
Agenda Item # 5A Page 1 
S:\PLAN\data\longrang\HIST\ALTCERTS\Historic Districts\Mapleton Hill\Maxwell.1116\04.02.2014 memo.docx 

M E M O R A N D U M 

 

 April 2, 2014 

 

TO: Landmarks Board 

 

FROM: Lesli Ellis, Comprehensive Planning Manager 

 James Hewat, Senior Historic Preservation Planner 

 Marcy Cameron, Historic Preservation Planner 

 

SUBJECT: Public hearing and consideration of a Landmark Alteration Certificate to 

build a fence in the front yard at 1116 Maxwell Ave. in the Mapleton Hill 

Historic District, per section 9-11-18 of the Boulder Revised Code 

(HIS2014-00049).  

 

STATISTICS: 

1. Site:    1116 Maxwell Ave. 

2. Zoning:   RL-1 (Residential Low-1) 

3. Owner/applicant: Michael Wussow, Alina Nisenzon  

5. Lot Size:    6,099 square feet 

 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

It is staff’s opinion that if the applicant complies with the conditions below, the 

proposed construction of a front yard fence will be generally consistent with the 

conditions specified in Section 9-11-18, B.R.C. 1981, Section 2.6 the General Design 

Guidelines, and Section O the Mapleton Hill Historic District Design Guidelines.  Therefore, 

staff recommends that the Landmarks Board adopt the following motion:  

 

The Landmarks Board approves the construction of a front fence and gates at 1116 

Maxwell Ave. as shown on Landmark Alteration Certificate application dated 

02.28.2014, finding that the proposal generally meet the standards for issuance of a 

Landmark Alteration Certificate in Section 9-11-18, B.R.C. 1981, if constructed pursuant 

to the conditions below, and adopts the staff memorandum dated April 2nd, 2014 as 

findings of the board. 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL: 

1. The applicant shall be responsible for ensuring that the development will be 

constructed in compliance with the application dated 02.28.2014 on file in the 

City of Boulder Community Planning and Sustainability Department, except as 

modified by these conditions of approval. 
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2. Prior building permit application and final issuance of the Landmark Alteration 

Certificate, the applicant shall submit revised plans for the proposed fence and 

gates to the Landmarks design review committee showing a reduction it its 

height to no more than 30”, widening space between pickets to at least 2 ½” and 

reducing the dimensions of posts and caps to make the fence more open and 

transparent in a manner consistent with General Design Guidelines for Boulder’s 

Historic Districts and Individual Landmarks and the Mapleton Hill Design Guidelines. 

 

3. Prior to submitting a building permit application and final issuance of the 

Landmark Alteration Certificate, the applicant shall submit the following, which 

shall be subject to the final review and approval of the Landmarks design review 

committee: final details regarding height, configuration, materials and finish of 

the proposed fence. These design details shall be reviewed and approved by the 

Landmarks design review committee, prior to the issuance of a building permit. 

The applicant shall demonstrate that the design details are in compliance with 

the intent of this approval and the General Design Guidelines and the Mapleton Hill 

Historic District Design Guidelines.  

 

This recommendation is based upon staff’s opinion that the proposed installation will 

be consistent with Section 9-11-18, Boulder Revised Code (B.R.C.) 1981, the Mapleton 

Hill Historic District Design Guidelines and the General Design Guidelines for Boulder’s 

Historic Districts and Individual Landmarks. 

 

SUMMARY: 

 On February 26th, 2014, the Landmarks Design Review Committee (Ldrc) reviewed 

an application to construct a fence around the rear yard and a 36” high front yard 

wood picket fence along the north, west and east property lines.  

 The Ldrc considered the proposed rear fence to be consistent with the design 

guidelines and issued a Landmark Alteration Certificate for that construction, but 

considered that erecting a fence in the front yard would require review by the full 

Landmarks Board given the fact that historically, few front fences were to be found 

on the 1000 and 1100 blocks of Maxwell Avenue.      

 Staff recommends that the Landmarks Board approve the request to install a front 

yard fence at 1116 Maxwell Avenue in that it generally meet the standards of 

Section 9-11-18, B.R.C., 1981. 
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DESCRIPTION AND HISTORY OF PROPERTY: 

Constructed in 1894, the vernacular/masonry simplified Queen Anne house at 1116 

Maxwell Avenue features a multi-gabled roof form, combined exterior use of brick and 

shingle, a beveled bay window, and porch with Eastlake influenced brackets and a 

decorative railing.  The property is considered contributing to both the local district and 

the potential National Register District (see Attachment A Historic Building Inventory 

Record). In 1898, the house was occupied by Phillip and Ellen Harrington. Phillip is 

listed in the Boulder City Directory as being employed as a miner. A complete 

rehabilitation of the house in 2006-2007 included reconstruction of the brick walls and 

construction of a rear addition (HIS2006-00154). 

 

 
Figure 1. 1116 Maxwell Ave. March, 2014 
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Figure 2. 1116 Maxwell Ave. c.1949 

 

EXISTING CONDITIONS: 

In February of 2014, a Landmark Alteration Certificate was granted for construction of a 

4’ 6” high fence at the rear of the property and 3’ high fence and gate to connect the 

existing side yard fences and house to enclose the back yard area (see figure 3).  

 

 
Figure 3. 1116 Maxwell Ave. Approved site plan, February, 2014 

 

The grade to the property steps up south from the sidewalk, while Maxwell Avenue 

declines to the east. The result is the grade of the north edge of the property being 

bermed, the east portion of which is retained with a stone wall approximately 2’ in 

height. While this wall is not visible in the c1949 view of the house, it appears historic 

and to date from within the defined 1865-1946 period-of-significance for the Mapleton 

Hill Historic District. 
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Figure 4. South side of 1100 block of Maxwell Ave. March, 2014 (arrow indicates 1116 Maxwell Avenue). 

Given the relatively modest housing stock in this eastern edge of the district, 

historically fences were not common in this area of the district.  Currently, there are 

three fences on the south side of the 1000 and 1100 blocks of Maxwell Avenue and 

approximately the same number on the north side of the street, but the front yard scape 

of this section of the district can be characterized as open.  

 

REQUEST: 

The applicant proposes to construct a 3’ high wooden picket fence around the front and 

sides of the property Mapleton Ave with 1 ½ inch spacing between pickets. In plan, the 

fence is shown to run from the northeast corner of the house to the east property line, 

then run to 18’ from the north property line where it is shown to turn west and run to 

the west property line, then turn south to the house where it is shown to turn east and 

intersect with the west wall of the house. A gate is planned to provide access from the 

sidewalk to the front walk at the north side of the property. See Figure 7: Proposed Site 

Plan. 

 
Figure 5. Type of fence proposed to be constructed to height of 3’. 

Example from 1104 Maxwell Avenue.   
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Figure 6. Type of fence proposed to be constructed to height of 3’. 

Example from 1104 Maxwell Avenue.   
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  Figure 7. Proposed site plan. Not to scale. 

 

 

 

Proposed 3 feet tall 

fence, 1,1/2” 

spacing 

Existing historic 

retaining wall 

Proposed gates 
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CRITERIA FOR THE BOARD’S DECISION: 

Subsections (b) & (c) of 9-11-18 B.R.C. 1981, set forth the standards the Landmarks 

Board must apply when reviewing a request for a Landmark Alteration Certificate. 

 

(b) Neither the landmarks board nor the city council shall approve a landmark alteration 

certificate unless it meets the following conditions: 

 

(1) The proposed work preserves, enhances, or restores and does not damage or 

destroy the exterior architectural features of the landmark or the subject 

property within an historic district; 
 

(2) The proposed work does not adversely affect the special character or special 

historic, architectural, or aesthetic interest or value of the landmark and its 

site or the district; 
 

(3) The architectural style, arrangement, texture, color, arrangement of color, and 

materials used on existing and proposed structures are compatible with the 

character of the existing landmark and its site or the historic district; and 
 

(4) With respect to a proposal to demolish a building in an historic district, the 

proposed new construction to replace the building meets the requirements of 

paragraphs (b)(2) and (3) above. 

 

(c) In determining whether to approve a landmark alteration certificate, the landmarks board 

shall consider the economic feasibility of alternatives, incorporation of energy-efficient 

design, and enhanced access for the disabled. 

 

ANALYSIS: 

1. Does the proposed application preserve, enhance, or restore, and not damage or destroy 

significant exterior architectural features of the landmark or the subject property within an 

historic district?  

Staff finds the construction of a painted wood fence no more than 30” in height with at 

least 2’ ½” between the pickets in the front garden area of the property will not 

significantly obscure the view of the house or front yard area.  

2. Does the proposed application adversely affect the special character or special historic, 

architectural, or aesthetic interest or value of the landmark? 

Staff considers that in this instance, the installation of a low, open wood fence will not 

adversely affect the special historic architectural character of the property or the 

immediate streetscape.  
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3.  Is the architectural style, arrangement, texture, color, arrangement of color, and materials 

used on existing and proposed structures compatible with the character of the historic district? 

Staff considers the proposed use of painted wood for the construction of the fence 

compatible with the character of the historic district. 

4. With respect to a proposal to demolish a building in an historic district, the proposed 

new construction to replace the building meets the requirements of paragraphs (b)(2) and 

(3) above. 

 

Not applicable.  

 

5. The Landmarks Board is required to consider the economic feasibility of alternatives,       

incorporation of energy-efficient design, and enhanced access for the disabled in determining 

whether to approve a Landmark Alteration Certificate.  

Design Guidelines 

The board has adopted the General Design Guidelines to help interpret the historic 

preservation ordinance.  The following is an analysis of the proposed new construction 

with respect to relevant guidelines.  Design guidelines are intended to be used only as 

an aid to appropriate design and are not intended as a checklist of items for compliance. 

 
GENERAL DESIGN GUIDELINES  

2.0 Site Design 

 Site design includes a variety of character-defining elements of our historic districts and buildings. 

Individual structures are located within a framework of streets and public spaces that set the context 

for the neighborhood. How the structures occupy their site, in terms of alignment, orientation, and 

spacing, creates much of the context of the neighborhood. 

 GUIDELINES ANALYSIS CONFORMS? 

.4 Preserve the original location of the 

main entry and walk. 
Applicant does not propose 

moving the original location of the 

main walk; proposed fence will be 

compatible with the existing site 

design.  

Yes 

2.6 Fences 

 The appearance of the house from the sidewalk, street and alley contributes to an area’s character. 

Historically, fences were not common in Boulder. Where they existed they were very open, low, and 

used to delineate space rather than create walled-off privacy areas. Rear and side yard fences were 

built low enough so neighbors could talk to each other over them. The fences could be easily seen 

through and were built of woven wire (not chain-link), wrought iron, or painted or opaque stained 

wood pickets. Elaborate wrought iron and cast iron fences were typically found only on lots with 

large or grand homes.  
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.1 Retain and preserve historic fences that 

contribute to the historic character of the 

site or district whenever possible. Repair 

deteriorated fence components rather 

than replace them.  

No existing front yard fence and 

no indication of front fence 

historically. Existing stone ashlar 

retaining wall to be preserved.  

Yes 

 

 

.2 Where fences were not traditionally 

found in the front yard and where the 

streetscape character is defined by open 

front yards, the introduction of new 

fences in the front yard is inappropriate.  

The 1000 and 1100 blocks of 

Maxwell Avenue contain few 

fences and this appears to be the 

case historically. Streetscape is 

defined by low retaining walls 

and open front yards.  

 

Maybe 

.3 Introduce compatible new fences of 

traditional material only in locations 

and configurations that are 

characteristic of the historic district.  

 
New fencing should reflect the character 

of historic fences in height, openness, 

materials, and finish.  

Proposed location, configuration 

and materials characteristic of 

historic district, but not 

necessarily the 1100 block of 

Maxwell Avenue.  

 

 

 

Maybe 

.4 Generally, historic fences were 

constructed of wrought iron, wood 

pickets, or woven wire with an open 

appearance and a scale that related to the 

main building. Cedar stockade fences or 

block walls are inappropriate.  

Proposed materiality design and 

scale characteristic of historic 

fences in Mapleton Hill.  

 

 

Yes 

.5 Generally, historic wood fences were 

painted or opaque stained. Transparent 

stains and unfinished wood are 

generally inappropriate. The side of the 

fence facing the street, alley, and/or 

sidewalk must be finished.  

Fence is specified to be painted 

white.  
 

Yes 

.6 Front and rear fences should have some 

degree of openness and spacing of slats 

so that the main structure on the site is 

visible from the street or alley. Solid 

wood fencing along the rear of a lot 

obscures much of the irregularity and 

variation that defines the essential 

character of an alley and creates an 

inappropriate “tunnel” effect.  

Main house will be visible from 

Maxwell Avenue. Consideration 

should be given to lowering 

proposed fence to 30” and 

widening space between pickets to 

maximize visibility of house and 

into front yard area. Resolve at 

Landmarks design review 

committee. 

 

 

 

Maybe 
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 GUIDELINES ANALYSIS CONFORMS? 

.7 Where appropriate, fences should be no 

more than 36 inches high. This low 

height should be maintained along the 

side yard as far as necessary to maintain 

an unobstructed view of the building’s 

main architectural features, at least to 

the front elevation of the house and/or 

porch. At that point, the fence may 

become gradually higher and less open.  

Main house will be visible from 

Maxwell Avenue. Consideration 

should be given to lowering 

proposed fence to 30” and 

widening space between pickets to 

maximize visibility of house and 

into front yard area. Resolve at 

Landmarks design review 

committee. 

 

 

Maybe 

 

MAPLETON HILL HISTORIC DISTRICT GUIDELINES  

A.  Streetscapes  

 
Mapleton Avenue and South 
Many elements make up the streetscape. In the Mapleton Hill Historic District several of these 

elements are critical to the character of the district: 
 Alignment: blockfaces generally reflect uniform alignments  

 Spacing: the distance between houses is usually rhythmic; there are few “missing teeth” or 

continuous buildings.  

 Openness: the area between the street and the house is open, usually lawn. There are few 

fences or heavy landscaping, and where these elements exist they are recent additions.  

 Size: the buildings are generally of a variety of sizes within the streetscape of each block; 

whereas certain blockfaces contain buildings of similar size.  

 GUIDELINES: ANALYSIS: CONFORMS? 

.3 Maintain the openness between 

the street and the house. Front 

yard fences are not traditional 

and if used should be open in 

character and appropriate in 

material. 

Main house will be visible from 

Maxwell Avenue. Consideration 

should be given to lowering 

proposed fence to 30 and widening 

space between pickets to maximize 

visibility of house and into front 

yard area. Resolve at Landmarks 

design review committee. 

Maybe 

.5 Maintain the traditional 

approach to the house from the 

street front.  

Traditional approach to the house 

will be maintained.  Yes 

O.  Fences 

.1 Low fences are encouraged. Because of openness of front yards 

on this block of Maxwell Avenue, 

consideration should be give to 

lowing height of front fence to 30”. 

Resolve at Landmarks design 

Maybe 
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review committee. 

.2 Although not typically found 

within front yards, if used, a 

durable material in an open 

design should be used for front 

fences. Painted iron or steel, or 

painted wood pickets are 

appropriate and might be used in 

conjunction with low masonry 

walls. There are types of wire 

fencing which are historic and 

would be encouraged. Low shrub 

hedges are also appropriate. 

Vertical board, stockade, 

chainlink fences and heavy brick 

posts are generally inappropriate.  

 
 Proposed materiality design and 

scale characteristic of historic fences 

in Mapleton Hill.  

 

Yes 

.3  Fences without spaces between 

slats can alter the character of a 

building site and of the 

streetscape and alleyscape because 

the historic architectural elements 

that contribute to the pattern of 

spacing, setbacks, scale, details 

and materials of the historic 

district are blocked from view.  

a. Solid or tight fences are 

not appropriate 

b. Every effort should be 

made to allow visual 

penetration in the design 

of fences visible from the 

street or alley. The visual 

impact of solid wood 

fencing at the rear of a lot 

is that the alley becomes a 

visual tunnel, and much 

of the irregularity and 

variation that make the 

essential character of an 

alley are changed.  

 
 Consideration should be given to 

lowering proposed fence to 30 and 

widening space between pickets to 

maximize visibility of house and 

into front yard area. Resolve at 

Landmarks design review 

committee. 

 

Maybe 
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.4 Fences on the rear portion of 

corner lots should have some 

degree of spacing along the public 

right-of-way unless the fence is 

set back far enough to avoid a 

fortress effect.  

 
Consideration should be given to 

increasing spacing between pickets.  
Yes 

.6 Raw wood (unfinished or 

unpainted) fences are 

inappropriate in the historic 

district. Fences should be either 

painted or coated with an opaque 

stain.  

Fence is specified to be painted 

white.  

Yes 

.7 The finish side of the fence should 

face toward the street or sidewalk.  
Both sides of the fence will have the 

same finish.  
Yes 

.8 Fences should have a regular 

pattern.  
Proposed fence is shown to have a 

pattern of regularly spaced pickets.  
Yes 

 

Historically, fences were the exception rather than the rule in Mapleton Hill. This is the 

case on the 1000 and 1100 blocks of Maxwell Avenue, with only six fences in that 

streetcape, most of which appear to have constructed out of the 1865-1946 period-of-

significance. The most notable hardscaping features on the north side of these blocks are 

the low historic retaining walls. Staff considers that, in this case, the introduction of a 

low, very open fence similar in the style of the fence submitted, would not adversely 

affect the open character of this streetscape, provided that height of the fence be 

lowered to 30” in height, that space between the pickets be increased to at least 2 ½” 

and that the dimensions and dimensions of the posts and caps be reduced.  

 

FINDINGS: 

Subject to the conditions stated in the recommendation, staff recommends that the 

Landmarks Board approve the application and adopt the following findings: 

 

This decision is consistent with the purposes and standards of the Historic Preservation 

Ordinance, in that:   

 

1. The installation of a low open front yard fence on this property will not 

adversely affect the special character of the Mapleton Hill District (9-11-18,(b)(2), 

B.R.C. 1981). 
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2. The texture and finish of the proposed fence will be compatible with the 

character of the historic district (9-11-18,(b)(3), B.R.C. 1981). 

 

3. The installation of a low open front yard fence will generally comply with 

Section 2.6.3 (Fences) of the General Design Guidelines and Section A.3 (Site 

Design), K.5 (Materials) and O. (Fences) of the Mapleton Hill Historic District 

Guidelines, adopted by the Landmarks Board as Administrative Regulations, and 

Section 9-11-18,(b)(3), of the Boulder Revised Code 1981. 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 

A: Historic Inventory form for 1116 Maxwell Ave. 

B: Current Photographs 

C: Applicant’s Submittal  
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Attachment A: Historic Inventory Form for 1116 Maxwell Ave. 
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Attachment B: Current Photographs 

 

 
1116 Maxwell Avenue (foreground) 

 

 
1116 Maxwell Avenue (center) 
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1116 Maxwell Avenue (center) 

 

 
Fence at 1104 Maxwell Avenue 
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South side of 1000 block of Maxwell Avenue 

 

 
915 Maxwell Avenue 
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Attachment C: Landmark Alteration Certificate Application
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