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 DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
Jonathan Sage-Martinson, Director  

 

CITY OF SAINT PAUL 25 West Fourth Street Telephone: 651-266-6700 
Christopher B. Coleman, Mayor Saint Paul, MN 55102 Facsimile: 651-266-6549 

 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
Date:  December 10, 2015 
 
To:  Heritage Preservation Commission  
 
From: Christine Boulware 
 
Re: 208-210 Bates Avenue, Schacht Block – Dayton’s Bluff Heritage Preservation 

District 
______________________________________________________________________ 
BACKGROUND 
 
On February 27, 2014, the HPC reviewed and conditionally approved the demolition of the 
Schacht Block at 208-210 Bates Avenue with a vote of 6-2 (Mazanec, Trimble) and issued a 
revised, written decision letter on March 4, 2014. 
 
The conditions for approval were as follows: 
 

1. Stabilize, retain and restore the facade of the building for incorporation into future 
construction at the property, but stabilization does not need to occur in-situ but can 
be stored off site. The applicant shall retain the proper qualified preservation 
professionals to carefully and creatively explore façade preservation in the short-
term and for incorporating into future construction. The final outcome and scope 
shall be brought back to the HPC for final review and approval. 
 

2. The building shall be documented following the Minnesota Historic Property Record 
(MHPR) archival photo documentation standards prior its removal from the facade, 
at the owner’s expense. Two copies of the 2012 HPC reviewed plans in 11” x 17” 
format will be accepted in lieu of as-built drawings. Two copies of the documentation 
shall be forwarded to the HPC (one copy to be delivered to the Ramsey County 
Historically Society.) 

 
On March 3, 2015, the HRA requested an extension of the HPC decision.  HPC staff 
granted a one year extension on April 9th to allow until March 4, 2016 for a demolition permit 
to be applied for and issued. 
 
On October 8, the HPC reviewed documentation to satisfy the conditions of the demolition 
approvals; on October 23, eleven citizens appealed the HPC decision approving the 
demolition of 208-210 Bates Avenue stating, “the city erred in procedure by allowing 
heritage preservation staff to approve in April, 2015 one-year extensions of the subject 
demolition permits. The extensions involve permits for work categorized as major and 
should have been presented for review and action by the Heritage Preservation 
Commission.” 
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The City Attorney’s Office determined that HPC staff did not have the authority to grant an 
extension of the HPC order and decision citing Legislative Code Sec. 73.06(k) “Permit time 
limit. No order of the heritage preservation commission or city council approving the 
issuance of building permits under this section shall be valid for a period longer than one 
year, unless a building permit is obtained within such period and work is proceeding within 
the terms of such permit unless the heritage preservation commission grants an extension 
not to exceed one year. In granting such extension, the heritage preservation commission 
may decide to hold a public hearing.” 
 
HRA REQUEST FOR EXTENSION 
On November 17, Johnathan Sage-Martinson, HRA Executive Director, submitted a request 
to the Heritage Preservation Commission for an extension of the HPC order and decision 
conditionally approving demolition of 208-210 Bates Avenue, HPC File #14-015. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
Public hearing notices were sent to property owners within 350 feet of the subject address 
and the agenda was posted to the city website and emailed through the Early Notification 
System. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Since the February 27, 2014, HPC Public Hearing where the demolition was reviewed and 
conditionally approved, a new preservation tool, Historic Use Variance ordinance, was 
adopted, but no new information has been brought forward that would warrant 
reconsideration of the adopted finding, HPC decision, or conditions.  Based on the 
information above, staff recommends the HPC grant an extension, not to exceed one year, 
from the date of the HPC’s written order: March 4, 2016. 

 
ATTACHMENTS 

1. Request for Extension (November 17, 2015) 
2. Façade stabilization study and recommendation (September 15, 2015) 
3. 2012 HPC reviewed rehabilitation plans (11”x17”) 
4. Archival photo documentation (July 31, 2015) 
5. Extension approval letter (April 9, 2015) 
6. HRA request for extension (March 3, 2015) 
7. HPC decision letter (March 4, 2014) 
8. HPC staff report (February 27, 2014) 

 
 
 
 
 







R o b e r t  R o s c o e   /   D e s i g n  f o r  P r e s e r v a t i o n  
 

1401 East River Parkway, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55414  612.317.0989 bobroscoe@me.com 

 

 

September 15, 2015 
 
208 Bates Avenue, Saint Paul, MN 
Dayton’s Bluff Historic District 
 
Façade (West Elevation) Remediation 

 
Physical description: 
 
 208 Bates is a storefront type building two stories in height. The original first floor use 

was two commercial spaces and the second floor use served as two apartments. Over 

the years, the building was reconfigured to make the building a multi- units building. 

During that time a small addition was used as a porch for each unit, as living spaces.  

 

The structural components were basically first floor storefront type wood framing with 

large window openings with two inset door openings centered on the west façade wall of 

each commercial space. A doorway at the center of the west façade wall gives access to 

a stairway to the second floor. Concrete block north, south and east walls at the first floor, 

second floor walls with single wythe brick veneer on wood framing, concrete slab interior 

first floor on earth fill, second floor 2x10 floor framing with wood sheathing and plaster 

ceiling, 2x6 second floor ceiling members with plaster ceiling cover, 2x10 roof framing, 

semi flat with built-up asphalt roof layer. Both ceiling framing and roof framing member 

run parallel to the west elevation framing. Two wood framed bay units project from the 

west elevation wall, with all support functions carried by exterior wall framing.  

 

Of special note: the west end corners of the first floor of the façade are masonry piers, 

with 1’-8”+- brick and stone face width and presumably of backup double wythe brick. 

 

The general west wall building structural conditions varies from minimally fair to poor that 

would require significant replacement in various areas if the wall façade would be 

rehabilitated. 



 

West Elevation dimensions: 40 feet wide by 27 feet in height to top of parapet, assumed 

concrete foundation to frost depth.  

Construction: West Elevation: storefront type framing with first floor 2x4 framing 

surrounding window and door framing, second floor framing: 2x4 framing with 7/8” thick 

wood sheathing, 3 5/8” thick face brick, 1” +- plaster. 

North and South Elevations: 12” concrete block at first floor; second floor: 2x4 framing 

with 7/8” thick wood sheathing, 3 5/8” thick face brick, 1” +- plaster. 

Roof framing: 2x6, 2x10 members parallel to west wall framing.  

 

Proposed stabilization considerations:  

1. The proposed retention of the west façade elevation assumes saving the entire 

wall in place on the site and braced as required.  

2. Retention of the entire west façade wall would require substantial wood framing 

replacement of existing framing. The entire bottom plate supporting typical wall framing 

would likely be required, as would collateral repair/replacement of the bottom 12” of the 

wall framing, partially caused by bottom plate removal.  

3. Prior experience with single wythe brick veneer, likely secured with concrete nails, 

would require removal in its entirety as its existing condition of the units and the apparent 

insufficient mortar bonding cannot be realistically kept in place as part of any eventual 

building construction behind the retained façade. The brick shall be stored on site as 

required, protected from adverse weather. 

4. The two bay units will require substantial bracket type bracing to ensure support of 

the cantilevered framing. Existing plywood boarding at storefront windows will require 

removal and replacement with minimum ¾: plywood fastened with close nail spacing into 

secure framing. These measure would provide tighter and more solid structural integrity. 

5. Cast iron columns can be kept in place integrated with adjoining wood elements.  

6. Retention operations for the west façade wall would require a new secondary 

interior wood framed wall across the entire width of the west façade wood wall framing to 

provide back bracing. Without this wall appendment, this façade would be subject to 



flexing connections of various parts of the façade structure.This would include the corner 

masonry piers as described in item #7 below.  

Both the façade wall and the secondary backup wall will require plaster and lath removal 

of the façade wall and cross-bracing to secure both walls with methods that would strictly 

maintain the plane of the façade without distortion as well as contribute overall stability of 

the combined wall system.  

7. The west end corners of the first floor of the façade masonry piers, 1’-8”+- brick 

with stone bands face width and presumably of backup double wythe brick very unlikely 

cannot be kept unified as whole columns in place. The brick units and stone units will 

require careful disassembly, with mortar removal and reassembly with façade 

rehabilitation. 

8. Construction of the secondary backup façade wall would require removal of all 

parts of the north, south and east walls with retaining sufficient wood framing approxi- 

mately one wall stud 1’-4” + - framing section as well as the equivalent second floor and 

roof sections as a means to maintain sufficient rigidity required for structural stabilization.  

9. After completion of the combined wall system, the entire assembly shall be 

shrouded as tight as is possible, with securely closed seams in the sheet material with the 

thickest membrane material available. Any additional measures to provide a completely 

tight shrouding envelope shall performed as field conditions shall provide. 

10. The sideyard space between 208-10 and the building to the north is approximately 

seven feet. The sideyard space between 208-10 and the property line to the south is 

approximately eleven feet.  Both sites have building walls very close to the property lines. 

 

Overview: 

The issue here becomes proper and safe demolition of the side walls, rear wall and roof. 

These tight conditions due to close by buildings would very likely cause hazardous 

working conditions for the construction workers if typical mechanized methods become 

the primary measures to perform necessary removals and post-demolition site 

preparation. An additional factor could likely be damage caused to the buildings to the 

north and south. 

 



The only feasible method to demolish the main parts of the building would be to enter the 

rear of the building to employ mechanical equipment to perform demolition. These 

measures would require what could be considered excessive earthwork for excavation at 

the back of the building to an estimated twelve feet depth. Using mechanical vehicles 

would likely require a runway outside the rear end of the building. If a runway is needed, 

The site’s rear property line, approximately 47 feet away from the building, would require 

building a retaining wall to protect the property to the east. Access to this area would 

mean using the rear yard to the building to the north to approach 208-10, likely requiring 

repair after work is finished at 208-10. One side  of the rear yard has a substantial grade 

that would make driving large construction vehicles, especially when loaded with 

construction debris, extremely problematic.  

 

Previous investigation of the building’s interior gave evidence of subterranean water 

sources that might complicate earth work operations.  

 

Conclusion: 

A few decades ago, in Minneapolis near the University West Bank Campus, the 

construction of Grandma’s restaurant at 1810 Washington Avenue South successfully 

saved a brick building façade and built a new building behind it. The conditions however, 

were quite different. The wall was straight and a full three wythe brick wall thickness. The 

site around the wall was open and flat. The wall’s construction itself involved a 

straightforward process to accommodate new structure. 

 

208-10 Bates presents a different situation. The ten items above indicate physical 

possibility, though they be very difficult, of retaining the façade wall. However, three 

aspects provide doubt as to the worth of the exercise – hazardous work conditions, 

complicated preparation to the façade and extrication from the building behind it needing 

extensive earthwork, combine to tally the expense to be far greater that the value of the 

preservation outcome. 

 



Public cost here is a questionable consideration.  Another is the issue of saving only the 

façade of a historic building when the basic structure of the building that gave it 

recognized historic significance is removed. My conversation with an eminent 

preservation architect supported my following comment: the term ‘facadectomy’ is often 

applied to these situations, used with dismissive intent. However, façade re-use can 

sometimes be justified if the adjacent and nearby street possessed a consistent historic 

character that would be critically harmed.  

 

At this section of Bates Avenue, the surrounding architectural varied streetscape’s historic 

character would not be critically diminished if the façade would not be retained.  

 

A subjective consideration is the potential for a new replacement building possibly serving 

as a move forward in design of new compatible architecture to express evolving ideas in 

the heritage of the Dayton’s Bluff Historic District. 

 

 Based my thorough experience with architectural document preparation for this building, 

and my extensive knowledge with historic preservation in its many aspects leads me to 

reluctantly recommend saving this building’s façade is not meritorious historic 

preservation, nor worthy urban design and planning.  

 

I would be very willing to discuss any aspects of this report. 

 

Bob Roscoe 
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March 3, 2014 revised March 4, 2014 
 
 

Roxanne Young 
Saint Paul Housing & Redevelopment Authority 
25 W 4th Street, Suite 1100 
St. Paul, MN 55102 

 

Re:  208-210 Bates Avenue –Daytons Bluff Heritage Preservation District 
 Public Hearing/Permit Review, February 27, 2014 - Agenda Item VI.F. - HPC File #14-015 

 
Dear Ms. Young: 
 

The Heritage Preservation Commission (HPC) considered at its February 27, 2014 meeting 
your application for a demolition permit to raze the Schacht Block at the property listed 
above.  The HPC voted 6-2 (Mazanec, Trimble) to conditionally approve your proposal. 
This decision was based on the discussion at the public hearing, public testimony and 
findings adopted by the HPC. 
 

The application will be approved provided the following condition(s) are met: 
 

1. Stabilize, retain and restore the facade of the building for incorporation into future 
construction at the property, but that stabilization does not need to occur in-situ but 
can be stored off site.  The applicant shall retain the proper qualified preservation 
professionals to carefully and creatively explore façade preservation in the short-term 
and for incorporating into future construction.  The final outcome and scope shall be 
brought back to the HPC for final review and approval.    

2. The building shall be documented following the Minnesota Historic Property Record 
(MHPR) archival photo documentation standards prior its removal from the facade, at 
the owner’s to expense. Two copies of the 2012 HPC reviewed plans in 11” x 17” 
format will be accepted in lieu of as-built drawings. Two copies of the documentation 
shall be forwarded to the HPC (one copy to be delivered to the Ramsey County 
Historically Society.)  

 
You or any aggrieved party has the right to appeal the Heritage Preservation Commission's 
decision to the Saint Paul City Council under Chapter 73 of the Saint Paul Legislative Code.  
Such an appeal must be filed within 14 days of the date of the HPC’s order and decision.  
Chapter 73 states: 

 

(h) Appeal to city council. The permit applicant or any party aggrieved by the 
decision of the heritage preservation commission shall, within fourteen (14) days 

 DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

Cecile Bedor, Director 
 

 

CITY OF SAINT PAUL 25 West Fourth Street Telephone: 651-266-6700 

Christopher B. Coleman, Mayor Saint Paul, MN 55102 Facsimile: 651-228-3220 



 

 

of the date of the heritage preservation commission's order and decision, have a 
right to appeal such order and decision to the city council. The appeal shall be 
deemed perfected upon receipt by the division of planning of two (2) copies of a 
notice of appeal and statement setting forth the grounds for the appeal. The 
division of planning shall transmit one copy of the notice of appeal and statement 
to the city council and one copy to the heritage preservation commission. The 
commission, in any written order denying a permit application, shall advise the 
applicant of the right to appeal to the city council and include this paragraph in all 
such orders.  
 

Please note, an HPC approval or conditional approval does not obviate the need for meeting 
applicable building and zoning code requirements, nor is it a permit to allow for work to 
commence.  An HPC approval or conditional approval expires after one year if no permit has 
been issued.  If revisions to the approved plans are made, be aware that additional HPC and/or 
staff review will be required. 
 
Please contact me at 651.266.6715 with any questions you may have. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Christine Boulware, 
Historic Preservation Specialist 
 

 
cc:     Todd Sutter, DSI 

File 
 

AN AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER AN AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
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CITY OF SAINT PAUL 
HERITAGE PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT 

 

FILE NAME:  208-210 Bates Avenue 

DATE OF APPLICATION: February 6, 2014 

APPLICANT: Saint Paul Housing and Redevelopment Authority (HRA) 

OWNER: HRA 

DATE OF PUBLIC HEARING:  February 27, 2013 

HPC SITE/DISTRICT: Dayton’s Bluff Historic District 

CATEGORY:  Pivotal 

CLASSIFICATION:  Demolition Permit 

STAFF INVESTIGATION AND REPORT: Christine Boulware   

DATE:  February 24, 2014 revised Feburary 26, 2014  HPC February 27, 2014 

A. SITE DESCRIPTION:  The Schacht Building, at 208-210 Bates Avenue, is a two-story 
commercial building with a stone, brick and iron first story storefront and a wood frame with brick 
veneer second story. It was designed by architect Charles Neuhausen and constructed as a store 
and flats in 1885.  A wide cornice with simple brackets lines the front of the parapet that hides the 
flat roof. The two, squared oriel windows rest on heavy brackets set in the sign panel, interrupting 
the storefront cornice. A corrugated metal panel runs across and between the fronts of the oriels. 
The doubled windows in the oriels are currently horizontally-divided two-over-two double hung, and 
the two single windows between the oriels and vertically-divided two-over-two double-hung. The 
first story facade is divided by four square brick Doric columns into two separate storefronts with a 
central door to the upstairs. Fluted cast iron posts with molding details divide each storefront into 
two display windows with transoms and an inset entry with a transom. All transoms and display 
windows are currently filled with plywood, and plywood covers the bulkheads except for some inset 
panel bulkheads surviving in the inset entries. The entry doors are currently metal, paneled 
contemporary doors. The stone walls on the other three sides are rendered (stuccoed) and struck 
to look like ashlar stone. All windows on the secondary elevations have segmental arched 
openings appear to have double-hung windows. There is a frame, shed addition at the rear of the 
building, and some of the brick veneer ties have failed on the north side of the building, leading to a 
partial collapse of the veneer. The property is categorized as pivotal to the Dayton’s Bluff Heritage 
Preservation District. 
 
B. PROPERTY HISTORY AND CONTEXT: As evidenced by the 1903-1925 Sanborn Fire 
Insurance Map and the 1934 Saint Paul City Directory, Bates Avenue between Wilson (was 
Hudson Ave.) and Hudson (was Hastings Ave.) had many commercial businesses.  Hastings 
Avenue was an important thoroughfare to the east and it ended at a five-way intersection at Plum 
Street and Bates Avenue.  A sample of the immediate businesses and occupants on Bates Avenue 
during the period of significance included: 
200 Bach & Brown - feed store 
201 Mounds View Market - grocery 
202 Bates Avenue Tire Shop 
203 Butcher Shop 
204 Bates Avenue Garage 
207-09 Joseph F. Ryan (Hamm’s) - bev. 
208 J Dzikiewicz - furniture & dwellings 
210 Mrs. Helen Bley 

211 Fredrick C Kicherer - barber 
213 Fred H Bigler - potato chips (store) 
216 Schornstein Garage/Pothoff Bros Garage  
217 Louis McGowan - shoes/store & dwelling 
 Harold Eliason 
 Adwell S McGowan 
219 Carl E Johnson - grocer 
 Mrs. Harriet T Miller 
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The Schacht Building is the only surviving Victorian-Era building on the block.  
 
C. PROPOSED CHANGES: The applicant proposes to raze the building; there are no current 
plans for new construction.  The lot would be graded and seeded. 
 
D. TIMELINE: 

April 16, 2002 - the property became a Category 2 vacant building  

October 2005 - the HRA approved the acquisition of the Schacht Building through eminent domain. 
The acquisition cost was $325,000. 

2010 - The HRA partnered with Dayton’s Bluff Neighborhood Housing Services (DBNHS) to 
evaluate the property 

August 2, 2012 - Karen Gjerstad, architect, and DBNHS, stated owner, applied for HPC review to 
rehabilitate the property into two, four-bedroom, rental units 

August 23, 2012 - the HPC held a public hearing and reviewed and conditionally approved the 
rehabilitation of the property  

November 15, 2012 - the project went out to bid as a package with 716 Wilson and 216-218 Bates 
Avenue 

December 2012 - bids received 

February 2013 - proposal from DBNHS to PED for subsidy 

April - September 2013 - PED Housing staff discussed options to reduce the cost of the project 
with DBNHS 

October 2013 - PED Housing staff begin discussing rehabilitation vs. demolition scenarios with 
HPC staff 

February 6, 2013 - The HRA applied to the HPC for demolition of the property 

 

E. GUIDELINE CITATIONS: 

Dayton’s Bluff Historic District Guidelines  

Leg. Code § 74.87.  General principles. 

 (1)   All work should be of a character and quality that maintains the distinguishing features of the 
building and the environment. The removal or alteration of distinctive architectural features should 
be avoided as should alterations that have no historical basis and which seek to create an earlier 
appearance. The restoration of altered original features, if documentable, is encouraged. 

(2)   Changes which may have taken place in the course of time are evidence of the history and 
development of a building, structure, or site and its environment. These changes may have 
acquired significance in their own right, and this significance shall be recognized and respected. 

(3)   Deteriorated architectural features should be repaired rather than replaced whenever possible. 
In the event of replacement, new materials should match the original in composition, design 
(including consideration of proportion, texture and detail), color and overall appearance. 

(4)   New additions or alterations to structures should be constructed in such a manner that if such 
additions or alterations were to be removed in the future, the form and integrity of the original 
structure would be unimpaired. 

(5)   The impact of alterations or additions on individual buildings as well as on the surrounding 
streetscape will be considered; major alterations to buildings which occupy a corner lot or are 
otherwise prominently sited should be avoided. 
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(6)   New construction should be compatible with the historic and architectural character of the 
district. 

§ 74.90. – New construction and additions.  

 (j) Demolition. Demolition permits will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis and will be determined 
by the category of building (pivotal, contributing and noncontributing) and its importance to the 
district, the structural condition of the building and the economic viability of the structure. 

§ 73.06(i)(2):  Demolition 

When reviewing proposals for demolition of structures within the district, the Heritage 
Preservation Commission refers to § 73.06 (i)(2) of the Saint Paul Legislative Code which 
states the following: 

In the case of the proposed demolition of a building, prior to approval of said demolition, the 
commission shall make written findings on the following:  the architectural and historical merit 
of the building, the effect of the demolition on surrounding buildings, the effect of any proposed 
new construction on the remainder of the building (in case of partial demolition) and on 
surrounding buildings, and the economic value or usefulness of the building as it now exists or 
if altered or modified in comparison with the value or usefulness of any proposed structures 
designated to replace the present building or buildings. 

SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS FOR REHABILITATION 

District/Neighborhood 

Recommended: 

-Identifying, retaining, and preserving buildings, and streetscape, and landscape features which 
are important in defining the overall historic character of the district or neighborhood.  Such 
features can include streets, alleys, paving, walkways, street lights, signs, benches, parks and 
gardens, and trees. 

-Retaining the historic relationship between buildings, and streetscape and landscape features 
such as a town square comprised of row houses and stores surrounding a communal park or open 
space. 

-Protecting and maintaining the historic masonry, wood, and architectural metals which comprise 
building and streetscape features, through appropriate surface treatments such as cleaning, rust 
removal, limited paint removal, and reapplication of protective coating systems; and protecting and 
maintaining landscape features, including plant material. 

-Repairing features of the building, streetscape, or landscape by reinforcing the historic materials.  
Repair will also generally include the replacement in kind - or with a compatible substitute material 
- of those extensively deteriorated or missing parts of features when there are surviving prototypes 
such as porch balustrades, paving materials, or streetlight standards. 

-Replacing in kind an entire feature of the building, streetscape, or landscape that is too 
deteriorated to repair - when the overall form and detailing are still evident - using the physical 
evidence to guide the new work.  This could include a storefront, a walkway, or a garden.  If using 
the same kind of material is not technically or economically feasible, then a compatible substitute 
material may be considered. 

Alterations/Additions for the New Use 

-Designing required new parking so that it is as unobtrusive as possible, i.e., on side streets or at 
the rear of buildings.  “Shared” parking should also be planned so that several business’ can utilize 
one parking area as opposed to introducing random, multiple lots. 
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-Designing and constructing new additions to historic buildings when required by the new use.  
New work should be compatible with the historic character of the district or neighborhood in terms 
of size, scale, design, material, color, and texture. 

-Removing non-significant buildings, additions, or streetscape and landscape features which 
detract from the historic character of the district or the neighborhood. 

Not Recommended: 

-Removing or radically changing those features of the district or neighborhood which are important 
in defining the overall historic character so that, as a result, the character is diminished. 

-Removing or relocating historic buildings, or features of the streetscape and landscape, thus 
destroying the historic relationship between buildings, features and open space. 

-Failing to undertake adequate measures to assure the preservation of building, streetscape, and 
landscape features. 

-Removing a feature of the building, streetscape, or landscape that is unrepairable and not 
replacing it; or replacing it with a new feature that does not convey the same visual appearance. 

Design for Missing Historic Features 

-Introducing a new building, streetscape or landscape feature that is out of scale or otherwise 
inappropriate to the setting’s historic character, e.g., replacing picket fencing with chain link fencing 

Alterations/Additions for the New Use 

-Placing parking facilities directly adjacent to historic buildings which cause the removal of historic 
plantings, relocation of paths and walkways, or blocking of alleys. 

-Introducing new construction into historic districts that is visually incompatible or that destroys 
historic relationships within the district or neighborhood. 

-Removing a historic building, building feature, or landscape or streetscape feature that is 
important in defining the overall historic character of the district or the neighborhood. 

F. FINDINGS:  

1. On July 23, 1992, the Dayton’s Bluff Heritage Preservation District was established under 
Ordinance No. 17942 (Council File #92-900).  The Heritage Preservation Commission shall 
protect the architectural character of heritage preservation sites through review and approval or 
denial of applications for city permits for exterior work within designated heritage preservation 
sites §73.04.(4).  

2. Leg. Code § 74.90.(j) - The Preservation Program for the Dayton’s Bluff Heritage Preservation 
District states that consideration of demolitions will be determined by the category of building 
(pivotal, contributing and non-contributing), its importance to the district, the structural condition 
of the building and the economic viability of the structure. 

3. The category of the building.  The Schacht Building is categorized as pivotal to the Dayton’s 
Bluff Heritage Preservation District.  Although openings on the facade have been altered, it still 
retains character defining details such as the iron columns, oriel windows, bracketing and 
dentiled cornice. Staff considers the building’s historic integrity to be good; it can still be read in 
the historic commercial context of that block of Bates Avenue. The architectural integrity of the 
Schacht Building facade is fair-to-good; the aluminum and plywood sheathing is a reversible 
condition. The architectural integrity of the non-primary elevations of the building is poor.  The 
limestone first floor has been parged and the brick veneer along the second floor has been 
separating from the wood sheathing and falling from the building.  According to the 2010 
structural assessment identified significant differential settlement of the foundation that has 
created sloping floors and bowed walls.   
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4. The importance of the building to the district.  The Schacht Building was constructed in 
1885 during the period of significance for the Dayton’s Bluff Heritage Preservation District.  The 
Dayton’s Bluff Handbook states the following: 

Most of the commercial buildings within the District are of masonry construction and date 
from the 1880s through the 1920s.  Groceries and a variety of buildings housing small 
shops were concentrated along E. Seventh and near Maria and E. Third, and others 
occupy prominent corner locations.  Many provided apartments above the retail space. 

Each Commercial building has a distinctive style or character which is associated with its 
primary period of construction.  Each building is unique, but most share a two--part 
horizontal division with glazed (or once-glazed) storefronts at the first story.  Brick or 
stamped metal details at the cornice or a parapet often deserve special attention and 
should not be covered over.   

In the 1880s, and particularly during the peak years 1882-1884, Dayton’s Bluff became a 
densely-built urban neighborhood.  The construction of a series of bridges and the 
extension of streetcar service brought a new and diverse population to the bluff.  Factory 
and railroad workers purchased small lots and erected a great variety of single and 
multiple-family houses.  The newly-arrived settlers included recent immigrants from 
Sweden, Ireland, and Germany, but German-Americans were the predominant group.  
They joined a large contingent of well-established German-American business owners... 

 The number of the commercial buildings still extant in the Dayton’s Bluff Historic District from 
this time period is unknown, and several have been removed since the adoption of the District 
in 1992.  This is especially evident in reviewing historic maps of East Third and East Seventh 
Streets.  Several of the small commercial corner stores still exist, but in a mostly residential 
use.  The three corner, commercial buildings identified on the 1903 Sanborn Fire Insurance 
Map at the intersection of Bates and Wilson are extant. 

 Staff conducted some research on historical associations with this property that may have 
contributed in some way to Saint Paul’s history and development.  Staff briefly searched the 
Minnesota Territorial and U.S. Census’ and Saint Paul directories for information about August 
Schacht and architect Charles Neuhausen and were not successful.  The 1989 Dayton’s Bluff 
inventory form did not identify any other individuals. 

 The Sanborn Insurance map for this site indicates the footprint of the building has not changed 
since 1925.  There is no alley on this block and the grade rises steeply to the east.  Historically, 
there was a driveway to the south of the building that led to a garage and a small barn/shed at 
the back of the lot.  The outbuildings and driveway were removed prior to the adoption of the 
District. 

 This block of Bates Avenue has seen several changes over the past several decades.  A 
vacant lot historically sat between the Schornstein Garage and the Schacht Block on the 
eastern side of the street.  In 2001, Dayton’s Bluff Neighborhood Housing Services received 
conditional approval from the HPC for the construction of a three-unit townhome at 212-214 
Bates Avenue and the construction of a six-unit townhome at 207 Bates Avenue. The stores 
and businesses that were located at northeast and northwest corners of Bates and Plum Street 
appear to have been demolished prior to the adoption of the Dayton’s Bluff Historic District. 

 The remaining historic buildings on the east and west sides of the block are: 209-213 Bates, 
217-219 Bates, 204 Bates, 208-210 Bates and 216-218 Bates.  All have varying degrees of 
historic integrity. The Schacht Building at 208-210 Bates Avenue is the only Victorian Era 
storefront remaining on the block and the facade retains architectural character defining details. 

5. Structural condition of the building.  A Code Compliance Report was not ordered for the 
Schacht Building, the building deficiency list was sent with the revocation of the Certificate of 
Occupancy on August 24, 2009, and there have not been any further inspections conducted by 
DSI. The list of deficiencies is not necessarily all the deficiencies present at the time and would 
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not substitute for a team inspection and Code Compliance Report.   

During a June 7, 2011 site inspection, HPC staff observed interior conditions which included 
mold, water damage, and an uneven floor.  There were no original or early architectural or 
decorative features observed on the interior.  The stone exterior along the first floor of the 
building has been parged and the brick veneer on the second floor is separating and falling 
from the substrate, as water has entered the walls and the brick ties have disintegrated.  There 
are broken and boarded windows and openings on the facade have been infilled.  Original trim 
and detailing on the facade does remain. After observing the property and reading the 
engineering report HPC staff concurs that the overall condition of the Schacht Building is poor.  

6. The economic viability of the structure.  The HRA estimates the demolition costs to be 
$10,000 to $30,000.  The cost range to rehabilitate the building into two, side-by-side, up-down, 
four bedroom residences, based on the bids received in 2012 were $607,281 to $760,264 
which included: removal of the rear addition, removal of the brick from the exterior walls, lifting 
the building to remove the foundation walls, filling in the basement and constructing new 
foundation and first-floor walls, installing new brick at the second floor walls, installing new 
windows and doors, installing a new roof overlay, restoring the facade and storefront design, 
constructing a new stairway addition at the rear of the building, constructing a two stall garage 
at the rear of the lot, site work including retaining walls and a driveway to be accessed from 
Wilson Avenue.  Additional bids exploring ways to reduce costs were not submitted for review. 

Ramsey County estimates the land value at $90,000 and the building value at $10,000.  The 
HRA acquired the property through eminent domain in 2005 for the cost of $325,000. The 
property is sited on the east side of Bates Avenue in the middle of the block and the parcel size 
is .12 acres.   

The property is currently zoned RTI with the former use as Legal Non-Conforming - Three/Four 
Family.  Historically, the building was mixed use with commercial on the ground floor and 
residential above. The HRA posted an RFP for rehabilitation of the building into two, four 
bedroom, residential units, both in order to meet the funding requirements, but also because 
the current zoning for the property is residential.   

7. In general, the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation recommend against 
removing buildings that are important in defining the overall historic character and destroying 
historic relationships between buildings and open space.  Despite the alterations to the primary 
elevation of the building, the facade retains integrity and reinforces the District’s architectural 
and historic character, especially the commercial store and flats character that has been lost 
over time. Given the alterations to the non-primary elevations of the building and its poor 
structural integrity, the building behind the facade would require nearly complete replacement, 
thus leaving no historic fabric intact.  

8. The proposed demolition of the Schacht Building at 208-210 Bates Avenue will not adversely 
affect the Program for the Preservation and architectural control of the Dayton’s Bluff Heritage 
Preservation District (Leg. Code §73.06 (e)).  However, the loss of the historic facade will 
adversely affect the District as it is the last remaining decoratively detailed Victorian-era façade 
on this block of Bates Avenue and this property type is pivotal in maintaining the early 
commercial character of the Dayton’s Bluff neighborhood.   

A vacant lot will have a negative impact on the historic district and the loss of historic fabric is 
irreversible.   Future construction at the site shall comply with the new construction guidelines 
for the Dayton’s Bluff Historic District, specifically Leg. Code § 74.90. 
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G. STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS HPC DECISION: 

Based on the findings staff recommends partial approval of the demolition permit application 
provided the following condition(s) are met: 

1. Stabilize, retain and restore the facade of the building for incorporation into future 
construction at the property.  The applicant shall retain the proper qualified preservation 
professionals to carefully and creatively explore façade preservation in the short-term and 
for incorporating into future construction.  The final outcome and scope shall be brought 
back to the HPC for final review and approval.    

2. The building shall be documented following the Minnesota Historic Property Record 
(MHPR) archival photo documentation standards prior its removal from the facade, at the 
owner’s to expense. Two copies of the 2012 HPC reviewed plans in 11” x 17” format will be 
accepted in lieu of as-built drawings. Two copies of the documentation shall be forwarded 
to the HPC (one copy to be delivered to the Ramsey County Historically Society.)  

 

H. ATTACHMENTS  

1. HPC Design Review Application  

2. August 23, 2012 HPC public hearing: 

A. Decision Letter 

B. Public Hearing Minutes 

3. Applicant Submittals: 

A. Letter from Hess Roise 

B. Letter from Load Bearing, Inc. 

C. Structural Analysis & Mold Evaluation of 208 Bates 

D. Photographs and background information regarding project analysis 

4. 2005 HRA Report re: Authorization to acquire 208-210 Bates Avenue 

5. Ramsey County Property Information 

6. 2012 Bid Specifications 

7. 2012 Bid Submission Tally 

8. Aerials, Photographs, and Historic Map  

 

Copies of the 2012 HPC Staff Report will be available at the meeting or by request. 
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