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CITY OF SAINT PAUL 
HERITAGE PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT 

 

FILE NAME:  861 Hudson Road 
DATE OF APPLICATION:  January 11, 2016 
APPLICATION DEEMED COMPLETE: January 29, 2016 
APPLICANT:  Shoua T. Khang 
STATED OWNER:  Shoua T. Khang 
DATE OF HEARING: February 25, 2016 
HPC SITE/DISTRICT:  Dayton’s Bluff Heritage Preservation District 
CATEGORY: Non-Contributing 
CLASSIFICATION:  Building Permit #16-001429 - After-the-Fact Review 
STAFF INVESTIGATION AND REPORT:  Christine Boulware 

DATE:  February 19, 2016 

A. SITE DESCRIPTION:  
The one-and-one-half story house at 861 Hudson Road was constructed in 1903. It is a wood-framed 
on a limestone foundation. The residence was constructed in 1903. The one-story front porch retains 
three-over-one, double-hung windows and appears to have been enclosed in the 1920s or shortly 
thereafter.  The soffits have been wrapped and Dutch-lap vinyl siding has been installed over the 
original clapboard exterior.  Single and paired, one-over-one, double-hung windows with vertical 
orientation are located on all elevations. Picture windows are located on the front and east elevations. 
Contemporary storm windows were retained at the picture window and transom on the east elevation. 
The asphalt shingle, longitudinal, cross-gabled roof features gable returns on all elevations. The two-
stall garage does not appear to date to the Period of Significance. Although the house was 
constructed during the Period of Significance, the property is categorized as non-contributing due to 
the original siding, trim and details being wrapped and obscured. 
 
B. WORK COMPLETED: 
The applicant replaced the front door and transom window, two (2) picture windows (front and east 
elevation), and fifteen (15) double-hung windows at the house without HPC review and approval or 
city permits. The front door and picture window trim was removed and the door was replaced with a 
paneled door with oval-lite with a narrow, faux stained glass transom above and the picture window 
was replaced with a slider window. The picture window on the east elevation was replaced with a 
fixed window and the historic transom was not removed. Vinyl, double-hung windows were installed in 
the remaining openings where the exterior, wrapped casings were not altered. Screens and storm 
windows were not installed. 
 
C. BACKGROUND: See Attachment G.3. 
 
D. GUIDELINE CITATIONS: 

Dayton's Bluff Historic District Guidelines 
Sec. 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. 
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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. 

6. New construction should be compatible with the historic and architectural character of the district. 
 

Sec. 74.89. Restoration and rehabilitation. 
(d) Windows and entries: 

1. Windows: Many of the historic windows of Dayton's Bluff have double-hung sash and vertical 
orientation. Windows are important design elements and establish the visual rhythm, balance 
and general character of the facade. Any alteration, including removal of moldings or changes 
in window size or type, can have a significant and often detrimental effect on the appearance 
of the building as well as on the surrounding streetscape. 

a. Size and shape. Existing window openings should be retained. Window openings 
should not be enlarged or reduced to fit new units. New window openings should not 
be introduced into principal elevations.  

b. Sash. The size and number of panes of glass in each sash should not be altered. New 
sash, if installed, should duplicate the existing or other appropriate historic models. 
Crank-out or sliding units are not appropriate replacement for double-hung sash.  

c. Trim. Historic window casings should be retained wherever possible; if replacement is 
necessary, the original profile should be replicated.  

d. Storm windows. If combination metal storms are installed, they should have a baked-
enamel finish. Storm windows should not have vertical or horizontal divisions which 
conflict with the divisions of the sash.  

e. Shutters and blinds. Shutters and blinds should not be installed on buildings not 
originally designed for them. Where appropriate, shutters should appear to be 
operative and should be mounted to the window casing. Shutters should be 
constructed of wood. 

f. Security measures. Historic trim or other architectural features should not be removed 
for the installation of security bars or grills.  

2. Entries: The entry—including the door, door surround and sometimes sidelights and a 
transom—is usually the focal point of the facade. The size of the entry is directly related to the 
mass and scale of the building. As with windows, any alteration to size, shape or trim details 
can have a detrimental effect on exterior appearance.  

a. Size and shape. All historic entry components should be retained. Entry opening 
should not be enlarged or reduced to fit a new door. New entry openings should not 
be introduced into principal elevations.  

b. Trim. Original or historic features of the entry, including hoods, columns, sidelights and 
transoms, should be retained. If replacement is necessary, historic trim details should 
be replicated.  

c. Doors. Wherever possible, historic paneled doors (and hardware) should be repaired 
and weatherstripped rather than replaced. If replacement of original or historic doors is 
necessary, the replacement should duplicate or be compatible with the material, 
design and hardware of the older door. Steel-covered hollow core doors should not be 
installed unless compatible with the appearance of the house. Historic trim should not 
be removed from the entry for the installation of steel doors.  

 
(f) Exterior trim and architectural features. Exterior trim includes the decorative and sometimes 
functional elements of the exterior which contribute to the proportion, texture and detail of the building. 
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A great variety of machine-made trim was added to even the simplest wooden houses of Dayton's 
Bluff, while iron, cast iron, terra cotta, tile and brick can be seen on masonry examples.  

1. Conservation. Exterior architectural features including finials, cornices, brackets, columns, 
balustrades and railing, and window and door moldings should be retained.  

2. Documentation. Original trim details and other architectural features should be photographed 
or otherwise recorded before they are removed for repair or replacement. Deteriorated trim 
which is removed should be saved for use in making duplicates. 

3. Repair and replacement. New material used to repair or replace deteriorated trim or other 
features should match the original as closely as possible. Deteriorated trim which is 
unsalvageable should be replaced with trim identical or similar to the original design. Simplified 
trim should approximate the old in design and placement.  

4. New trim. Details should not be added in an effort to make the building look older. However, in 
the case of some "pattern book" houses, the addition of certain trim details such as those 
typical at the gable and porch may be permitted if supported by historic photos or pattern book 
sources.  

 
E.   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. The property is categorized as non-contributing to the character of the Dayton’s Bluff Heritage 
Preservation District but was constructed in 1903, within the Period of Significance (1857-1930).  

3. The majority of the windows are double-hung with a one-over-one configuration. There are also two 
picture windows, one on the front and one on the east elevation; the picture window on the east 
elevation retains its historic, stained glass transom and the transom above the front door was 
removed and replaced with narrower faux stained glass window.  It is unknown if the picture window 
on the front elevation had a transom, but given the precedent on the east elevation, it most likely did. 

4. Photographs of the property, taken October 30, 2014, show single and paired double-hung windows 
with wide mullions. All of the window casings and sills appear to be wrapped. All of the windows, with 
the exception of the three-over-one, double-hung windows on the front porch, were replaced with 
vinyl, double-hung windows that are the same style and configuration as the earlier windows. 
Photographs provided by the applicant in January show that the new window units were inserted into 
existing frames and the trim and sills were not altered.  

5. On January 7, 2016, HPC staff, with assistance from an interpreter in PED, spoke with the property 
owner who explained they had replaced windows at the property and they did not know they needed 
HPC review and approval. HPC staff informed the owner they needed to submit an HPC design 
review application, scope-of-work, photos of the existing windows, specifications for the windows, and 
photos of all affected elevations be submitted in order for the application to be deemed complete. On 
January 8th, staff conducted a site visit and took photographs of the property. Staff received an 
incomplete application on January 11, 2016. The applicant provided the remainder of the requested 
information by January 29th.  

6. “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.” [Sec. 74.87.(3)] The 
majority of windows installed are vinyl, double-hung, with a one-over-one configuration. Photos of the 
earlier sash were not provided for staff to assess if the sash were in a condition that would require 
repair or replacement. The new double-hung windows match the historic windows in configuration and 
overall appearance, but do not match in material and detailing. The work completed partially complies 
with the guideline. [Sec. 74.87.(1)] The new, slider, front picture window was not replaced in-kind to 
match the material, composition, design, proportion, texture, or detail, and the work completed does 
not comply with the guidelines. 
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7. “Existing window openings should be retained. Window openings should not be enlarged or reduced 
to fit new units.” [Sec. 74.89 (d)(1)(a)] The only historic windows retained were the three-over-one 
double-hung windows in the enclosed front porch. The installation of the east picture window and 
double-hung windows did not result in the removal of the historic mullions or a reduction in the overall 
size of the window openings. The profile of the sash is narrower than historic sash and does not 
resemble the profile of historic double-hung windows. Staff does not have enough information to 
determine if the window that replaced the picture window at the front porch reduced the size of 
window opening. 

8. “The size and number of panes of glass in each sash should not be altered. New sash, if installed, 
should duplicate the existing or other appropriate historic models. Crank-out or sliding units are not 
appropriate replacement for double-hung sash.” [Sec. 74.89 (d)(1)(b)]. Wood, one-over-one, double-
hung windows were replaced with vinyl, one-over-one double-hung windows. The wood picture 
window on the east elevation was replaced with a vinyl, fixed window. The large window opening on 
the front elevation was also once a picture window with a transom window given the size and 
proportion of the opening, but it is now a slider-window unit. Slider windows are not appropriate 
replacements for double-hung or fixed sash and do not comply with the guideline. 

9. “Historic window casings should be retained wherever possible; if replacement is necessary, the 
original profile should be replicated. [Sec. 74.89(d)(1)(c)] Furthermore, “Exterior architectural features 
including finials, cornices, brackets, columns, balustrades and railing, and window and door moldings 
should be retained.” [Sec. 74.89(f)(1)] The window casings around the front picture window and front 
door and transom were removed. Window moldings are considered an exterior architectural feature 
that should be retained and new casings that replicate the original design should be reinstalled. [Sec. 
74.89(f)(3)] The removal does not comply with the guideline. 

10. [Sec. 74.89(d)(2)c.] “Wherever possible, historic paneled doors (and hardware) should be repaired 
and weatherstripped rather than replaced. If replacement of original or historic doors is necessary, the 
replacement should duplicate or be compatible with the material, design and hardware of the older 
door. Steel-covered hollow core doors should not be installed unless compatible with the appearance 
of the house. Historic trim should not be removed from the entry for the installation of steel doors.” 
The historic door, hardware, transom, and trim was removed.  The new door does not duplicate the 
material, design, or hardware of historic door and does not comply with this guideline. 

11. [Sec. 74.89(d)(2)a.] A photograph of the previous door and transom were not submitted with the 
application. The replacement of the door does not comply with the guidelines, as all historic entry 
components were not retained. The new door appears to be similar in width to the historic door; the 
width of the transom was reduced by several inches and does not comply with the guideline. 

12. [Sec. 74.89(d)(2)b.] “Original and historic features of the entry, including hoods, columns, sidelights 
and transoms, should be retained. If replacement is necessary, historic trim details should be 
replicated.” The historic transom was removed and replaced; the historic trim was removed and not 
replaced. This work does not comply with the guideline.  

13. Violation: St. Paul Legislative Code section 73.07 states that persons who violate Legislative Code 
Chapter 73, or assist in the commission of violation of Chapter 73, are guilty of a misdemeanor.  
Section 73.07 further states that a historic preservation site on which there exists any remodeling, 
repairing or construction in violation of chapter 73 constitutes a nuisance. 

14. Violation: The property, at 861 Hudson Road, is located in the Dayton’s Bluff Heritage Preservation 
District and is subject to St. Paul Legislative Code Chapter 73 and the Dayton’s Bluff Preservation 
District Design Review Guidelines. As such, a permit must be obtained prior to any exterior work, 
construction, or demolition. The exterior of 861 Hudson Road was altered without a permit, as the 
windows and doors were replaced without HPC review and approval. Specifically the alterations to the 
front window and door do not comply with Dayton’s Bluff Heritage Preservation District Design 
Guidelines and were performed in violation of St. Paul Legislative Code Chapter 73.  

15. The replacement of the front door and transom, the installation of a vinyl slider window, the 
reduction of the size of the transom opening, and the removal of the window casings/trim  on the 
front elevation have an adverse impact on the property and a negative impact on the Program for 
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Preservation and architectural control of the Dayton’s Bluff Heritage Preservation District [Leg. 
Code §73.06 (e)]. 

 
F. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

Based on the findings, staff recommends approval of the installation of the double-hung windows 
at 861 Hudson Road. 
 
Further, based on findings, staff recommends denial of the installation of the slider window, front 
door, transom window, and removal of the trim around these openings. This unapproved, 
completed work shall be removed within 120 days of the HPC order and decision. The 
applicant/owner shall work with HPC staff to create an application for front window replacement, 
door and transom replace, and the installation of window and door casings that comply with the 
Dayton’s Bluff Heritage Preservation District guidelines. Appropriate city permits and HPC 
approval shall be obtained prior to the purchase of any materials or the commencement of work.  
A double-fee shall be applied to the building permit. 
 

G. ATTACHMENTS: 
1. HPC Application and supporting materials 
2. Photos by Staff: November 3, 2014 and January 8, 2016 
3. Property Background: 2014-Present 
4. 1903-1925 Sanborn Map pg. 181 
5. January 2015 door replacement permit application & photo 
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861 Hudson Road – Dayton’s Bluff Heritage Preservation District 

HPC Background 2014-Present 

 January 27, 2014, per Ramsey County Property Tax Records, Shoua T. Khang purchased the 

property at 861 Hudson Road in the Dayton’s Bluff Heritage Preservation District. The property 

was purchased on a bank sale. City records do not show a Truth-In-Sale-Housing Report 

generated for the sale of the property. 

 May 7, 2014, HPC staff received an email from Xai Khang inquiring “are single-hung or double-

hung vinyl replacement windows allowed in the Dayton’s Bluff Historic District?” Staff replied, 

“Generally, no, vinyl replacement windows are not acceptable replacements,” and shared that 

each application is reviewed on a case-by-case basis.  The window guidelines were provided to 

Mr. Khang in the email. 

 August 14, 2014, HPC staff received an phone inquiry, from someone named Pete, about 

replacing windows at 861 Hudson Road and responded with an email on August 15th with 

information about window repair and a list of contractors who do window repair. 

 September 11, 2014, HPC staff received an email from Mr. Khang stating he was helping his 

mom remodel her house and was proposing the relocation of three windows, the resizing of two 

windows, and the replacement of one window.  In his email, he noted, “I realize that this doesn’t 

does not [sic] meet the requirement laid out in the Dayton’s Bluff Historic District Handbook, but 

will this alteration to the exterior (non-principal [sic] façade) be approved by the committee?” 

Staff replied that review of the proposal could not begin until the necessary paperwork and 

plans are submitted for review. 

 October 6, 2014: Mr. Khang submitted full-scale plans for a remodel at 861 Hudson Road to the 

Department of Safety and Inspections (DSI). HPC staff received one copy of these plans and 

noted that the windows proposed for alteration are visible from both Hudson Road and Plum 

Street, with the proposed new window resulting in a loss of symmetry on the west elevation and 

introduction “colonial” exterior trim that does not match the period or style of the residence. 

 October 17, 2014: The applicant submitted a Design Review Application. The project 

description described removal and relocation of 3 first floor window openings on the west 

elevation of the house to accommodate an interior remodel. The new openings would accept 3 

new double-hung Crestline “Select Primed” wood-framed units, with the historic window 

openings to be patched with vinyl siding to match the existing vinyl siding on all exterior 

elevations. Staff informed the applicant that the proposed alterations did not comply with the 

guidelines and would need to be reviewed by the HPC at a public hearing.   

 October 30, 2014: HPC staff conducted a site visit of the property to document the exterior of 

the residence. Photos taken of the site show that the front entry door and transom within the 

front porch and the front elevation picture window recently replaced. The picture window was 

removed and replaced with a slider unit, while the new door is steel with an oval window and 

faux-stained glass. 

 November 14, 2014, HPC staff received an email from Mr. Khang stating, “My mother has 

decided to not go forward with the 861 Hudson Rd project that was submitted on October 6, 

2014. Please remove from your review process.” 
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 January 14, 2015: Mr. Khang applied for a Building Permit to perform interior remodeling of the 

house (File #15-003268). DSI approved the application the following day (01/15/15). 

 January 14, 2015: Mr. Khang applied for a General Building Permit to replace his front entry 

door within the enclosed front porch at the DSI (File #15-003269). 

 January 15, 2015: HPC staff received a copy of the Building Permit Application for the 

replacement of a front entry door (File #15-003269), with a photo of the door provided by Mr. 

Khang showing the work was already being completed. Because this historically was an exterior 

front door, its replacement required HPC review and approval. 

 January 30, 2015: HPC staff called Mr. Khang and left a voicemail requesting an HPC Design 

Review Application with all necessary attachments, which included a photo of the door before 

replacement and a description of any other work taking place on the property. 

 February 17 - March 19, 2015: HPC staff continued to follow-up via phone and email with Mr. 

Khang. HPC calls and emails were not returned. Permit for the new entry door was not issued 

by DSI. 

 October 29, 2015: Building Permit Application #15-003269 for a new front door was withdrawn 

by DSI staff per owner request. The comment in the permit database reads, “With drawl permit 

owner can not afford door that HPC is requiring them to put on [sic].”*  

 January 7, 2016: Shoua T. Khang, owner, applied for a Building Permit, at DSI, to remove and 

replace 17 windows on the property (File #16-001429). Windows were already installed without 

city permits or HPC review and approval. 

 January 7, 2016: Ms. Khang spoke with HPC staff in PED about the exterior windows being 

replaced without a permit. An interpreter in PED assisted in the discussion so that Mr. Khang 

and Ms. Boulware were able to understand each other’s concerns. Ms. Khang was provided a 

Design Review Application and asked to complete it with all necessary attachments and submit 

to HPC staff ASAP. 

 January 8, 2016: Staff conducted a site visit to photograph the work completed. No changes in 

window opening sizes were noted, but all windows, with the exception of the three-over-one 

double-hung windows in the front porch were replaced. Windows appear to be vinyl and 

recessed from the exterior wall; screen and storm windows were removed and not reinstalled. 

 January 11, 2016: An incomplete HPC application for window replacement was received. 

 January 29, 2016: Ms. Khang delivered window details to HPC in PED.  The application was 

scheduled for public hearing on February 25, 2016 

 

 

* HPC staff was not notified of the permit application being withdrawn and discovered the information 

while compiling background material. 
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