posts on the new fence and was informed that 
they would be enclosed.  Commissioner Bumgarner then inquired 
whether there would be room for vegetation in front of the fence and 
was informed that vegetation could be planted.    

 
As there was no further discussion, Commissioner Sanders made a 
motion to recommend approval of the application.  The motion was 
seconded by Commissioner Bumgarner and approved unanimously. 

 
                       Vote:  1131 E. 18th St. (North Maple Ridge) 

 
                                         In Favor                Opposed             Abstaining                Not Present  
               Becker  
                                         Bumgarner 
                                         Sanders       
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                        305 E. 20th St. (North Maple Ridge) 
                        Applicant:  W. C. Jones   
                        Proposals: 

1.   Removal of awning above entry* 

2.   Installation of fixture above entry* 

3.   Modification of design of gate for driveway* 

4.   Installation of fence* 

5.   Modification of design of fence on east side of residence* 

6.   Extension of period of performance 

      *Alteration of Approved Proposal 
 
                        Discussion: 

• Staff presented its report, and afterwards Mr. Jones, the applicant and 
owner, commented on the circumstances which had created the delay 
in the completion of the project and prompted the alterations.  Accord-
ing to the applicant, the pandemic and flood had disrupted the schedule 
for the project.  Commissioner Bumgarner inquired about the replace-
ment of the awning with a fixture and was informed that maintenance of 
the awning would have posed challenges and that the fixture seemed to 
be a better solution and would improve the level of illumination on the 
premises and along the street.  Commissioner Becker inquired about 
the height of the wall near the sidewalk and was informed that the wall 
was the same height as the wall to the east of the site.  Commissioner 
Bumgarner commented that the wall seemed to be lower in the eleva-
tion and inquired whether vegetation would be planted in front of the 
fence.  Mr. Jones observed that discrepancies between the elevation 
and images were due to differences in heights of sections of the site 
and indicated that vegetation would be planted in front of the fence.  
Discussion then focused briefly on the modification of the design of    
the gate for the driveway.  The arch was not installed as it would have 
prevented entry of the applicant’s vehicle, and the curved section of the 
gate was replaced with a horizontal rail. 
 
As there was no further discussion, Commissioner Sanders proposed to 
consider each item separately.  After an inquiry about the height of the 
fence atop the wall—forty-two inches (3’-6”)—Commissioner Bumgarner 
made a motion to recommend approval of the installation of the fence.  
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Becker and was approved 
unanimously.      
 

                                      Vote:  305 E. 20th St. (North Maple Ridge) 
                                      Installation of fence    
 

                                         In Favor                Opposed             Abstaining                Not Present  
            Becker 
                                         Bumgarner  
                                         Sanders 
                                                             
                                         Commissioner Bumgarner made a motion to recommend approval of  
                                         the modification of the design of the gate for the driveway, including the        
                                         removal of the arch and the replacement of the curved section of the  
                                         gate with a horizontal rail.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner  
                                         Becker and was approved unanimously.  
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                                         Modification of design of gate for driveway 
                                          
                                         In Favor                Opposed             Abstaining                Not Present  
            Becker 
                                         Bumgarner  
                                         Sanders 
 
                                         Commissioner Sanders made a motion to recommend approval of the  
                                         removal of the awning above the entry.  The motion was seconded by  
                                         Commissioner Bumgarner and was approved unanimously. 
 
                                         Removal of awning above entry 
 
                                         In Favor                Opposed             Abstaining                Not Present  
            Becker 
                                         Bumgarner  
                                         Sanders 
 
                                         Commissioner Bumgarner made a motion to recommend approval of  
                                         the installation of the fixture above the entry.  The motion was seconded  
                                         by Commissioner Becker and was approved by a majority. 
 
                                         Installation of fixture above entry 
 

   In Favor                Opposed             Abstaining                Not Present  
            Becker                   Sanders 
                                         Bumgarner  
                                          
                                         Commissioner Bumgarner made a motion to recommend approval of  
                                         the modification of the design of the fence on the east side of the res- 
                                         idence.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Sanders and was  
                                         approved unanimously. 
 
                                         Modification of design of fence on east side of residence 
 
                                         In Favor                Opposed             Abstaining                Not Present  
            Becker 
                                         Bumgarner  
                                         Sanders 
 
                                         Commissioner Sanders made a motion to recommend approval of the  
                                         extension of the period of performance.  The motion was seconded by  
                                         Commissioner Bumgarner and was approved unanimously.  
 
                                         Extension of period of performance 
 
                                         In Favor                Opposed             Abstaining                Not Present  
            Becker 
                                         Bumgarner  
                                         Sanders 
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         3.  New Business 
              None 
 
 

      4.  Adjournment 
           Acting as Chair, Commissioner Sanders adjourned the Regular Meeting at 12:12 P.M. 
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TULSA PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
STAFF  REPORT 
Thursday, July 8, 2021 

HP-0290-2021  

 

             HP PERMIT NUMBER:  HP-0290-2021  

 
PROPERTY ADDRESS:  1131 EAST 18TH STREET  

DISTRICT:  NORTH MAPLE RIDGE  

APPLICANT:  LESLI E. AUGSBURGER 

REPRESENTATIVE:  NONE 

A. CASE ITEM FOR CONSIDERATION 

1.   Construction of fence 

 

B. BACKGROUND 

DATE OF CONSTRUCTION:  1912  

ZONED HISTORIC PRESERVATION:  1993: ORDINANCE AMENDMENT 2005 

NATIONAL REGISTER LISTING:  MAPLE RIDGE HISTORIC RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT: 1983 

CONTRIBUTING STRUCTURE:  NO 

PREVIOUS ACTIONS:  

HP-17-002 – FEBRUARY 9, 2017 – TPC APPROVAL  

1. Remove driveway and construct new driveway according to documents submitted 

2. Repurpose gate at entry to driveway and relocate at entry to new driveway 

3. Remove columns at entry to driveway and reconstruct at entry to new driveway 

4. Repurpose gate at porte-cochére and relocate at new entry to lawn  

 

HP-17-016 – MARCH 9, 2017 – TPC APPROVAL 

1. Construct pool in street yard according to documents submitted 

 

HP-17-016 – MARCH 9, 2017 – STAFF APPROVAL 

1.    Replacement in kind of walkway and of porch floor 

                      HP-17-033 – APRIL 13, 2017 – TPC APPROVAL 

1.  Replacement of forty windows with aluminum-clad wood windows  

 

                    HP-0240-2020 – DECEMBER 10, 2020 – STAFF APPROVAL 

                    1.    Repair and replacement in kind of damaged elements of windows  

                    HP-0284-2021 – JUNE 22, 2021 – TPC APPROVAL 

1.   Installation of fixtures on east side of residence 

2.   Installation of masonry on walls 

3.   Reconstruction of columns at entry to driveway    
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C. ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS 

1.   Construction of fence 

             i.  Proposed is the replacement of the metal fence with a fence constructed with cedar     

                 planks, cap, and trim, which will be four feet (4’-0”) in height and located in the yard  

                 on the east side of the site near its northern boundary.  A concern about safety and             

                 a desire for less visibility of the pool from the right-of-way have prompted the proposal. 

 

                 During the review by the Historic Preservation Permit Subcommittee on July 1, discus-  

                 sion focused on the materials and methods of construction of the fence.  The applica-   

                 tion has been forwarded with a recommendation for its approval.   

 

                         ii.  Reference: Unified Design Guidelines - Residential Structures 

    SECTION A – GUIDELINES FOR REHABILITATION OF EXISTING STRUCTURES 

    A.1 General Requirements 

    Use the following guidelines as the basis for all exterior work: 

 

    A.1.1  Retain and preserve the existing historic architectural elements of your  

               home. 

    A.1.2  If replacement of historic architectural elements is necessary, match the   

               size, shape, pattern, texture, and directional orientation of the original  

               historic elements. 

    A.1.3  Ensure that work is consistent with the architectural style and period  

               details of your home. 

    A.1.4  Return the structure to its original historic appearance using physical or  

               pictorial evidence, rather than conjectural designs. 

 

           SECTION E – GUIDELINES FOR NON-CONTRIBUTING STRUCTURES 

   E.1 General Requirements 

                             E.1.1   For the purposes of this chapter, non-contributing structures are those  

           listed as not contributing to the historic character of the district due to age  

           or architectural style in the National Register Nomination for the district.  

E.1.2  Non-contributing structures will be considered products of their own time.  

           Do not attempt to create a false appearance of the predominant character  

           and architectural style of the rest of the district.  

E.1.3  Follow Section A (Rehabilitation) and Section B (Additions) as they relate to  

           the character-defining elements of the non-contributing structure.  

E.1.4  Ensure that work on non-contributing structures does not detract from or  

           diminish the historic character of the overall district. 

 

   SECTION G – GUIDELINES FOR LANDSCAPE FEATURES, PAVING, AND SIGNAGE 

  G.1 Landscape Features 

G.1.1 Retain and preserve original historic walls, fencing, lighting, planters, and other  

  landscape features through repair. 

G.1.2 Removal of historic landscape features will be considered on a case-by-case basis.   

  Removal of non-historic landscape features can be staff-approved.  

G.1.3 Ensure that new landscape features are appropriate to the style of your home and  

  consistent with the historic elements found along the same street and within the  

  district. 

G.1.4 Use fencing materials that are consistent with the historic fencing found along the  

  same street and within the district.  Chain-link fencing, wire fencing (12 gauge or  

  less), vinyl fencing, or any fencing that blocks the view of structures is not allowed. 
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  Example – Proposal for Fence  
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TULSA PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
STAFF REPORT 
Thursday, July 8, 2021 

HP-0287-2021  

 

HP PERMIT NUMBER:  HP-0287-2021 

PROPERTY ADDRESS:  305 EAST 20TH STREET  

DISTRICT:  NORTH MAPLE RIDGE  

             APPLICANT:  W. C. JONES  

REPRESENTATIVE:  NONE 

A. CASE ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION 

1.   Removal of awning above entry* 

2.   Installation of fixture above entry* 

3.   Modification of design of gate for driveway* 

4.   Installation of fence* 

5.   Modification of design of fence on east side of residence* 

6.   Extension of period of performance 

      *Alteration of Approved Proposal 

 

B. BACKGROUND 

DATE OF CONSTRUCTION:  2021  

ZONED HISTORIC PRESERVATION:  1993: ORDINANCE AMENDMENT 2005 

NATIONAL REGISTER LISTING:  MAPLE RIDGE HISTORIC DISTRICT: 1983 

CONTRIBUTING STRUCTURE:  NO 

PREVIOUS ACTIONS:   

HP-17-106 – OCTOBER 12, 2017 – TPC DENIAL 

       Demolition of residence   

 

                    HP-18-031 – JUNE 14, 2018 – TPC APPROVAL 

                    Construction of residence 

 

C. ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS 

1.   Removal of awning above entry* 

2.   Installation of fixture above entry* 

3.   Modification of design of gate for driveway* 

4.   Installation of fence* 

5.   Modification of design of fence on east side of residence* 

6.   Extension of period of performance 

      *Alteration of Approved Proposal 
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i. Requested are the approval of several alterations of the Approved Proposal and the 

extension of the period of performance.  Five alterations have been completed—(1) the 

replacement of the awning previously approved for the installation above the entry with 

(2) the installation of a fixture above the entry, (3) the modification of the design of the 

gate for the driveway, (4) the installation of a fence atop the wall along the sidewalk, and 

(5) the modification of the design of the fence on the east side of the residence.  Accord- 

ing to the applicant, the surface of the awning would eventually have deteriorated, and its 

maintenance would have posed challenges, so a fixture to improve the level of illumina-

tion was installed.  The arch above the gate for the driveway was not installed, as it would 

have prevented the entry of his vehicle, according to the applicant; the curvilinear section 

of the gate was replaced by a horizontal rail.  The fence installed on the top of the wall 

resembles other fences in the district, and wood was substituted for the material previ-

ously approved for the fence on the east side of the residence to accommodate a neigh-

bor’s request.  The extension of the period of performance has been requested as the 

period of performance for Historic Preservation Permit Number HP-18-031 has expired 

and the project has not been completed. 

 

During the review by the Historic Preservation Permit Subcommittee on July 1, discussion 

focused on the degree to which the alterations diminished the character of the residence, 

which would not be considered a Contributing Resource in the Maple Ridge Historic Res-

idential District due to its age, or detracted from the character of the district.  The applica-

tion has been forwarded with a recommendation for its approval. 

    

ii. Reference: Unified Design Guidelines - Residential Structures 

                               SECTION C – GUIDELINES FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION  

C.1 General Requirements  

C.1.1 Designs for new construction shall not duplicate existing structures within the   

          district. Ensure that each new structure is unique within the district.  

C.1.2 When designing new structures, provide consistency and continuity by draw-  

          ing upon common characteristics of historic structures in the district, placing      

          particular emphasis on the historic structures on the same street. These    

          include but are not limited to porches, entries, roof pitch and form, and win-  

          dow and door styles.  

C.1.3 Avoid mixing incongruous architectural styles: for example, Prairie-style win- 

   dows on a Colonial Revival-inspired house.  

C.1.4 Respect the scale, proportions, historic patterns, and relationships of both  

          principal and accessory structures along the same street and within the district.  

C.1.5 Maintain the established height of those structures along the same side of the  

          street. 

C.1.6 Establish the height of the floor (finished floor elevation) between the minimum  

          and maximum finished floor elevation of those structures along the same side    

          of the street.  

 

C.2 Building Site 

C.2.1 Match the front setback of the historic buildings along the same side of the  

          street. When the front setback pattern of the historic structures on the same  

          side of the street varies, locate the new structure between the minimum and  

          maximum of the prevailing front setbacks.  

C.2.2 Maintain the pattern and rhythm of the side yard setbacks of the other historic  

          structures on the same side of the street.  
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C.2.3 Maintain the same orientation to the street as established by the historic  

          structures on the same street.  

C.2.4 Limit paving within the street yard to primary driveways and sidewalks. Curb  

          cuts and new driveways through the street yard are strongly discouraged for  

          properties with alley access.  

C.2.5 On interior lots, limit the surface area of driveways and sidewalks to no more  

          than 50% of the street yard lot area.  

C.2.6 On corner lots, limit the surface area of driveways and sidewalks to no more  

          than 30% of the street yard lot area. 

 

C.3 Building Materials  

C.3.1 Maintain the visual characteristics, scale, proportions, directional orientation  

          and rhythms that are created by the materials on existing historic structures in  

          the district, in order to maintain the overall appearance and character of the  

          district. Deviation from the materials on existing historic structures in the  

          district will be considered on a case-by-case basis.  The use of unfinished or  

          clear-finished metals will be considered on a case-by-case basis. 

 

C.4 Garages  

C.4.1 Locate garages within the rear yard and detached from the primary residential  

                                 structure.  Detached buildings or structures, such as garages and sheds, not  

                                 located in the street yard as defined in the Zoning Code are exempt from HP  

                                 Permit review. 

C.4.2 Adding a garage attached to the rear elevation of the primary residential struc- 

          ture will be considered on a case-by-case basis.  

                                 C.4.3 Permitted attached garages shall be located so that the front façade of the  

    garage is not located forward of the rear wall of the primary structure. 

                    C.4.4 Historically appropriate garage doors, such as carriage house doors, are    

    encouraged. 

 

                    C.5 Mechanical Systems, Etc.  

                    C.5.1 Install engineering systems and their associated elements such as, but not  

    limited to, air conditioning and heating units, flues, conduits, cables, electrical  

    equipment, ventilators, and louvers, on the side or rear façade of the structure.  

                    C.5.2 Install utility meters on the side or rear façade of the house, or underground in  

                                           a subterranean vault.  Above-ground installation of utility systems, such as  

                                           pedestals and transformers, is prohibited in the street yard unless approved on  

                                           a case-by-case basis. 

                    C.5.3 Install systems requiring exterior components, such as solar panels or devices,  

         where they will have minimal impact, preferably at the rear of your house or  

         yard or on an outbuilding.  Install exterior components on a historic building in  

         a manner that does not damage the historic roofing material or negatively  

         impact the building’s historic character and is reversible.  These considerations  

         will be made on a case-by-case basis. 

                                      C.5.4 Installation of radio or television antennas, including satellite dishes and      

                                            similar devices, not visible from abutting streets, as determined by staff, is  

                                            exempt from HP Permit review. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



HP-0287-2021  

 

Page 4 of 10 

               SECTION E – GUIDELINES FOR NON-CONTRIBUTING STRUCTURES 

               E.1 General Requirements 

                                 E.1.1 For the purposes of this chapter, non-contributing structures are those  

              listed as not contributing to the historic character of the district due to age  

              or architectural style in the National Register Nomination for the district.  

   E.1.2  Non-contributing structures will be considered products of their own time.  

              Do not attempt to create a false appearance of the predominant character  

              and architectural style of the rest of the district.  

   E.1.3  Follow Section A (Rehabilitation) and Section B (Additions) as they relate to  

              the character-defining elements of the non-contributing structure.  

   E.1.4  Ensure that work on non-contributing structures does not detract from or  

              diminish the historic character of the overall district. 
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    3                       1                                                                                                5 

 

 

Alterations__________________________________________ 

                              1.   Removal of awning above entry 

                              2.   Installation of fixture above entry 

                              3.   Modification of design of gate for driveway 

                              4.   Installation of fence 

                              5.   Modification of design of fence on east side of residence 

 

            
 

                                                2                                                                                       4 
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Awning – Approved Proposal 

 

 
Fixture – Product Data 
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Fixture 

 

 
Fixture and Entry 
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Example – Gate  

 

 
Gate – 305 East 20th Street 
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Example – Fence 

 

 
Fence – 305 East 20th Street 
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Fence – East Side of Residence 

 

 
Fence – East Side of Residence 
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