
 Regular Session
   
 1.A Meeting Minutes

Consideration and possible action to approve the minutes from the March 24, 2025, 
meeting of the Historic and Architectural Review Commission -- Erica Metress, Planning
Specialist

   
 1.B 1411 S College Street (2025-17-COA)

Public Hearing and possible action on a request for a Certificate of Appropriateness
(COA) for an addition that creates a new, or adds to an existing street facing façade, and
replacing a historic architectural feature with a non-historic architectural feature for the
property located at 1411 S. College Street, bearing the legal description of 0.135 acres
out of Block 97 (PT) Dimmit Addition, (2025-17-COA) -- Olivia Beams, Historic and
Downtown Planner

   
 1.C Demolition Criteria and Definitions

Presentation and discussion on criteria for demolitions within the Old Town and
Downtown -- Sofia Nelson, Planning Director 

   
 1.D Discussion Items

Notice of Meeting of the
Historic and Architectural Review Commission

of the City of Georgetown, Texas
April 10, 2025

The Georgetown Historic and Architectural Review Commission will meet on April 10, 2025 at 6:00 PM at
Council and Court Building, 510 W 9th Street.

The City of Georgetown is committed to compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). If you
require assistance in participating at a public meeting due to a disability, as defined under the ADA,
reasonable assistance, adaptations, or accommodations will be provided upon request. Please contact the
City Secretary's Office, at least three (3) days prior to the scheduled meeting date, at (512) 930-3652 or
City Hall at 808 Martin Luther King Jr. Street, Georgetown, TX 78626 for additional information; TTY users
route through Relay Texas at 711.

 
Public Wishing to Address the Board
On a subject that is posted on this agenda: Please fill out a speaker registration form which can be found on the
table at the entrance to the meeting room. Clearly print your name and the letter of the item on which you wish
to speak and present it to the Board Liaison prior to the start of the meeting. You will be called forward to speak
when the Board considers that item. Only persons who have delivered the speaker form prior to the meeting
being called to order may speak. Speakers will be allowed up to three minutes to speak. If you wish to speak for
six minutes, it is permissible to use another requestor’s granted time to speak.  No more than six minutes for a
speaker may be granted.  The requestor granting time to another speaker must also submit a form and be present
at the meeting.
On a subject not posted on the agenda:  A request must be received by the Advisory Board or Commission Liaison
prior to the day the agenda for this mee*ng is posted.  Each speaker will be given three minutes to address the
Board or Commission members.  No action can be taken.  
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General updates, and Commissioner questions and comments -- Sofia Nelson, Planning
Director 

 
Adjournment
 

Certificate of Posting
I, Robyn Densmore, City Secretary for the City of Georgetown, Texas, do hereby certify that this Notice of
Meeting was posted at City Hall, 808 Martin Luther King Jr. Street, Georgetown, TX 78626, a place readily
accessible to the general public as required by law, on the _____ day of _________________, 2025, at
________, and remained so posted for at least 72 continuous hours preceding the scheduled time of said
meeting.
_______________________________________
Robyn Densmore, City Secretary

2



City of Georgetown, Texas
Historic and Architectural Review Commission

April 10, 2025
 
SUBJECT:
Meeting Minutes

SUGGESTED ACTION:
Consideration and possible action to approve the minutes from the March 24, 2025,  meeting of the
Historic and Architectural Review Commission -- Erica Metress, Planning Specialist

ITEM SUMMARY:

FINANCIAL IMPACT:

SUBMITTED BY:
Erica Dunlop, Planning Department

ATTACHMENTS:
03.24.2025 HARC Minutes Final.pdf
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Minutes of the  

Historic and Architectural Review Commission  

City of Georgetown, Texas  

Monday, March 24, 2025 

 
The Georgetown Historic and Architectural Review Commission met on Monday, March 24, 2025 at 

6:00 PM at City Hall Community Room, 808 Martin Luther King Jr. Street. 
 
The City of Georgetown is committed to compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). If 

you require assistance in participating at a public meeting due to a disability, as defined under the 

ADA, reasonable assistance, adaptations, or accommodations will be provided upon request. Please 

contact the City Secretary's Office, at least three (3) days prior to the scheduled meeting date, at (512) 

930-3652 or City Hall at 808 Martin Luther King, Jr Street for additional information; TTY users route 

through Relay Texas at 711. 

 

The following Members were in attendance:  
Present were: Lawrence Romero, Linda C Burns, Evan Hein, Jennifer Powell, Robert Blomquist, 

Stuart Garner, Heather Smith 

 

Public Wishing to Address the Board 

 
On a subject that is posted on this agenda: Please fill out a speaker registration form which can be found on the 

table at the entrance to the meeting room. Clearly print your name and the letter of the item on which you 

wish to speak and present it to the Board Liaison prior to the start of the meeting. You will be called forward to 

speak when the Board considers that item. Only persons who have delivered the speaker form prior to the 

meeting being called to order may speak. Speakers will be allowed up to three minutes to speak. If you wish to 

speak for six minutes, it is permissible to use another requestor’s granted time to speak. No more than six 

minutes for a speaker may be granted. The requestor granting time to another speaker must also submit a form 

and be present at the meeting.  
On a subject not posted on the agenda: A request must be received by the Advisory Board or Commission 

Liaison prior to the day the agenda for this mee ng is posted. Each speaker will be given three minutes to 

address the Board or Commission members. No action can be taken. 

 

1. Regular Session 
 

1.A Meeting Minutes  
Consideration and possible action to approve the minutes from the March 13, 2025, 

regular meeting of the Historic and Architectural Review Commission -- Erica Metress, 

Planning Specialist 

 
Moved by Lawrence Romero; seconded by Evan Hein to Approve the minutes from the 

March 13, 2025, regular meeting of the Historic and Architectural Review Commission. 
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Motion Approved: 7- 0  
Voting For: Lawrence Romero, Linda C Burns, Evan Hein, Jennifer Powell, 

Robert Blomquist, Stuart Garner, Heather Smith  
Voting Against: None 

 

1.B 817 S. Austin Avenue (2024-76-COA)  
Public Hearing and action on a request for a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) for an 

alteration of street-facing façade (elevation facing S. Austin Avenue) on a Low Priority 

Structure located at the property addressed at 817 S. Austin Avenue, bearing the legal 

description of Lots 6-8 (PTS), Block 51, City of Georgetown (2024-76-COA) -- Sofia 

Nelson, Planning Director 
 

 
Sofia Nelson presented the staff report. 

 

Adam Starr, applicant, approached the speaking area and provided a presentation. Starr 

shared that he grew up in Georgetown and shared thanks to city staff, the Historic and 

Architectural Review Commission, and supporters of the community. Starr explained that 

he had replaced 1,500 loose or broken bricks that had been exposed by the elements 

from the south wall of the structure. Starr continued to explain the replacement of the tin 

roof with insulation and a rubber membrane and discussed replacement of the rooftop 

skylights. Starr explained that the request was to create a draw for people to allow for 

more foot traffic on the side of Austin Avenue in which the building sits. Starr describes the 

request as a way to highlight historical pieces. 

 

Commissioner Hein inquired about a summary of the feedback provided since the 

request was presented to the commission. 

 

Kimberly Spencer, Assistant Planning Director, explained that staff included the 

collective comments received from the public within staff’s presentation of the agenda 

packet. 

 

Commissioner Hein highlighted that changes made in the request were minimal and 

noted that staff’s recommendation changed substantially. Commissioner Hein asked staff 

to summarize how staff’s recommendation could differ from one review to the next. 

Nelson explained that staff’s recommendation of approval was consistent from the 

beginning of this request. Nelson highlighted that the reports dated August 16, 2024, and 

March 21, 2025, had recommendations of approval. Nelson highlighted that the design 

guidelines and number of compliances are the key. Nelson explained that the building 

was a 1 story structure so references to 2 story windows were not applicable to the 

specific application. Nelson further explained that the review references voids and solids 

because of the portion above and below the awning that contributed to the first floor 

glazing and solid-to-void surface area. 

 

Commissioner Hein referred to Approval Criteria number 6 found in section 3.13.030 of 

the UDC and asked staff to explain the determination of non-applicability. Nelson agreed 

with Commissioner Hein in that the front façade is the most defining character of a 

structure and explained that staff analyzed the way the approval criteria was worded. Staff 
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analyzed whether the request was a new building, a new addition, or was adding on to an 

existing building, and found that the criteria was not applicable. 

 

Commissioner Hein referred to 1.5.H- Storefronts of the design guidelines and shared that 

his understanding was that if the original storefront was unknown, then the 

recommendation was to model after the architecture or styles that were seen in the 

surrounding structures. Nelson explained that staff analyzed the critical elements of the 

design guidelines and reviewed the awning, window, and storefront windows. 

 

Commissioner Hein acknowledged that the request was unusual in that the structure 

appears as a second story structure when it is a 1 story structure and acknowledged that 

the request was specific to the storefront. Commissioner Hein noted that the architectural 

elements of the request were not modeled after storefronts in the area and that the 

request did not comply with the ratio of solid to void surface. Commissioner Hein referred 

to Design Guidelines 1.5.B.2: Form and highlighted that the structure in question had two 

gabled roofs that were originally covered by a rectangular front façade. Commissioner 

Hein shared that, based on the information provided, the trusses have always been 

obscured and that they were not meant to be a traditional architectural element, but 

instead, a support structure with a rectangular facade. Commissioner Hein concluded that 

he would interpret the guidelines that the preference would be to maintain the rectangular 

form. 

 

With no further discussion or questions from the dais, Vice Chair Burns opened the 

public hearing. 

 

Liz Weaver, 1221 South Main Street, approached the speaking area and shared her 

concern of approval criteria 6 in the approval summary. Weaver questioned how the 

request was not considered an addition after the approval of the demolition of the front 

façade. Weaver explained that the staff report included that there was no evidence of the 

original character of the storefront of the building. Weaver explained that the building was 

built around 1924, and that Lindell Peterson Hardware Store was the first occupant. 

Weaver provided images of the structure from 1929 and shared that the year was 

confirmed due to movie posters that appear to the left and the date of known truck shows. 

Weaver spoke of the character of the building with regard to the window pattern and roll 

up door. Weaver highlighted that over time there were different iterations of the awnings 

but explained that the building essentially remained the same. Weaver shared that the 

staff noted within the report that the Secretary of Interior standards were reviewed 

primarily against the demolition of the façade. Weaver highlighted that the Secretary of 

Interior standards does not recommend removing or substantially changing storefronts 

and their features which are important in defining the overall historic character of the 

building. Weaver also highlighted that the Secretary of Interior standards does not 

recommend removing a storefront that is unrepairable and not replacing it with a new 

storefront that does not match. Weaver shared concerns regarding the amount of time 

and opportunity to review the structure with an upper story versus a structure as 1 story. 

Weaver referred to a case that HARC reviewed in the past and questioned the 

determination by HARC. Weaver concluded with a request that the commission deny the 

request in question. 
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Dani Babik, 1008 East University Avenue, approached the speaking area and 

commended the owner for the desire and courage to purchase a historic building. Babik 

expressed that owning a structure that is an essential part of Georgetown was a 

responsibility, commitment and honor to maintain the historic appeal of the square. Babik 

believed that the request does not look historic and highlighted that HARC provided 

helpful feedback, but instead of providing a new design, the owner submitted the same 

design with minor changes. Babik believed that the mirror glaze would be hazardous due 

to the structure facing west. Babik highlighted that each time the design was submitted, 

the number of citizen comments against the request increased. Babik shared that the 

design would not be out of place for a place trying to create a new town square and 

shared that it was inappropriate for Georgetown’s square. Babik concluded with thanks to 

the owner for the courage to restore a historic structure, and thanks to HARC for voting 

against the proposal and continuing to preserve the historic town square. 

 

Jenelle Looney, 300 San Gabriel Village Boulevard, approached the speaking area and 

spoke in favor of the façade. Looney explained that Starr, the owner, grew up in 

Georgetown and was not an outside developer trying to change the square. Looney 

believed that the structure did not have an interesting character. Looney shared that the 

design included the most interesting architectural element, the peaks of the roof, and 

shared that highlighting that would make an impact. Looney concluded with hope that 

HARC would vote in favor of the proposal. 

 

Debra Hobbs, 817 South Austin Avenue, approached the speaking area and shared that 

she is the owner of All Things New and shared a direct relationship with residents who 

frequent the square. Hobbs stated that the history was what made Georgetown so unique. 

Hobbs shared that she was a store owner on the square for over 20 years and had never 

heard anyone say they visit the square to see all the new structures. Hobbs explained that 

disapproval could make a difference. Hobbs believed that developers and building owners 

will make the square modern. Hobbs encouraged city staff to listen to those who frequent 

the square. 

 

Cordy Trevino, 817 South Austin Avenue, approached the speaking area and explained 

that she owns a boutique business inside of All Things New. Trevino explained that she 

opened her business on the square because she loved to go to the square to shop. 
 

Trevino expressed that renovations should be in keeping of the tradition of Georgetown 

square. Trevino shared that she has a business in Round Rock as well, but did not want 

Georgetown’s square to be like downtown Round Rock or South Congress in Austin. 

Trevino highlighted that small businesses are being displaced but shared that she hears 

customers and tourist comment that Georgetown has a beautiful square. Trevino 

explained that the square needs a lot of shopping sources to be available. 

 

Cherie Akiva, 104 Rosespring, approached the speaking area and explained that she is a 

land developer. Akiva shared that she enjoyed the way the architect brought out and 
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taken use of the trusses of the structure. Akiva believed that the commission should approve 

the proposal. Akiva shared that she does not visit buildings on the square that look like it 

could fall. Akiva concluded that she enjoys that historic elements are trying to be preserved. 

 

Chris Marble, 150 Turtle Creek, approached the speaking area and shared that he is the 

architect assigned to the request. Marble explained that there is generational handoff for 

people who are trying to grow in the community. Marble explained that they are utilizing 

traditional materials and keeping the 3-window rhythm. Marble highlighted that transoms are 

not defined well in the guidelines and highlighted that the design guidelines mention the 

generic character of overall downtown. Marble concluded that they are trying not to bring in 

anything new and trying to utilize pieces from the historical area. 

 

Joe Savage, 4011 Malaga Drive, approached the speaking area and shared that he is 

present to advocate for the future of downtown Georgetown. Savage requested that HARC 

assist with advocating for the preservation of historic architecture. Savage spoke of the 

finances the owner has put forth in the structure, including $950K beyond the original 

purchase. Savage explained that Starr’s passion was to showcase the historic and 

architectural significance of the structure. Savaged posed a question of whether the current 

structure or the structure with a renovated façade would be beneficial to the downtown area. 

Savage requested that HARC make a positive force of historic and architectural preservation 

in passing the project. 

 

Vice Chair Burns closed the public hearing. 

 

Question on postponement as an option. It was deemed that postponement to a date certain 

with specific reasons was an option. 

 

Commissioner Hein thanked the owner for diligence that went into the design and explained 

that his role was to ensure the preservation of historic Georgetown. Commissioner Hein 

shared concerns with the large window that displays the trusses and the design guidelines 

around scale, the use of rectangular shapes, storefront preservation of the original façade or 

using retaining elements from surrounding structures. Commissioner Hein asked Starr if he 

was willing to make modifications to the large window space. Starr explained that he has 

made modifications per HARC directions from the past and explained that he preferred the 

proposed design. Commissioner Romero shared that he enjoyed the design but was not in 

favor as it was proposed. Commissioner Romero did not recommend postponement because 

the owner did not want to make changes to the design. 

 

With no further discussion, Vice Chair Burns asked for a motion from the dais.  
 
Moved by Evan Hein; seconded by Robert Blomquist to Deny as presented due to non-
compliance with Design Guideline (1.5.H), as it relates to preserving original storefronts and 
Design Guideline (1.5.B), as it relates to mass, scale, and use of rectangles. 
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Commissioner Garner shared that there should be a demarcation somewhere to 

deviate from the designs of the square. 

 

Alternate Commissioner Blomquist presented a photo from the 1930s and spoke about the 

rooflines that have not changed since then. Alternate Commissioner Blomquist explained that 

a change in the roof would gain approval. 

 

With no further discussion, the commission proceeded to vote on the motion. 
 

Motion Approved: 5- 2  
Voting For: Linda C Burns, Evan Hein, Jennifer Powell, Robert Blomquist, Stuart Garner  
Voting Against: Lawrence Romero, Heather Smith 

 

1.C Demolition Criteria and Definitions  
Presentation and discussion on criteria for demolitions within the Old Town and 

Downtown -- Sofia Nelson, Planning Director 
 

 

Vice Chair Burns announced that staff requested that item 1.C be discussed at a later 

date. 

 

Adjournment 

 

These minutes were approved at the meeting of ________________________ 

 

________________________ 

 

 

________________________  
Chair 

 
Attest 
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City of Georgetown, Texas
Historic and Architectural Review Commission

April 10, 2025
 
SUBJECT:
1411 S College Street (2025-17-COA)

SUGGESTED ACTION:
Public Hearing and possible action on a request for a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) for an
addition that creates a new, or adds to an existing street facing façade, and replacing a historic
architectural feature with a non-historic architectural feature for the property located at 1411 S.
College Street, bearing the legal description of 0.135 acres out of Block 97 (PT) Dimmit Addition,
(2025-17-COA) -- Olivia Beams, Historic and Downtown Planner

ITEM SUMMARY:
Overview of Applicant’s Request:
The Applicant is requesting HARC approval for an addition that creates a new, or adds to an existing
street facing facade (roof addition that raises the roof height to 20’-0’’.) and replacing historic
architectural features with non-historic architectural features (original roof).
 
Staff’s Analysis:
Staff has reviewed the request in accordance with the Unified Development Code (UDC) and other
applicable codes. Staff has determined that the proposed request complies with 2, partially
complies with 3, does not comply with 2 of the 8 criteria established in UDC Section 3.13.030 for a
Certificate of Appropriateness, as outlined in the attached Staff Report. 1 of the 8 criteria were not
applicable to the proposed project.
 
Public Comments:
As required by the Unified Development Code (UDC), 1 sign was posted on-site, and 27 letters were
mailed to property owners within a 300-foot radius of the subject property. As of the publication
date of this report, staff has received 1 written comments in favor and 1 in opposition to the
request.

FINANCIAL IMPACT:

SUBMITTED BY:
Olivia Beams, Planning Department

ATTACHMENTS:
2025-17-COA HARC Staff Report.pdf
Exhibit 1 - Location Map.pdf
Exhibit 2 - Letter of Intent.pdf
Exhibit 3 - Plans and Specifications.pdf
Exhibit 4 - Historic Resource Survey.pdf
Exhibit 5 - Public Comments.pdf
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2025-17-COA HARC Staff Presentation.pdf
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Historic & Architectural Review Commission 
 Planning Department Staff Report 

Report Date: April 4, 2025  

File Number:  2025-17-COA 

 

AGENDA ITEM DESCRIPTION 

Public Hearing and possible action on a request for a Certificate of Appropriateness (COA) for an 

addition that creates a new, or adds to an existing street facing façade, and replacing a historic 

architectural feature with a non-historic architectural feature for the property located at 1411 S. College 

Street, bearing the legal description of 0.135 acres out of Block 97 (PT) Dimmit Addition, (2025-17-COA) 

– Olivia Beams, Historic and Downtown Planner 

AGENDA ITEM DETAILS 

Project Name:   RESUMBITTAL 1411 S College 

Applicant:   John Lawton c/o Green Earth Builders LLC. 

Property Owner:  Dorothy Fallin 

Property Address:   1411 S College Street, Georgetown Texas 78626 

Legal Description:   0.135 Acres Block 97(PT), Dimmit Addition  

Historic Overlay:   Old Town 

Case History:   2021-2-COA (Addition - Withdrawn), COA-2018-016 (Demo),  

2024-40-COA (Addition) 

Prior COA Denials:  COA-2018-016 

Prior COA Approvals:  2024-40-COA 

 

HISTORIC CONTEXT 

Date of Construction:  1930 

Historic Resources Survey Level of Priority: Medium Priority 

National Register Designation: N/A 

Texas Historical Commission Designation: N/A 

Notable Property Owners/Events: N/A 

 

APPLICANT’S REQUEST 

 

HARC: 

✓ Addition that creates a new, or adds to an existing street facing facade (roof addition that raises 

the roof height to 20’-0’’.) 

✓ Replacing historic architectural features with non-historic architectural features (original roof) 

 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS 

Case History - 2024-40-COA 

12



Planning Department Staff Report 

Historic and Architectural Review Commission 
 

2025-17-COA – 1411 S. College Street Page 2 of 10 

A Certificate of Appropriateness for this address received action by the Historic Architecture Review 

Commission previously, under City project number 2024-40-COA. This project was primarily for the 

project scope of an addition that creates a new or adds to an existing street facing façade. The project 

was seen twice by HARC. Once at the September 12, 2024, HARC meeting, where the project was 

postponed, and once at the September 26, 2024, HARC meeting, where the revised project design was  

approved with the condition that the current railing is repurposed or rebuilt rather than what is 

depicted in the proposal and that the second story windows at the rear of the home is opaque to assist 

with the looming concern. The current proposed design has addressed each of the conditions of 

approval.  

 

In January of 2025, a building permit was issued (City project number 2024-103379) and construction 

began at the property. However, as construction progressed, it became apparent that the applicant had 

chosen to construct the version of the project postponed by the HARC at the September 12, 2024, 

meeting, rather than the version of the project that was approved by the HARC (and consequently 

approved for permitting) at the September 26, 2024 meeting. 

In response to this deviation in the plans, Historic Preservation staff requested that the applicant stop 

work and reapply for a new Certificate of Appropriateness project that represents the construction that 

is currently underway. Although an official stop work order was not issued at the time due to 

voluntary compliance with Staff’s requests, the Building Permit has since been placed in a status that 

prevents the applicant from revising the Permit and requesting inspections until action has been taken 

on the COA.  

 

Present Property Description: 

The property is located within the Old Town Historic Overlay District on the eastern midblock of South 

College Street between E. 14th Street and E. 15th Street. The property is improved with a medium 

priority historic resource constructed in 1930. 

 

According to the City’s 2016 Historic Resources Survey (HRS), the home is a bungalow plan with no 

specific stylistic influences. It has had few alterations over time, most of which were done at the rear of 

the home, which has helped retain its integrity over time. These additions have been demolished to 

accommodate the addition that is currently under construction.  

 

Requested Changes: 

The applicant is requesting to amend their approved COA and to use the first proposed design from 

the previous project (2024-40-COA).  The applicant intends to update the roof profile of the house from 

a cross gable to a front facing gable.  

 

Justification for Requests: 

As stated in the applicant’s Letter of Intent, the applicant and property owner did not favor the roofline 

appearance of the approved design. and has requested that changes to the approved plans be made to 

allow for construction to continue so they can meet the intent of construction to increase the living 

space.   
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Planning Department Staff Report 

Historic and Architectural Review Commission 
 

2025-17-COA – 1411 S. College Street Page 3 of 10 

 

Technical Review: 

The original house was a Sears kit house that was 552 square feet in area, measuring 12’-0” in width 

and 26’-0” in length. In order to accommodate the change in the roof planes between the original and 

proposed construction, the applicant also intends to re-orient the roof profile from a cross gable to a 

front facing gable and raise the overall height of the roof to allow for a taller interior ceiling height.  

 

Roof Alteration 

The overall height of the home, measured to the ridgeline of the roof was estimated to be 

approximately 15’-6” in height. The previous roof form was a cross gable that runs parallel to S. College 

Street. The applicant is requesting to remodel the roof to change it to a front-facing gable and add an 

additional 4’-6’’ in height, creating an overall height of 20’-0” when measured from grade to ridgeline. 

The new gable roof is visible behind the front facing gable roof over the porch and in front of the 

second-story addition at the rear. The roof incorporates the same 7:12 roof pitch and composite shingle 

material as the other rooflines. A new brick veneer chimney on top of the new roof is also proposed on 

the northern side of the home that will be completely visible from S. College Street.  

 

Staff has requested that the City’s Assistant Building Official review the updated plans, and he has 

stated that it is possible to change the roofline back to its original form at this stage of the process.  

 

 

DESIGN GUIDELINE COMPLIANCE 

Staff has determined that the proposed project complies with 5 of the 19 applicable Historic District 

Design Guidelines in Chapter 3 as detailed below in the Applicable Design Guidelines section below. 

 

APPLICABLE DESIGN GUIDELINES 

The following guidelines are applicable to the proposed scope of work in accordance with the adopted 

Historic District Design Guidelines: 

 

GUIDELINES FINDINGS 

CHAPTER 3 – OLD TOWN DESIGN GUIDELINES 

F.6 Porch Roofs 

A minimum of 60% of the front porch should 

be covered by a roof or a trellis. 

Complies 

The porch roof will not be altered by the 

design and the porch will be entirely 

covered by the roof as it is today. 

3.5.A. Respect Historic Styles  

New construction in Old Town should recognize and 

respect the historic elements and patterns that exist 

within the neighborhood. The design of new 

structures should respond to the character of existing 

structures, using them as a source of inspiration for 

new designs. 
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Planning Department Staff Report 

Historic and Architectural Review Commission 
 

2025-17-COA – 1411 S. College Street Page 4 of 10 

GUIDELINES FINDINGS 

CHAPTER 3 – OLD TOWN DESIGN GUIDELINES 

 

A.1 Building Form 

One of the most prominent unifying elements of the 

Old Town District is the similarity in building form. 

Generally, residential buildings are simple 

rectangular solids, either wider than they are deep or 

deeper than they are wide. Residential roof forms are 

pitched. These building form characteristics are 

important and should be preserved.  

 

Complies 

Although the roof form has been changed 

through swapping the cross gable to a front 

gable, the roof form will remain pitched, 

and the gable over the porch has been 

retained. 

A.3 Properties designated by the City as a High, 

Medium, or Low Priority Structure shall be given a 

more in-depth review, so that its architectural 

character is not lost or damaged by any proposed 

addition or alteration. 

Does Not Comply 

Although the property is designated by the 

Historic Resource Survey as a Medium 

Priority Structure, much of the architectural 

significance has been lost due to the 

addition and roof alteration that has already 

been constructed. The roofline alteration 

altered an important architectural feature 

and added a detail that was not there 

before. However, with the roofline being 

significantly altered, it is important to 

document these changes through something 

such as an archival document. This is to 

avoid the implication that the changes made 

are original to the home.  

A.4 Avoid trying to change the overall appearance of 

a building by adding features and details that were 

never there before. 

3.5.K Additions  

K.1 Design alterations and additions to be 

compatible with the historic character of the 

property. Building additions should be in 

keeping with the original architectural 

character, color, mass, scale, and materials. 

Partially Complies 

The roof alteration will reincorporate 

historic materials and new material that 

reinforce the character of the house such as 

the horizontal wood siding and composite 

shingle roof once completed. 

 

The design is not compatible with the 
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GUIDELINES FINDINGS 

CHAPTER 3 – OLD TOWN DESIGN GUIDELINES 

historic or architectural character of the 

property in that the alteration to the roof 

profile alters the modest style of the 

Bungalow home.  

b. Avoid alterations that would damage 

historic features. 

Does Not Comply 

The constructed roof addition altered 

historic features such as the existing form 

and roof profile of the home. 

c. Avoid alterations that would hinder the 

ability to interpret the design character of the 

original building or period of significance. 

Alterations that seek to imply an earlier 

period than that of the building are 

inappropriate. 

Does Not Comply 

The simple form and modest size of the 

home are integral to its Bungalow style. The 

roof alteration obscures the existing 

architecture of the house. 

 

 d. New additions should not obscure or 

demolish character defining features of the 

original structure. An addition to the front of 

a building is usually inappropriate. For 

example, loss or alteration of a porch should 

be avoided. 

K.2 An addition should be distinguishable 

from the original building, even in subtle 

ways, such that the character of the original 

can be interpreted. 

Does Not Comply 

The constructed roof alteration addition to 

the roof height is indistinguishable from the 

original architecture of the home.  

a. Creating a jog in the foundation between 

the original and new structures may help to 

define an addition. 

Does Not Comply 

The constructed roof alteration is 

indistinguishable from the existing 

architecture of the house. The roof alteration 

cannot be interpreted as a later alteration.  

b. Even applying new trim board at the 

connection point between the addition and 

the original structure can help define the 

addition. 

c. An addition should be simple in design to 

prevent it from competing with the primary 

façade. 

K.3 Location of Additions  

a. Additions should be located 

inconspicuously on the least character 

defining elevation. 

Does Not Comply 

The roof addition and alteration have 

impacted the primary, character-defining 

elevation of the home.  
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GUIDELINES FINDINGS 

CHAPTER 3 – OLD TOWN DESIGN GUIDELINES 

c. Additions should be to the rear of the 

existing structure or as far away from the 

public street unless there is sufficient side 

yard width. Place an addition at the rear of a 

building or set it back from the front to 

minimize the visual impacts. This will allow 

the original proportions and character to 

remain prominent. 

Does Not Comply 

The roof alteration and addition is not set 

back from the street-facing façade and 

impacts the character-defining elevation 

visible from S. College Street. 

e. An addition shall be set back from any 

primary, character-defining façade. If 

sufficient side yard width is available, the 

addition should be recessed behind the front 

façade by a minimum of ten feet (10'-0"). 

Does Not Comply 

The roof alteration and addition are not set 

back or recessed from the primary, 

character-defining façade.  

K.4 The roof of a new addition shall be in 

character with that of the primary building. 

Does Not Comply 

The existing roof form was altered by the 

constructed alteration, limiting the 

opportunity for compatibility of the 

addition with the original architecture of 

the home.  

a. Typically, gable, hip, and shed roofs 

are appropriate for residential additions. 

Flat roofs may be more appropriate for 

commercial buildings. 

b. Repeat existing roof slopes and materials. 

K.6 Design of Additions should be compatible 

with the primary structure. 

 

a. Use roof forms, pitches, overhangs, and 

materials that are similar to the original 

structure. 

Complies 

The roof is gabled and incorporates a 

similar pitch, material, and overhangs as the 

existing roof and porch roof to be 

maintained.  

c. Additions should acknowledge and 

respect and where appropriate include 

architectural features of existing building. 

Partially Complies 

The roof alteration and addition irreversibly 

altered architectural features of the home 

such as the form, roof profile, existing side 

windows, etc. 

 

However, if the applicant were to reverse 

the roof alteration, a faux history would be 

created, which is not respectful of the 

architectural history of the building.  

K.7 Exterior Materials of Additions  

a. The selection of exterior materials should Complies 
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GUIDELINES FINDINGS 

CHAPTER 3 – OLD TOWN DESIGN GUIDELINES 

be compatible with the primary building. The applicant intends to repurpose existing 

materials such as the wood siding and to 

match siding with new wood where it is 

needed when construction is complete. 

b. Use the same siding and roof materials as 

used on the original structure if possible. 

Complies 

The additions will be finished in horizontal 

board wood siding and composite shingle 

roof material to match the original home. 

The materials are the same color, size, and 

proportion as the existing materials on the 

house.  

c. Materials should strive to be the same 

color, size, and proportion and used in the 

same manner as the original house but not 

necessarily used in the same overall 

proportions. This allows the addition to be 

recognized as an addition. 

K.8 The architectural features of existing 

buildings should be protected when additions 

are proposed. 

Partially Complies 

Architectural features of the home such as 

the majority of the existing windows and 

doors visible from the street and the front 

porch are protected. 

 

However, features of the home that 

contribute to its original style such as the 

modest roof height will be altered.  

K.9 Distinguish New from Old  

a. Although designed to be compatible with 

the original building, an addition should be 

discernible from it. For example, it can be 

differentiated from the original building 

through a break in roofline, cornice height, 

wall plane, change in materials, siding 

profile, or window type. Attention to 

materials and details will be critical to 

achieving the desired design unity. 

Does Not Comply 

 The roof alteration and addition will be 

indiscernible from the original architecture 

of the house.  

c. A vertical change should be established 

between the original portions of the house 

and the addition to avoid one long wall 

plane. This change should run from the 

foundation through to the roof line. 

Does Not Comply 

 

The roof addition does not provide a visible 

change to differentiate it from the original 

architecture of the house.  
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CRITERIA FOR APPROVAL 

In accordance with Section 3.13.030 of the Unified Development Code, HARC must consider the 

following criteria. Staff has determined that the applicant has met 2 out of 8 of these criteria. 

 

SECTION 3.13.030 CRITERIA FINDINGS 

1. The application is complete and the 

information contained within the application 

is correct and sufficient enough to allow 

adequate review and final action; 

Complies 

The application is complete with sufficient 

information for review. 

2. Compliance with applicable design standards 

of this Code; 

                              Complies 

The constructed roof addition meets the 

standards of the Residential Single Family 

zoning district.  

3. Compliance with the Secretary of the 

Interior's Standards for the Treatment of 

Historic Properties to the most extent 

practicable; 

Does Not Comply 

The design does not comply with Standard 

 9: New additions, exterior alterations, or 

related new construction shall not destroy 

historic materials that characterize the 

property. The new work shall be 

differentiated from the old and shall be 

compatible with the massing, 

size, scale, and architectural features to 

protect the historic integrity of the 

property and its environment.  

 

And Standard 10: New additions and 

adjacent or related new construction shall 

be undertaken in such a manner that if 

removed in the future, the essential form 

and integrity of the historic property and its 

environment would be unimpaired. 

4. Compliance with the adopted Historic 

District Design Guidelines, as may be 

amended from time to time, specific to the 

applicable Historic Overlay District; 

Partially Complies 

The design complies with the Design 

Guidelines in that the selected materials are 

appropriate and in keeping with the 

architecture of the home.  

 

The design does not comply with the 

guidelines in that the constructed additions 

impact the character-defining elevation of 

the house, the roof alteration and addition 
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SECTION 3.13.030 CRITERIA FINDINGS 

will be indistinguishable from the original 

architecture of the house.  

5. The general historic, cultural, and 

architectural integrity of the building, 

structure or site is preserved; 

Partially Complies 

The design significantly impacts the 

integrity of the historic home and will be 

indistinguishable from its original 

architecture.  

 

However, if the roofline were to be reversed 

back, a faux history would be created. In 

light of the work that has already been 

completed, most of the architectural 

integrity of the structure has already been 

lost.  

6. New buildings or additions are designed to 

be compatible with surrounding properties in 

the applicable historic overlay district; 

Partially Complies 

The proposed roof alteration and addition is 

compatible with surrounding properties in 

that appropriate and compatible materials, 

shapes, and styles are incorporated in the 

design.  

 

7. The overall character of the applicable historic 

overlay district is protected; and 

Does Not Comply 

The proposed alteration and additions 

significantly impact the integrity of the 

historic home’s architecture and will 

therefore impact its ability to contribute to 

the District as a historic Bungalow style 

house. The character-defining elevation of 

the house is impacted by the proposed 

design. 

8. The Master Sign Plan is in keeping with the 

adopted Historic District Design Guidelines 

and character of the historic overlay district. 

Not Applicable 

Signage is not included with this request.  

 

 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

The changes to the front facade of the home include both raising the height of the roof (an addition that 

adds to an existing street facing facade) and changing the orientation of the roof line (replacing and 

architectural feature with non-historic architectural feature). While the work seeking approval is coded 
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as two separate scopes of work by the UDC one scope of work cannot occur without the other. As a 

result we are providing one recommendation on this request. Based on the findings listed above, staff 

recommends APPROVAL WITH the following CONDITIONS:   

• The  applicant create an archival record of the construction that has already taken place and to 

document the original form of the structure. 

This allows for the construction of the addition to continue but for the architectural history of the home 

to be documented. The constructed roof alteration has impacted the integrity of the home and limit its 

ability to continue to contribute to the District. The roof alteration will be indiscernible from the 

original architecture of the home. However, were the applicant to reverse the roofline alteration, a faux 

history would be created, which would further impact the integrity of the site.  

 

 

As required by the Unified Development Code, all property owners within a 300-foot radius of the 

subject property were notified of the Certificate  of Appropriateness request (27 notices), and (1) sign 

was posted on-site. To date, staff has received 1 written comments in favor and 1 in opposition to the 

request (Exhibit 5).   

 

ATTACHMENTS 

Exhibit 1 – Location Map 

Exhibit 2 – Letter of Intent 

Exhibit 3 – Plans and Specifications  

Exhibit 4 – Historic Resource Surveys 

Exhibit 5 – Public Comments 

 

SUBMITTED BY 

Olivia Beams, Historic and Downtown Planner 

PUBLIC NOTIFICATION 
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2306 Waizel Way Georgetown, Texas 78626 

Office: 512-966-9177   Cell: 512-779-0100 

Email: greenearthconsultingllc@gmail.com   

 

LETTER OF INTENT REVISION 

1411 S COLLEGE STREET 

 

 Proceeding with the project submitted to HARC for 1411 South College. We 
were asked to come back with the revisions. One being to add a 2(6)5(0) 
window to the west second floor wall. Another request is to add the front 
original gables to shorten the lines of the second floor. After frame out of the 
house, the homeowner and I didn’t like the look of the gables north and south 
because of their size. They looked too small for the roofline. The roofline that 
exists now looking directly in front of the house without the gables (north and 
south) still has an appearance of shorter lines on the second floor because of 
the first-floor height and second floor distance back from the first-floor handle 
on west side of the house. When moving north or south from the front of the 
house. The west second floor of the house is shortened from the first-floor 
roofline which takes up most of that west second floor wall. We are asking to go 
back to the original intent for the roofline.  
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Georgetown 10PM 78628 Georgetown 10PM 78628
Shop All Services DIY Log In

$ 99

Pay $9.99 after $25 OFF your total qualifying purchase upon opening a new card. 

Apply for a Home Depot Consumer Card

Dense, closed-cell polyurethane ensures lasting durability

Panel features a textured pattern for a realistic look

Interlocking joints offer a secure connection between panels

View More Details

Color/Finish: Classic Brick

What can we help you fi…

Home / Building Materials / Siding / Brick Veneer Siding

34

Pickup at Georgetown Delivering to 78628

Share Print

GenStone

Classic Brick 12 in. x 22-1/4 in. Brick Veneer Siding Half Panel
Questions & Answers (36)(13)

Hover Image to Zoom

#1 Home Improvement Retailer

Close

Classic Brick 12 in. x 22-1/4 in. Brick Veneer

Siding Half Panel

by GenStone

Product Images

Hover Image to Zoom

Compare
at 3 Stores
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https://www.homedepot.com/
https://www.homedepot.com/
https://www.homedepot.com/account/view/savecardtoprofile?originUrl=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.homedepot.com%2Fp%2FGenStone-Classic-Brick-12-in-x-22-1-4-in-Brick-Veneer-Siding-Half-Panel-EACQP%2F309750255&step=initial&insideCheckout=false&cmp=A~P~U~O~3~9~ZZZ0~AI~HD~ZZ_1D3
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TEXAS HISTORICAL COMMISSION

Properties Documented with the THC Form in 2007 and/or 1984 That Have Not Changed Preservation Priority

County Williamson Local District: Old Town District

Address: 1411  College St 2016 Survey ID: 124980 

City Georgetown 2016 Preservation Priority: Medium

SECTION 1

Basic Inventory Information

WCAD ID: R042089Property Type: Building Structure Object Site District

Date Recorded 3/4/2016Recorded by: CMEC

EstimatedActual Source: 2007 surveyConstruction Date: 1930

Bungalow

Other:

Center Passage ShotgunOpen2-roomModified L-plan

Rectangular

T-plan

Four Square

L-plan

Irregular

Plan*

International

Ranch

No Style

Post-war Modern

Commercial Style

Other: 

Pueblo Revival

Prairie

Art Deco

Spanish Colonial

Craftsman

Moderne

Gothic Revival

Neo-Classical

Mission

Tudor Revival

Beaux Arts

Monterey

Shingle

Folk Victorian

Renaissance Revival

Romanesque Revival

Colonial Revival

Exotic Revival

Log traditional

Italianate

Eastlake

Greek Revival

Second Empire

Queen Anne

Stylistic Influence(s)*

Note: See additional photo(s) on following page(s)

General Notes:  (Notes from 2007 Survey: detached side carport)

High Medium

Priority:

Low

High Medium Low

ID: 1014

ID: 677

*Photographs and Preservation Priority have been updated in 2016, and the year built date has also been reviewed. However, the plan and style 
data are sourced directly from the 2007 survey.

2007 Survey

1984 Survey

Current/Historic Name None/None

ID: 124980 2016 Survey High Medium Low

Explain: Property retains a relatively high degree of integrity; property is significant and contributes to neighborhood character

Latitude: 30.631102 Longitude -97.6716

None Selected

None Selected

Photo direction: Southeast
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TEXAS HISTORICAL COMMISSION

Properties Documented with the THC Form in 2007 and/or 1984 That Have Not Changed Preservation Priority

County Williamson Local District: Old Town District

Address: 1411  College St 2016 Survey ID: 124980 

City Georgetown 2016 Preservation Priority: Medium

Additional Photos

EastPhoto Direction

NortheastPhoto Direction
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Olivia Beams

From: Doris Curl <doris.curl@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 3, 2025 8:55 PM
To: Olivia Beams
Subject: [EXTERNAL]  2025-17-COA-HARC Meetng 04/10/2025

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] This email originated from outside of City of Georgetown. DO NOT click links or open attachments unless 
you recognize and/or trust the sender.  

 

April 3, 2025 

  Historic & Architectural Review Commission of the City of Georgetown 

  

Re2025-17-COA (1411 S. College Street) HARC Meeting 04/10/2025 

 Members: 

 I am not in support of yet another exception to the regulations on this property.  

 It seems that this and other properties: 

1.      originally built small for a variety of reasons do not qualify for value when preserving the history of 
Georgetown; 

2.      are to be given special consideration when the property already meets the impervious cover limits; 

3.     determined by the property owner to be so unsanitary as to be unlivable are not required to be 
evaluated by the City for unsanitary     conditions and possible demolition before any plans for a new 
structure are given consideration. 

Georgetown needs to decide if there is a specific time when history stops and the regulations for preservation 
no longer apply, if regulations are guidelines or regulations, or if the City wants regulations that continue to 
build the documentation of the history of Georgetown for future generations.  Likewise, decisions forming 
future guidelines should be established in support of good neighbor relations, healthy neighborhoods, 
citizens’ privacy on their property, proportion and scale to adjacent properties, safety, the blending of new 
construction with old, and elements in support of planet preservation (examples:  tree preservation, lighting in 
support of bird migrations, rescue and support for wildlife needing assistance).  

The only historic feature of this house was its size and the College Street front façade and porch.  The 
Commissioners, in support of preservation required the porch railing design to be retained, but approved the 
addition of a decorative window which altered the historic façade.  

It is my understanding the guidelines, requirements, and decisions related to historic structures, as well as 
new/future construction are thankfully being evaluated.  This property and the decisions regarding it are an 
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example of why the City needs this process.  As a City we must decide how we define history and preservation 
and if we really want to preserve history, or to accommodate whatever a property owner desires, or rely on 
what the Commissioners conclude is appropriate. Without very clear guidelines for future residents and 
builders the City is open to legal actions. Additionally, I believe this particular property, and the decisions 
made in its regard are an excellent example in support of the need to review the regulations. 

Thank you for your time and service. 

 

Doris Curl 

1404 S. College Street 
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1411 S. College Street
2025-17-COA
April 10, 2025 | Historic & Architectural Review Commission

Olivia Beams, Historic and Downtown Planner
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Item Under Consideration

2025-17-COA 
• Public Hearing and possible action on a request for a Certificate 

of Appropriateness (COA) for an addition that creates a new, or 
adds to an existing street facing façade, and replacing a historic 
architectural feature with a non-historic architectural feature for 
the property located at 1411 S. College Street, bearing the legal 
description of 0.135 acres out of Block 97 (PT) Dimmit Addition, 
(2025-17-COA) – Olivia Beams, Historic and Downtown Planner
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Item Under Consideration
HARC:
✓ Addition that creates a new, or adds to an existing street facing facade 

(second-story rear addition and roof addition that raises the roof 
height to 20’-0’’.)

✓ Replacing historic architectural features with non-historic architectural 
features (original roof)
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Case History

2024-40-COA
• September 12, 2024 – Item Postponed

• September 26 – Item Approved with Conditions
• Condition that the current railing is repurposed or rebuilt rather 

than what is depicted in the proposal and that the second story 
windows at the rear of the home is opaque to assist with the 
looming concern.
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Case History

Approved Plans

Current Context

Area where the 
roofline 

deviates from 
approved plans
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Location Map

Call-Out Box
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Legend 

2016 Historic Resource Survey Priority- High

2016 Historic Resource Survey Priority- Medium

2016 Historic Resource Survey Priority- Low  

Boundary of Old Town Historic  Overlay District 

Boundary of Downtown Overlay District 

Subject Property 
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1984 Survey
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2016 Survey
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Current Context
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Plans and Specifications - Elevations

Pre-Construction Proposed

Western 
Elevation
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Plans and Specifications - Elevations

ProposedPre-Construction

Southern 
Elevation
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Plans and Specifications - Elevations

ProposedPre-Construction

Northern 
Elevation
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Repurposed 

Plans and Specifications – Materials

Repurposed wood windows to be 

incorporated in the design
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Approval Criteria – UDC Section 3.13.030
Criteria Staff’s Finding

1. The application is complete and the information contained within the application is correct and sufficient 
enough to allow adequate review and final action; Complies

2. Compliance with applicable design standards of this Code; Complies

3. Compliance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties to the 
most extent practicable; Does Not Comply

4. Compliance with the Historic District Design Guidelines, as may be amended from time to time, specific to 
the applicable Historic Overlay District;

Partially 
Complies

5. The general historic, cultural, and architectural integrity of the building, structure or site is preserved; Partially 
Complies

6. New buildings or additions are designed to be compatible with surrounding properties in the applicable 
historic overlay district;

Partially 
Complies

7. The overall character of the applicable historic overlay district is protected; and Does Not Comply

8. The Master Sign Plan is in keeping with the adopted Historic District Design Guidelines and character of the 
historic overlay district. Not Applicable
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Design Guideline Compliance
Staff has determined that the proposed project complies with 5 of the 19 applicable Historic District Design Guidelines in Chapter 3. A complete list of applicable 
Design Guidelines is found in the Staff Report. 

Design Guideline Finding Analysis

A.4. Avoid trying to change the overall 
appearance of a building by adding 
features and details that were never there 
before.

Does Not 
Comply

Although the property is designated by the City as a Medium Priority Structure, much of the architectural 
significance has been lost due to the addition and roof alteration that has already been constructed. The 
roofline alteration altered an important architectural feature and added a detail that was not there before. 
However, with the roofline being significantly altered, it is important to document these changes through 
something such as an archival document. This is to avoid the implication that the changes made are 
original to the home. 

3.K. b. Avoid alterations that would 
damage historic features.

Partially 
Complies

The constructed roof additions altered historic features such as the existing form and roof profile of the 
home.

K.3.a. Additions should be located 
inconspicuously on the least character 
defining elevation.

Does Not 
Comply The roof addition and alteration have impacted the primary, character-defining elevation of the home. 
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Approval Criteria – UDC Section 3.13.030
Criteria Staff’s Finding

1. The application is complete and the information contained within the application is correct and sufficient 
enough to allow adequate review and final action; Complies

2. Compliance with applicable design standards of this Code; Complies

3. Compliance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties to the 
most extent practicable; Does Not Comply

4. Compliance with the Historic District Design Guidelines, as may be amended from time to time, specific to 
the applicable Historic Overlay District;

Partially 
Complies

5. The general historic, cultural, and architectural integrity of the building, structure or site is preserved; Partially 
Complies

6. New buildings or additions are designed to be compatible with surrounding properties in the applicable 
historic overlay district;

Partially 
Complies

7. The overall character of the applicable historic overlay district is protected; and Does Not Comply

8. The Master Sign Plan is in keeping with the adopted Historic District Design Guidelines and character of the 
historic overlay district. Not Applicable
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Public Notification

• 27 notices mailed
• 1 sign posted
• To date, staff has received:

• 1 written comments IN FAVOR
• 1 written comments OPPOSED

Notification Map
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Staff Recommendation
The changes to the front facade of the home include both raising the height of the roof (an addition that
adds to an existing street facing facade) and changing the orientation of the roof line (replacing and
architectural feature with non-historic architectural feature). While the work seeking approval is coded as
two separate scopes of work by the UDC one scope of work cannot occur without the other. As a result we
are providing one recommendation on this request. Based on the findings listed above, staff recommends
APPROVAL WITH the following CONDITIONS:

• The applicant create an archival record of the construction that has already taken place and to
document the original form of the structure.

This allows for the construction of the addition to continue but for the architectural history of the home to
be documented. The constructed roof alteration has impacted the integrity of the home and limit its ability
to continue to contribute to the District. The roof alteration will be indiscernible from the original
architecture of the home. However, were the applicant to reverse the roofline alteration, a faux history
would be created, which would further impact the integrity of the site.
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City of Georgetown, Texas
Historic and Architectural Review Commission

April 10, 2025
 
SUBJECT:
Demolition Criteria and Definitions

SUGGESTED ACTION:
Presentation and discussion on criteria for demolitions within the Old Town and Downtown -- Sofia
Nelson, Planning Director 

ITEM SUMMARY:
At the March 13, 2025 meeting the commission appeared to reach consensus on updating the
definition of demolition to state the following: 

Demolition for Historic Preservation Review: The complete destruction of a building or
structure; or removal of more than 30 percent of the perimeter walls; or removal of a street-
facing façade in its entirety 

Additionally, the commission appeared to reach a consensus in recommending the following
regarding criteria for approval: 

Economic hardship be removed as part of the adopted criteria of approval adopted to
evaluate demolition requests 
All criteria be applicable to review a demolition rather than just one finding (i.e. loss of
significance or public interest) 

Draft language for the above direction is as follows: 
Criteria for Approval for Relocation, Removal or Demolition of a Historic Landmark or
Contributing Historic Structure.
In addition to the criteria for Certificates of Appropriateness in Section 3.13.030, the Historic
and Architectural Commission may approve an application for a demolition where it
reasonably determines that there will be no significant negative impact to the historic
district  and the request for demolition is the order of las resort. The Historic and
Architectural Commission shall consider the following criteria in its review:

1. The Historic and Architectural Review Commission shall use circumstances or items that are
unique to the building or structure proposed to be relocated, removed or demolished when
reviewing the application. 

2. The Historic and Architectural Review Commission shall make the following findings when
considering a request for demolition or relocation of a structure: 

a. The applicant has provided information that the building or structure is no longer
historically, culturally or architecturally significant, or is no longer contributing to the
historic overlay district.

b. The applicant has established that the building or structure has undergone significant
and irreversible changes, which have caused the building or structure to lose the
historic, cultural or architectural significance, qualities or features which qualified the
building or structure for such designation.

c. The applicant has demonstrated that any changes to the building or structure were not
caused either directly or indirectly by the owner, and were not due to intentional or
negligent destruction, or lack of maintenance rising to the level of a demolition by
neglect.
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d. Demolition or relocation of the building or structure will not cause significant adverse
effect on the historic overlay district or the City's historic resources.

e. The resource is a deterrent to a major improvement program that will be of substantial
benefit to the community and the applicant proposing the work has obtained all
necessary planning and zoning approvals, financing, and environmental clearances. It
should be noted in determining the “substantial benefit” to the community that the
beauty, charm and reputation of Georgetown is rooted in its Historic Character.
Destroying that authentic character for a new improvement should be carefully
considered when determining benefit.

The focus of this item is discussion on the questions that should be required of the applicant to
answer as part of applying for a demolition request. The current draft is included in the attached
design guidelines and includes the following: 
 
HARC should consider the following when evaluating proposals to demolish or relocate
historic resources:

1. Does the resource proposed for demolition or relocation have architectural and/ or historical
significance?

2. What would be the effect on surrounding buildings of demolition or relocation of the
resource?

3. What would be the effect on the Overlay District as a whole of demolition or relocation of the
resource?

4. What would be the effect on safeguarding the heritage of the City of the demolition or
relocation?

5. What has been the impact of any previous inappropriate alterations?
6. Is the demolition solely a matter of convenience?
7. Has the owner offered the property for sale?
8. Has the owner asked a fair price?
9. Has the property been marketed for a reasonable time?

10. Has the property been advertised broadly in a reasonable manner?
11. Has the owner sought the advice of a professional experienced in historic preservation work?
12. What would be the effect of open space in that location if the lot is to be left vacant?

Attachments: 
Historic Design Guidelines
Draft UDC edits 

FINANCIAL IMPACT:

SUBMITTED BY:
Erica Dunlop, Planning Department

ATTACHMENTS:
Sec._3.13.030.___Certificate_of_Appropriateness_HARC_Approval.-3 redlines for demo criteria
0314.pdf
Design-Guidelines-Final-Ch-4.pdf
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Sec. 3.13.030. Certificate of Appropriateness—HARC Approval. 

E. Additional Requirements for Relocation, Removal or Demolition of a Historic Landmark or Contributing 
Historic Structure. 

 Purpose: Only as a last resort should a historic structure be considered for demolition. HARC shall not 
consider or be persuaded to find loss of significance based on items that are not unique to the property in 
question (i.e. the current economic climate). 

Application by the applicant shall include all the requirement outlined within the development manual and 
shall include detailed information demonstrating the  request for demolition an order of last resort. In 
addition to the staff review process established in Section 3.13.030.A, applications for a Certificate of 
Appropriateness for the relocation, removal or demolition of a building or structure designated as a Historic 
Landmark or contributing historic structure shall be subject to the following additional review:  

1. Demolition Delay Period Certified Local Government (CLG) Program. 

a. Upon deeming the application complete, requests for a Certificate of Appropriateness for 
demolition of a Historic Landmark or contributing historic structure shall be subject to a 60-day 
demolition delay period. The Historic and Architectural Review Commission shall not take action 
on a request for demolition until the 60-day demolition delay period is complete.  

b. During this 60-day delay period, the applicant shall coordinate with the Historic Preservation 
Officer to reach a satisfactory resolution that preserves the building or structure, or that 
preserves historic and significant architectural features that are unique to the building or 
structure, era or district.  

c. The Historic Preservation Officer shall coordinate with local, county and other historic 
organizations to explore possibilities for preserving, to include the possible relocation of the 
structure.  

d. The Historic Preservation Officer shall present the findings and resolution, if applicable, to the 
Historic and Architectural Review Commission with the request.  

2. Demolition Subcommittee Review. 

a. No later than the 30th day from deeming the application complete, the Historic and Architectural 
Review Commission's Demolition Subcommittee shall complete a walk-through of the building or 
structure proposed to be demolished or relocated with the Historic Preservation Officer and the 
applicant.  

b. The Demolition Subcommittee shall review the application and analyze the building or structure 
to determine possibility of preservation and restoration, and appropriateness for demolition or 
relocation. In the event of demolition, the Demolition Subcommittee shall also create a list of 
historic salvageable materials identified during the walk-through.  

c. The Demolition Subcommittee's report shall include a recommendation for final action.  

3. Responsibility of Final Action. 

a. In addition to the application, and the Historic Preservation Officer's report the Historic and 
Architectural Review Commission shall review the recommendation by the Demolition 
Subcommittee, conduct a hearing in accordance with the HARC's established procedures and 
state law, and take final action on the application within 35 days of the application hearing unless 
the applicant agrees to extend the time.  
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b. As conditions of approval, the Historic and Architectural Review Commission may require historic 
materials to be salvaged, archival-quality photo-documentation, and/or architectural drawings of 
the building or structure proposed to be demolished or relocated similar to those required by the 
Historic American Buildings Survey to be submitted to the Historic Preservation Officer.  

F. Criteria for Approval for Relocation, Removal or Demolition of a Historic Landmark or Contributing Historic 
Structure. 

In addition to the criteria for Certificates of Appropriateness  in Section 3.13.030, the Historic and Architectural 
Commission may approve an application for a demolition where it reasonably determines that there will 
be no significant negative impact to the historic district  and the request for demolition is the order of las 
resort. The Historic and Architectural Commission shall consider the following criteria in its review: 

1. The Historic and Architectural Review Commission shall use circumstances or items that are unique to 
the building or structure proposed to be relocated, removed or demolished when reviewing the 
application.  

2. The Historic and Architectural Review Commission shall make the following findings when considering 
a request for demolition or relocation of a structure:  

a. Loss of Significance.  

i. The applicant has provided information that the building or structure is no longer historically, 
culturally or architecturally significant, or is no longer contributing to the historic overlay district.; 
and  

b. ii. The applicant has established that the building or structure has undergone significant and 
irreversible changes, which have caused the building or structure to lose the historic, cultural or 
architectural significance, qualities or features which qualified the building or structure for such 
designation.; and  

c. iii. The applicant has demonstrated that any changes to the building or structure were not caused 
either directly or indirectly by the owner, and were not due to intentional or negligent destruction, or 
lack of maintenance rising to the level of a demolition by neglect.; and  

d. iv. Demolition or relocation of the building or structure will not cause significant adverse effect on 
the historic overlay district or the City's historic resources.; or  

b. Unreasonable Economic Hardship.  

i. The applicant has demonstrated that the property owner cannot take reasonable, practical or 
viable measures to adaptively use, rehabilitate or restore the building or structure, or make 
reasonable beneficial use of, or realize a reasonable rate of return on a building or structure 
unless the building or structure may be demolished or relocated; and  

ii. The applicant must prove that the structure cannot be reasonably adapted for any other feasible 
use, which would result in a reasonable rate of return; or  

e. c. There is a compelling public interest that justifies relocation, removal or demolition of the 
structure. The resource is a deterrent to a major improvement program that will be of substantial 
benefit to the community and the applicant proposing the work has obtained all necessary 
planning and zoning approvals, financing, and environmental clearances. It should be noted in 
determining the “substantial benefit” to the community that the beauty, charm and reputation 
of Georgetown is rooted in its Historic Character. Destroying that authentic character for a new 
improvement should be carefully considered when determining benefit. 

3. Relocation of a Structure to a Historic Overlay District. 

Commented [SN1]: Recommendation from HARC is to 
remove economic hardship as a qualifying factor for 
demolition. Much of this section is subjective and yield a 
situation where inconsistency occurs in applying this 
criteria.  
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In the event the building or structure is proposed to be relocated to a property in a Historic Overlay 
District, in addition to the above, the applicant must demonstrate the following with the application:  

a. The architectural compatibility of the relocated building or structure with adjacent buildings 
according to the applicable Historic District Design Guidelines and UDC standards for new 
construction; and  

b. The proposed siting, setback and other applicable site-specific treatments according to pertinent 
Historic District Design Guidelines and UDC standards of the applicable historic overlay district; 
and  

c. Relocation will not damage existing contributing historic buildings or structures, or the character 
of the Historic Overlay District.  

(Ord. No. 2015-34, § 2(Exh. A), 5-12-2015; Ord. No. 2019-21, § 2(Exh. A), 4-9-2019; Ord. No. 2021-53, § 6(Exh. E), 7-
27-2021) 
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Demolition is forever, and once a building 
is gone it takes away another piece of the 
City’s character. Demolition of a historic 
building or resource that has most of its 
original design and features should only be 
an action of last resort. 

Chapter 4 outlines the process for 
determining if demolition or relocation 
is an appropriate choice. Guidelines 
also describe recommendations for 
the documentation of buildings prior 
to demolition as well as building 
deconstruction so that historic materials 
may be salvaged for reuse. 

HARC or the Historic Preservation Offi  cer 
can delay or deny requests for demolition 
while seeking solutions for preservation 
and rehabilitation.

CHAPTER 4
DEMOLITIONS & RELOCATION

4

p. 207CITY OF GEORGETOWN HISTORIC DISTRICT DESIGN  GUIDELINES
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4.1 Demolition or relocation of any resource which has historical and/or 
architectural signifi cance shall not be considered unless one or more of the 
following conditions exist and if, by a fi nding of HARC or the HPO, the proposed 
demolition or relocation will materially improve or correct these conditions:

A.  The resource constitutes a hazard to the safety of the public or the 
occupants, as determined by the Building Offi  cial. 
The historic resource has been deemed hazardous to safety or health by the City of 
Georgetown. Upon such a determination the Historic Preservation Offi  cer shall, to the 
extent feasible, collect documentation of the structure, including a property history, to 
determine if the loss of the structure would require mitigation through a written record 
of the property. This record is to be archived with other, similar documents of historic 
properties. The Historic Preservation Offi  cer shall also determine whether monies 
or resources are available to either correct the identifi ed defi ciencies in the property, 
or to develop a plan for corrective action or stabilization, including consultation with 
design professionals on project feasibility.

B.  The resource is a deterrent to a major improvement program that will be 
of substantial benefi t to the community and the applicant proposing the work 
has obtained all necessary planning and zoning approvals, fi nancing, and 
environmental clearances.
The Historic Preservation Offi  cer must be included in early meetings with the City 
to assist in the development and design to determine whether viable options exist 
to retain the property in the new design. It should be noted in determining the 
“substantial benefi t” to the community that the beauty, charm and reputation of 
Georgetown is rooted in its Historic Character. Destroying that authentic character for 
a new improvement should be carefully considered when determining benefi t.

C.  Retention of the resource will cause undue fi nancial hardship to the owner 
When a governmental action, an act of God, or other events beyond the owner’s 
control created the hardship, and all feasible alternatives to eliminate the fi nancial 
hardship, which may include off ering the resource for sale at its fair market value or 
moving the resource to a vacant site within the historic district, have been attempted 
and exhausted by the owner.

CITY OF GEORGETOWN HISTORIC DISTRICT DESIGN  GUIDELINES p. 208
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As evidence that an unreasonable economic hardship exists, the owner may submit 
the following information:

C.1 For all structures and property:

• The past and current use of the structures and property;

• The name and legal status (e.g., partnership, corporation) of the owners; 

• The original purchase price of the structures and property;

• The assessed value of the structures and property according to the two most 
recent tax assessments;

• The amount of real estate taxes on the structures and property for the previous 
two years;

• The date of purchase or other acquisition of the structures and property;

• Principal balance and interest rate on current mortgage and the annual debt 
service on the structures and property, if any, for the previous two years;

• All appraisals obtained by the owner or applicant within the previous two 
years in connection with the owner’s purchase, fi nancing or ownership of the 
structures and property;

• Any listing of the structures and property for sale or rent, price asked and off ers 
received;

• Any consideration given by the owner to profi table adaptive uses for the 
structures and property;

• Any replacement construction plans for proposed improvements on the site;

• Financial proof of the owner’s ability to complete any replacement project on 
the site, which may include but not be limited to a performance bond, a letter of 
credit, a trust for completion of improvements, or a letter of commitment from a 
fi nancial institution; and

• The current fair market value of the structure and property as determined by a 
qualifi ed appraiser.

• Any property tax exemptions claimed in the past fi ve years.
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C.3 Additional Information
In the event that the Historic & Architectural Review Commission (HARC) 
determines that any additional information described above is necessary in order to 
evaluate whether an unreasonable economic hardship exists, the HPO shall notify 
the owner. Failure by the owner to submit such information to the HPO within 15 
days after receipt of such notice, which time may be extended by HARC, may be 
grounds for denial of the owner’s claim of unreasonable economic hardship.

C.4 Low-Income Homeowners. 
When a low-income resident homeowner is unable to meet the requirements 
set forth in this section, HARC, at its own discretion, may waive some or all of 
the required information and/or request substitute information that the resident 
homeowner may obtain without incurring any costs. 

C.2 For income producing structures and property:

• Annual gross income from the structure and property for the previous two years;

• Itemized operating and maintenance expenses for the previous two years; and

• Annual cash fl ow, if any, for the previous two years.
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4.2  HARC should consider the following when evaluating proposals to demolish 
or relocate historic resources:

1. Does the resource proposed for demolition or relocation have architectural and/
or historical signifi cance?

2. What would be the eff ect on surrounding buildings of demolition or relocation of 
the resource?

3. What would be the eff ect on the Overlay District as a whole of demolition or 
relocation of the resource?

4. What would be the eff ect on safeguarding the heritage of the City of the 
demolition or relocation?

5. What has been the impact of any previous inappropriate alterations?

6. Is the demolition solely a matter of convenience?

7.  Has the owner off ered the property for sale?

8.  Has the owner asked a fair price?

9. Has the property been marketed for a reasonable time?

10. Has the property been advertised broadly in a reasonable manner?

11. Has the owner sought the advice of a professional experienced in historic 
preservation work?

12. What would be the eff ect of open space in that location if the lot is to be left 
vacant?
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4.3 Loss of Historic Signifi cance or Integrity

A. If, based on the evidence presented, HARC or HPO finds that the structure
or property is no longer historically, culturally, architecturally or archaeologically 
significant they may make a determination of approval of the demolition. In making 
this determination, HARC or the HPO must find that the owner has established that 
the structure or property has undergone significant and irreversible changes which 
have caused it to lose the historic, cultural, architectural or archaeological 
significance, qualities or features which qualified the structure or property for such 
designation.

B. Additionally, HARC or the HPO must find that such changes were not caused 
either directly or indirectly by the owner, and were not due to intentional or negligent 
destruction or a lack of maintenance rising to the level of a demolition by neglect.

C. HARC shall not consider or be persuaded to find loss of significance based on 
the presentation of circumstances or items that are not unique to the property in 
question (i.e. the current economic climate). 

4.4 Order of Last Resort 

Only as a last resort should a historic structure be considered for demolition.

A. Where a structure must be razed, then a record shall be made of it prior to
demolition. This shall include:

1. Applicants shall document buildings, objects, sites or structures which are
intended to be demolished with two bound copies and one digital copy of the
property photos, property ownership, records of notable persons or events
and any other information pertinent to the property history bound into a single
document with table of contents. All photos shall be clear and high resolution so
that the design, appearance, character, materials and condition of the structure
are clear. Applicants may also provide copies of the digital photos.

2. The applicant shall provided a measured set of drawings that includes fl oor
plans and elevations with dimensions.

3. Applicants shall also prepare for the historic preservation offi  cer a salvage
strategy for reuse of building materials deemed viable by the HPO for other
preservation and restoration activities.

B.  The required archive record and/or salvage plan of the property for inclusion 
in the City's records must be submitted to the City prior to the issuance of the 
Certificate of Appropriateness.

C.  See the Unified Development Code for provisions related to proposed 
demolition and/or relocation of historic structures.
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4.5 Relocation of a Historic Structure

Moving historic buildings is usually undertaken to save them from demolition or to 
fulfi ll the objectives of a preservation or revitalization plan. Often these two objectives 
complement each other; a historic building or structure threatened with demolition 
or surrounded by a setting that is incompatible can be relocated into a compatible 
environment and rehabilitated to a compatible use. 

A. No contributing historic structure shall be moved out of the historic overlay district 
unless an archive record is first made according to the criteria in Section 4.4. 
Contributing historic structures should only be approved for relocation outside of the 
historic overlay districts when relocation is the only feasible option aside from 
demolition.

B. No contributing historic structure shall it be repositioned on its lot unless there is 
historic evidence of a different location on the lot.

C. A structure being moved into the historic districts should be compatible in style. 
The Downtown and Old Town Districts contain architectural styles that span from 
National Folk to Victorian to Ranch Style. Several of the houses have agricultural 
buildings associated with them including barns and smaller outbuildings. Some 
residences have small garages that housed early automobiles. Generally, the styles 
commonly seen in the districts and discussed in Chapters 1 and 3 would be 
appropriate.

D. Upon approval of the relocation, the building will be considered protected and 
contributing to the historic overlay districts and subject to review and approval as 
directed in the UDC.

E. The proposed siting for a relocated main building shall be consistent with the 
surrounding structures and context. 
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City of Georgetown, Texas
Historic and Architectural Review Commission

April 10, 2025
 
SUBJECT:
Discussion Items

SUGGESTED ACTION:
General updates, and Commissioner questions and comments -- Sofia Nelson, Planning Director 

ITEM SUMMARY:

FINANCIAL IMPACT:

SUBMITTED BY:
Erica Dunlop, Planning Department

ATTACHMENTS:

N/A
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