411 West First Street
Duluth, Minnesota 55802

City of Duluth
Meeting Agenda
Heritage Preservation Commission.
Monday, July 11, 2022

12:00 PM

Council Chamber, Third Floor, City Hall, 411
West First Street

1 Call to Order/Determination of Quorum
2 Public Hearings
PL 22-105 Proposed Demolition of 118 East First Street

3 Consideration of Minutes (June 13, 2022)
4 Communications
Duluth Water Treatment Plant, 8130 Congdon Blvd 4-13-22

5 Report of Final Disposition on Matters Previously Before the Commission
PL 22-090 Proposed Demolition of 102 East Superior Street (F.K.A. Astoria Hotel)

6 Reports of Officers, Staff and Committees
7 Consideration of Matters Regarding Commission Action
2022 Preservation Conference

8 Other Business
9 Adjournment
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Heritage Preservation Commission
June 13, 2022 Meeting Minutes
Council Chambers – City Hall
1)
Call to Order and Roll Call
Vice-President Jessica Fortney called to order the meeting of the Heritage Preservation
Commission (HPC) at 12:00 p.m. on Monday, June 13, 2022.
Attendance:
Attending: Stacey DeRoche, Jessica Fortney, Brandon Hartung, Jess Mccullough, and Sarah
Wisdorf
Absent: Ken Buehler and Mike Poupore
Staff Present: Steven Robertson
2)
Public Hearings
PL 22-090 Proposed Demolition of 102 East Superior Street (F.K.A. Astoria Hotel) – Steven
Robertson gave an overview. Structure was built in 1905 and is a contributing structure to the
downtown historic district. MN EAW rules state demo or movement of historic structures
requires approval from the HPC, or an EAW, 106 review, or SHPO action. The application came
in on May 18, 2022. Five items of correspondence were received and were shared with the
commissioners in their packet. There is significant fire damage on the third floor of the building.
Current owners bought the building in 2017 and have been plagued with the structure’s history
of lack of maintenance. There are no plans for a parking lot. They would like to demo the
building for future development. According to the applicant it is more economical to tear down
the building, then it would be to repair the structure. If the HPC makes a motion to approve,
they will still need to get a wrecking permit from construction services. Any motion should have
a reason behind it.
Applicant: Ann Stratioti addressed the commission. She is with ZMC Hotels. They operate
local hotels, and have offices in Duluth. They refer to the building at 102 East Superior Street as
the Bullseye Building. The site was purchased in 2017 as a good place for future development.
Tenants were given month to month leases except for Huckleberry’s which got one-year lease.
The purchase of land for future development is not uncommon in the hotel industry. Early in
2021 one of the two water mains was leaking underground. The summer of 2021 major sewer
issues were discovered and along with the needed roof and exterior repairs, it made them
reconsider their plans for the building. The best course of action was to take it down. Major
cracking and deterioration occurred. They have no intention of building a parking lot or ramp.
Once the building is removed, they need to cap the dirt to prevent erosion. The cost of the
building is valued at $750,000. The cost to repair the building would be $2.4 million. They feel
the building is beyond its useful life and respectfully ask the UDC to consider they proposal and
to note any future build would need to be approved by the HPC.
Bill Burns, legal counsel for the applicant, addressed the commission. He has lived in Duluth for
most of his life. He has been involved in historic projects throughout Duluth. He feels with or
without historic tax credits, he doesn’t think it is feasible to save this building. The current
owner did not allow the building to deteriorate. He requests that the commission authorizes the
demo of this building.
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Commissioners: Stacey DeRoche has questions, but she would like to hear from the public
first.
Public: Lori Melton of 4623 Gladstone Street addressed the commission. She is a member of
the Duluth Preservation Alliance Committee. She is opposed. The Historic Art and Theater
district was created in 2015. The Astoria hotel is in the middle of a historic district, and used to
house three tenants who have been displaced. She urges the commission to deny the
applicant’s proposal and save the Hotel Astoria.
Miles Ringsred of 435 Leicester Avenue addressed the commission. He is an attorney in town
for the Pastorette, and knows about the environmental laws that protect the building. There is
either an EAW that is required, or the alternative is allowing the HPC to approve the process.
He feels the process is according to city process and not state process. Several criteria need to
be addressed by this commission; including mitigation. He has not seen evidence of this. He
thinks the public should have time to review the documents, and it is just being put on the
record today. He finds this concerning. He feels it will affect the historic district. Many
contributing buildings have been destroyed including the carter hotel, the oriental grocery, and
the Hacienda. If the city continues to allow developers to willy nilly tear down historic district
buildings. The historic district itself is in jeopardy. Economic reasons itself doesn’t warrant
tearing down a building.
Bob Berg of 1051 84th Ave W addressed the commission. He is also a member of the Duluth
Preservation Alliance Committee, and has been interested in Duluth history and architecture all
of his life. He noted the building was built by a famous architect, and believes it is an important
building to the downtown fabric. If the owners don’t think repair is feasible, he hopes they will
sell it to someone who does think repair is feasible.
Rod Raymond of 227 Fairmont Street addressed the commission. He owns the Fitgers
Brewhouse, and restored the burrito union, which isn’t a historic building, but is 105 years old.
Also, the old Carlson book store, which now houses Black List Brewery. He is quite involved with
Duluth’s historic structures. He noted the condition of the old Carlson book store was horrible,
but by using historic tax credits he was able to restore it. The smartest thing he could have
done with all his buildings was to tear them down. He thinks restoration of the Old Astoria hotel
is possible, and getting 40% back from tax credits is awesome. Putting up a vinyl hotel would
just be horrible. He would like the HPC to slow down and take a look at the historic value. The
historical vibe would be gutted if they lose this structure. He is opposed to demo of the
building.
Linda Peplinski of 4231 Luverne Street addressed the commission. She is opposed. She doesn’t
agree with the attorney’s view that this is an unsafe building for homeless people. She said the
owner caused this situation by letting their tenants go.
Commissioners: DeRoche visited the building last week. It definitely needs work. She has
some concerns. She thinks the owner selling it to someone who didn’t want to save it was
unfortunate. She agrees with Raymond’s points about it is more economical to tear it down, but
isn’t always the best decision. She doesn’t think ZMC has looked into purchasing tax credits to
save the building. She is concerned about the re-districting. She also is leery about not seeing a
future plan. The amount of money to shore it up will have to be done regardless of the
outcome tonight. Stratioti disagreed and said as long as the building is standing, it does not
have be shored up. DeRoche thinks more needs to be done to offer the building to someone
who wants to save it.
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Jess Mccullough asked if the owner who purchased it in 2017 realized it was a historic district.
Stratioti noted the knew it was an arts and entertainment district, but not necessarily a historic
district. Duluth Marine Supply Building – didn’t come in until 1935. Mccullough asked if the
building is destroyed what is the plan? Stratioti stated there isn’t a plan on paper yet, but thinks
the original idea was to put a hotel there. The site has not been profitable. They will either
need to build something, or sell it. Their intent is not to sell it.
Sarah Wisdorf asked staff why an EAW is not needed. Per Robertson, this is the first or second
(mentioned Hacienda) historic structure demo to be handled this way. Staff was unaware of the
gravity of demo in the national historic district. The process now includes four options: 106
review, ask SPHO to remove from the district, an EAW or CLG (HPC) review it. An example in
the commissioners’ packet showcases the city of Northfield and their hotel. Staff did not receive
a comment back from SPHO. If the item is tabled, a reason needs to be shared. Wisdorf asked
if they vote to approve demo, could they make conditions regarding taking pictures and giving
landmark recognition. Robertson will research if conditions could be made.
Mccullough asked if the applicant has a ballpark figure of what a new building would cost. 2.4
million does not include replacing concrete floor or bringing the building up to ADA standards
and doesn’t include any interior work. She estimates 5-6 million to restore the building. They
would never see a return on investment for that price. Even with tenants in there, the building
was operating at a loss. If they decide to add a hotel in the future, it could cost as much if not
more, but their return on investment would be better, because they would have more rooms to
rent out and would get top dollar for events like Grandma’s Marathon.
DeRoche asked how much of the 5-6 million dollars could be mitigated by tax credits? Burns
noted tax credits are good, but it doesn’t just come off the bottom line. DeRoche noted it all
seems a big blurry. They are getting conflicting information from other historic building owners
like Raymond. Robertson noted the state tax credit is sunsetting this month. Vice-President
Fortney noted historic preservation is her day job, and her hobby. She is on this board because
she cares. Historic Districts are great, and even if a structure is non-contributing, it is still
important. They still need to change their language. They need to support their contributing
structures and she doesn’t want to see this historic district delisted. Restoration would bring it
back to 1905. She considers this a rehabilitation project to bring it back to 2015 when it was
listed.
Fortney feels this is demolition by neglect. The owner needs to keep up with maintenance. She
feels the city and this commission needs to stand up here. She reiterates a language change is
needed for local landmark status, the national register, contributing and non-contributing
buildings. They want to move forward with rehabilitation. She thinks the fire damage could be
repaired and the fire was part of the building’s history, which needs to be promoted. Demo
doesn’t fit in Duluth’s greener plan. Bricks and metal going into landfill is not ideal. The
greenest building is one that is already built. She would like to see the applicant hire an HPC
specialist. They need to adhere to the future Historic Downtown Guidelines. Stratioti noted they
tried to get the roof replaced in 2020, but due to the pandemic, things shut down. The roof
continued to deteriorate. They asked a salvation expert to see what was worth salvaging, and
they didn’t see anything worth keeping. They would welcome reuse of the building if someone
would be interested. She noted Raymond did a wonderful job on the Oliver Inn, but spent 2
million. To make it into a boutique motel she has no idea what that would cost. She will work
on those numbers, if that is what is requested.
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MEMORANDUM
DATE:
TO:
FROM:
RE:

July 6, 2022
Heritage Preservation Commission
Steven Robertson, Senior Planner
PL 22-090 and PL 22-105, Applications for the Demolition of Contributing
Structures to the Duluth Commercial Historic District

On April 18, 2022, the city received a zoning application from the owner of 102-108 East
Superior Street requesting HPC approval to demolish the structure, and on June 12, 2022, the
City received a similar application from the owner of 118 East First Street also asking for HPC
approval to demolish that structure.
According to the “Historic Resources of Downtown Duluth, Minnesota, 1872-1933”, submitted to
the National Register of Historic Places, 2005, 102 East Superior Street was constructed in
1905, and was known as Duluth Marine Supply. It is also known to citizens as the old Astoria
Hotel, as well as the Old Town Antiques, Chinese Dragon, and the Bullseye Building. 118 East
First Street was constructed in 1904 and was known as Gray Brother’s Bakery.
Both are contributing to the character of the downtown historic district, and information for
both structures from the 2005 survey is included with this memo.
The revised administrative process required before the City of Duluth approves a demolition
permit for a structure contributing to a historic district is clarified in Mn Rules 4410.4300
subpart 31:
Historical places.
For the destruction, in whole or part, or the moving of a property that is listed on the
National Register of Historic Places or State Register of Historic Places, the permitting state
agency or local governmental unit is the RGU, except this does not apply to projects
reviewed under section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, United States
Code, title 54, section 306108, or the federal policy on lands, wildlife and waterfowl
refuges, and historic sites pursuant to United States Code, title 49, section 303, or projects
reviewed by a local heritage preservation commission certified by the State Historic
Preservation Office pursuant to Code of Federal Regulations, title 36, sections 61.5 and
61.7. This subpart does not apply to a property located within a designated historic district
if the property is listed as "noncontributing" in the official district designation or if the State
Historic Preservation Office issues a determination that the property is noncontributing.
Included with this memo is the cover letter from the property owner of 102 East Superior Street
and structural engineering report from Northland Consulting Engineers (same information that
was provided last month), and a structural engineering report for 118 East First Street was
provided by MSA.
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Written comment, suggestion, or recommendation from SHPO staff was requested for both
projects, but information has not yet been received.
The July 11, 2022, meeting is a public hearing to be held at noon in the City Council chambers
on the third floor for 118 East First Street (the public hearing for 102 East Superior Street was
held at the June meeting). The process for a typical public hearing is:
- Short staff overview or summary on the project or zoning application,
- Comments or short presentation from the project proposer,
- Commissioner questions or clarifications on items presented by staff or project
proposer,
- Public hearing, accepting testimony from members of the public,
- Public hearing is closed, and commissioner discussion and motion.
According to the bylaws:
10.1 Public Testimony. Any person desiring to speak to the HPC during an official public
hearing shall be heard prior to any determination of the matter in question. Such
testimony shall be accompanied by the person’s name and address for the public record.
Letters received in lieu of oral testimony shall become a part of the public record and be
considered prior to any final determination of the matter by the HPC.
10.2 Time Limits. The president of the HPC may establish such time limits on
testimonies as are reasonable to provide for an efficient meeting so long as all
interested parties are given a chance to testify.
10.3 Termination of Hearing. Upon close of public hearing no further presentation shall
be allowed except upon suspension of the rules.
After closing the public hearing and reviewing all the appropriate information, the HPC may:
-Make a motion to approve the zoning application (Certificate of Appropriateness)
allowing the demolition. The motion will have to include findings to support the motion.
-Make a motion to deny the zoning application, denying the demolition. The motion will
have to include findings to support the motion.
-Table the item until the August 8th meeting, but tabling the item should be
accompanied by specific information requests to allow the HPC to take action on the
zoning application at their next meeting.
Note that if the Certificate of Appropriateness is approved and the demolition of either structure
is allowed by the HPC, the project proposer would still need to receive a wrecking permit from
the City of Duluth, and follow any additional regulatory requirements (lead and asbestos
removal, site security and safety, soil stabilization, public utility cut-offs, etc).
Decisions of the HPC, like the PC, are able to be appealed to the City Council within 10
calendars days of the decision.
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MOTION/Second: Wisdorf/Mccullough table for: 1) More information from staff on the EAW,
2) More specific numbers from the applicant on repairs, 3) Feedback from SHPO and 4) Is there
mitigation they can request as a condition of dem.
VOTE: (5-0)
3)
Consideration of Minutes
April 11, 2022 Regular HPC Meeting
MOTION/Second: Fortney/Wisdorf approved the minutes with a minor edit on a typo
VOTE: (5-0)
4)
Communications
Minnesota Historic Tax Credit Ending June 30, 2022 – Per Vice-President Fortney – There is
more talk that is could come back in September. Current requests will be grand-fathered in.
City of Bemidji seeking input on Historic Commissions – Bemidji would like to include members
who are invested in the city, but don’t live in the city. Fortney asked commissioners to look it
over, and maybe they can draft a letter for the next HPC meeting.
5)
Report of Final Disposition of Matters Previously Before the Commission –
Lincoln Park Improvement Project MOA – Cliff Knettel city senior park planner addressed the
commission and gave an overview. They are getting close to finalizing the plan and having it go
out for bid. The MOA (Memorandum of Agreement) will go to the city council tonight, and will
be routed for signature from all parties. They are pursuing the listing on the national register.
MOTION/Second: Wisdorf/DeRoche approved the Lincoln Park Improvement Project MOA
VOTE: (5-0)
6)
Reports of Officers, Staff and Committees
Wisdorf gave an overview of the planning commission’s next meeting. They will be voting on
the need for a Lester Park EAW.
7)
Consideration of Matters Regarding Commission Action
None at this time.
8)
Other Business
None at this time.
9)
Adjournment
Meeting adjourned at 1:30 p.m.
Respectfully,

_
Adam Fulton – Deputy Director
Department of Planning and Economic Development
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Application for
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS
for Duluth Heritage Preservation Landmarks and Districts
Please complete this application as it pertains to your project. Attach all information required,
including a scope of work form.
Location of Building: 118 East 1st Street

Duluth, MN_____________________________
55802
(Street Address)
(City, State)
(Zip Code)
None
listed
Unknown
______________________________________________________________________
(Historic Name)
(Architect Name(s) - if known)
Kevin Ruhnke
4925 Haines Road, Hermantown, MN 55811
Owner: ________________________________________________________________
(Name)
(Street Address, City, State, Zip Code)
(Daytime Phone)
Jeff Anderson, PE 332 W. Superior, #600,Duluth, MN 55802
(218)499-3175
Applicant: __________________________________________________________________________
(Applicant’s Name, if other than owner)
(Street Address, City, State, Zip Code)
(Daytime Phone)
Owner's Signature: _____________________________________________________ Date: _________________________

TYPE OF WORK PROPOSED
Exterior Restoration
Addition to Building
Landscaping
Signs
New Construction
Interior Restoration (COA may not be required - please check building’s preservation plan)
EXTERIOR ALTERATIONS (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY)
Windows
Checklist of items needed for application:
Doors
Scale drawings of all building elevations impacted by change
Siding
Photos of current condition of all building elevations impacted by
Roof change
Detailed specifications and scope of work
Chimney
Materials to be used (color number, sample of material & that
Lighting
which is being matched, name of manufacturer & material)
Facade
Detailed drawings of new windows, doors, or other features in
scope of work
X Other
Description of proposed changes:
Demolition of the building
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
Building was damaged in a fire in November 2020 and sustained
Reason for changes: ________________________________________________________________
significant damage including roof and second floor collapse. The damage is too
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
severe for restoration and demolition is the best option for the building.
Location of changes on building: ___________________________________
______ _
_
ADDITION TO BUILDING
Description of addition:
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
Reason for changes:_________________________________________________________________
Location of addition on site:
_______________________________________________________
Reason for addition: _______________________________________________________________
Size:_____________________________________________________________________________
(Number of Stories)

(Length)

(Width)

Architect:

(Height)

(
(Name)

(Street Address, City, State, Zip Code)

(Name)

(Street Address, City, State, Zip Code)

Contractor:

(
1

)(Phone)

__

)-________
(Phone)

332 W Superior Street
Suite 600
Duluth, MN 55802
P (218) 722-3915
TF (800) 777-7380
F (218) 722-4548
www.msa-ps.com

June 10, 2022
Mr. Kevin Ruhnke
4295 Haines Road
Hermantown, MN 55811

Re:

118 1st Street East Building Condition Evaluation
Duluth, Minnesota

Dear Mr. Ruhnke,
MSA has completed a review of the St. Louis County Parcel #010-0930-00640 located at 118 1st Street
East, Duluth, Minnesota 55802. The site location is shown on the attached Figure 1. In November 2020,
a fire severely damaged the building on the property causing significant damage including the collapse of
the roof and second story of the building into the first floor. MSA conducted a inspection of the building to
determine the general extent of the damage and to determine the best course of action for the continued
use of the property.
The onsite building at the property consists of a 5,500 square-foot, three-story retail store that was built in
1924. A brief historical search did not identify any historical names associated with the building. Based
on discussions with the current owner of the property, the building was used for general storage of
clothes and other miscellaneous retail goods prior to the fire in November 2022. Adjacent properties
consists of an adult bookstore to the southwest, an elevated parking garage to the northeast, an alleyway
to the southeast and 1st Street East to the northwest. Site details and area features are shown on Figure
2.
An inspection by MSA personnel observed that the building is currently vacant with no roof or windows.
There is a large amount of debris located on the first floor consisting of the former contents of the building
and debris from the collapse of a portion of the second story and all of the roof. The brick outer walls of
the building are still relatively intact, but no other major structural elements of the building were visible.
The first-floor window and door openings have been boarded up to prevent trespassing. No interior
insulation, plumbing or other intact building feature or amenities were observed during the inspection. A
photographic log documenting the conditions encountered during the building inspection is included as an
attachment to this letter.
The fire and subsequent collapse of the roof and partial collapse of the second story have caused
extensive damage to both the interior and structural integrity of the building. There does not appear to be
sufficient remaining structural or utility components to attempt renovating the building and additional
weaknesses may be present that were not identified during the inspection. Based on the condition of the
building observed during the inspection, MSA recommends demolition of the building as it would be more
economical and feasible to build a new structure than to renovate the existing building. Please contact
me at (218) 499-3175 or jkanderson@msa-ps.com if you have any questions or need any additional
information.
Sincerely,
MSA Professional Services, Inc.

Jeff Anderson, P.E.
Senior Team Leader - Environmental
jkanderson@msa-ps.com | +1 (218) 499-3175
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Mr. Kevin Ruhnke
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Attachments:

Figure 1 – Site Location Map
Figure 2 – Site Plan View (aerial background/aerial view)
Photographic Log
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PHOTOGRAPHIC LOG

Photographic Log
118 East 1st Street
Duluth, MN 55802
MSA Project No. 0021830000

View from the alley of the fire damaged structure located at 118
East 1st Street.
MSA Project No. 21830000

1

View of the caved in roof of the 118 East 1st Street building which
resulted from fire damage to the building sustained around
Thanksgiving 2020.

MSA Project No. 21830000

2

Elevated parking structure located adjacent and northwest of the 118 East 1st
Street building.

View of caved in debris from the roof and second floor of the 118 East 1st
Street building.
MSA Project No. 21830000

3

Complete roof collapse and partial collapse of the second-floor structure of
the 118 East 1st Street building.

Caved in debris from the second floor of the 118 East 1st Street building.
MSA Project No. 21830000

4

Storefront view of the fire damaged 118 East 1st Street building.

Sidewalk and pavers fronting the 118 East 1st Street building.
MSA Project No. 21830000

5

Remaining interior wall feature (southwest side) of the 118 East 1st Street building
showing fire and structural damage. Note roof absence and second floor separation.

View from the inside of the 118 East 1st Street building looking towards 1st
Street. Note roof absence and second floor separation.
MSA Project No. 21830000

6

View of the 1st Street frontage of the 118 East 1st Street building.

Northeast side of the 118 East 1st Street building as viewed from adjacent
parking lot.
MSA Project No. 21830000

7
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102 S. 21st Avenue West, Suite 1, Duluth, Minnesota 55806
218.727.5995 | www.nce-engineers.com

Structural Engineering Report
Date: April 11, 2022
Project: 102 E Superior Street – Bullseye Bldg- Condition Review
Recipient: Anne Stratioti- ZMC Hotels – 11 E Superior Street, Suite 170, Duluth, MN
Email: Astratioti@ZMChotels.com
NCE Job : 22-202

Regarding: Structural and Envelope Condition Review
This report is based on our observations, our calculations and our discussion on site with you.
We visited the site on 4-08-2022 and toured the entire facility with you. We have since performed a
few preliminary calculations to determine the existing floor and roof capacities as those values are
potentially relevant to the re-use of the existing building.
Observations: (refer to photo pages)
1. The structure is a wood framed (2) level plus basement building with masonry exterior walls.
The superior street / Michigan street sides are approximately 100’ in length and the Avenue /
adjacent parking lot sides are approximately 114’ in length.
2. The exterior walls are solid brick, uninsulated, supported on a stone foundation wall system.
All exterior walls are in poor to very poor condition. All the exterior walls need to be cleaned
and tuckpointed to prevent further deterioration. In several locations the brick is loose, brick
lintels have failed, stone windowsills are failed and need to be replaced.
3. The Superior Street level and second level framing generally consists of 2x13 wood joists
spaced at 16” on center. The framing is supported either by masonry walls or by steel beams
and columns. The typical span of the joists is approximately 20’. Interior floors are slightly
permanently deflected, especially at the superior street level in some locations.
4. The roof framing generally consists of 2x12 wood ceiling framing and 2x6 roof framing built-up
from the ceiling to form a roof slope. The south-east corner of the building has experienced a
significant fire which damaged a large portion of the roof framing and a small portion of the
floor framing in that corner.
5. The roofing is old, leaking in many locations, it is not insulated and requires replacement.
6. The existing interior stairway system is not compliant with current codes for rise / run
measurements.
7. The existing elevator is freight use only and likely not in accordance with current code for
people.
8. The second level, superior street side brick wall is bowed inward at one location and should be
repaired.
9. The existing sidewalk vault support system at the east end of the building is deteriorated and
requires structural repairs.
Professional Opinions:
1. The exterior brick is in such poor condition, especially at the window openings, that significant
brick repair, new lintels and window replacement will be required if the building is to be
renovated. The exterior is also not insulated.

Structural | Civil | Forensic Engineering
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2. The roofing system requires replacement and would need insulation to be added if the building
were to be renovated. However, to add insulation, the roof would likely need to be reinforced
to meet the MN Conservation Code for existing buildings.
3. The floor capacity is acceptable for residential, or office uses on both levels, however the
Superior Street level would require reinforcing if retail or restaurant uses were desired per
current MN Conservation code.
4. A new elevator and internal stairs would be needed if the building were to be renovated.
Summary:
In our professional opinion, given the needed structural repairs, the needed envelope repairs, the
needed vertical transportation renovations described above etc., it is likely more economical to
replace the existing building than to renovate and re-purpose this structure.
.

Professional Certification:

Respectfully,

I hereby certify that this plan, specification or report was prepared
by me or under my direct supervision and that I am a duly Licensed
Professional Engineer under the laws of the State of Minnesota.

Jon E. Aamodt PE
Principal Partner

Jon E. Aamodt, P.E.
MN Reg. No. 24838

Date

04/11/2022

Structural | Civil | Forensic Engineering
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Photo 1: Existing West elevation looking east

Photo 2: Existing West Elevation looking east
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Photo 3: North exterior wall looking south

Photo 4: North exterior wall looking south
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Photo 5: East exterior wall looking west

Photo 6: East Exterior wall looking west
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Photo 7: Existing East exterior wall looking west – close-up view of brick conditions

Photo 8: Close-up view of brick condition on west exterior wall looking east
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Photo 9: Close-up view of masonry condition at south elevation looking north

Photo 10: Close-up view of masonry condition at southeast corner of the exterior.
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Photo 11: Close-up view of existing east exterior wall masonry condition.

Photo 12: Close-up view of existing east exterior wall masonry condition
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Photo 13: Rear (south side) is not ADA accessible.

Photo 14: Existing sidewalk vault support and existing wood floor framing near entrances is generally in
poor condition
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Photo 15: Existing sidewalk vault support is generally in poor condition

Photo 16: Existing floor framing is damaged by long term plumbing and envelope leaks at several locations
inside the building.
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Photo 17: Based on our discussions, the sewer connection to the street is in need of excavation and
replacement

Photo 18: Rainwater on the upper floor level due to deteriorated roofing.
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Photo 19: Interior stairs are not to current code rise / run or fire separation issues and would need to be
replaced if major renovation were undertaken

Photo 20: Existing ceiling joist and roof joist system does not meet current code for snow load, is currently
not insulated.
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Photo 21: Existing roof joists that have been severely damaged due to fire.

Photo 22: Existing roof joist framing severely damaged due to fire.
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Photo 23: Existing wet flooring on the upper level due to roof leaks.

Photo 24: Existing north wall is bowed inward due to poor construction methods and water infiltration.
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Photo 25: Existing freight elevator, would require significant upgrades or replacement if a significant
renovation were to occur.

Photo 26: Existing interior finishes are old and need updating.
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Photo 27: Existing interior finishes are old and require updating.

Photo 28: Existing exterior window sill – typical at the perimeter, many are broken and require replacement.
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Photo 29: Typical exterior lintels are loose and failing and require replacement

Photo 30: The existing parapets are deteriorated, missing or loose brick and exterior needs tuckpointing to
prevent further deterioration.
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Photo 31: Exterior southeast corner – note the spalling brick due to moisture intrusion, freeze thaw cycles
causes a spall, which falls to the ground.
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VIA EMAIL ONLY

May 18, 2022
Duane Castaldi
Regional Environmental Officer
FEMA, Region V
U.S. Dept. of Homeland Security
536 South Clark Street, Floor 6
Chicago, IL 60605
RE:

BRIC 4513.4
Duluth Water Treatment Plant Power Backup
8130 Congdon Boulevard
Duluth, Saint Louis County
SHPO Number: 2022-0629

Dear Mr. Castaldi,
Thank you for initiating consultation regarding the above-referenced undertaking. Information received in our
office on April 13, 2022 has been reviewed pursuant to the responsibilities given the State Historic Preservation
Officer by Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (54 U.S.C. § 306108), its implementing federal
regulations, “Protection of Historic Properties” (36 CFR Part 800), and per the Section 106 Programmatic
Agreement (PA) executed in 2014 among the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), our office, and the
Minnesota Division of Homeland Security.
We have completed a review of your letter dated April 13, 2022, a submission which included documentation in
support of your agency’s No Adverse Effect finding for the above-referenced project.
Our comments and recommendations are provided below.
Define Federal Undertaking and Area of Potential Effect
We understand that the proposed federal undertaking involves funding from your agency to improve operation
and resiliency of the Lakewood Water Treatment Plant. The existing water treatment facility and proposed federal
undertaking are clearly described in narrative included in your April 13th submission. It is important to note that,
although the Site Overview drawing (1 sheet, dated 03/28/2022) provides documentation of the existing site
conditions and proposed modifications in plan view, we have not been provided sufficient documentation
regarding the design (style, size, massing, materials) of the proposed above-ground infrastructure, including the
new powerhouse, generators, and other infrastructure.
We agree that your agency’s definition of an Area of Potential Effect (APE), as described in narrative and
documented on Figure 3 of your April 13th submission, is appropriate to our understanding of the nature and
magnitude of the federal undertaking and takes into account its potential direct and indirect effects.
Historic Property Identification Efforts
Archaeology
We agree with the agency conclusion that there are no recorded archaeological sites in the APE, that the likelihood
of intact archaeological sites is low, and, therefore, that an archaeological field survey is not warranted for the
undertaking as it is currently proposed.
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Historic/Architectural
Our records confirm your agency’s conclusion that the Lakewood Pump House [SL-DUL-0455], which in our
records also includes the adjacent Surge Valve Building, is a historic property within the APE that has been
previously evaluated and determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). We note
that this previous SHPO staff evaluation and determination of NRHP-eligibility was in September 1984 and is,
therefore, considered incomplete by today’s property evaluation standards and outdated per our current state
survey guidelines. We appreciate the additional historical information regarding provided in your April 13th
submission which essentially supports the fact that the Lakewood Pump House and Surge Valve Building retain
sufficient integrity to support NRHP-eligibility.
We also appreciate the information provided regarding the Water Treatment Building and Backwash Building
which are located across Congdon Boulevard from the historic Pump House and Surge Valve Building. We
understand that the Water Treatment Building and Backwash Building (SHPO Inventory Numbers Pending) were
constructed in 1975, and we appreciate the physical description of this building complex which was provided in
your April 13th submission.
Additionally, in our file for the Lakewood Pump House, there is reference to the fact that the construction of the
Water Treatment and Backwash buildings in 1975 was a response to the Reserve Mining taconite processing at
Silver Bay which included, at that time, discharge of tailings into Lake Superior. We recently completed a review of
another federal project in Silver Bay which included extensive historic context development (Reserve Mining, 19511986) and survey of the Reserve Mining Company Milepost 7 Tailings Basin facility in Silver Bay which was
constructed in 1979-1980 following the determination that tailings discharges into the lake were adversely
impacting drinking water quality in adjacent communities, including Duluth.
At this time, absent a formal intensive level survey and evaluation meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for Identification and Evaluation, it is our opinion that the associated historical significance supports
your agency’s determination that we consider the Water Treatment Building and Backwash Building as eligible for
listing in the NRHP for purposes of completing Section 106 review of this federal undertaking only, as it is part of a
larger, potential Lakewood Water Treatment Plant Historic District which also includes the Lakewood Pump House,
Surge Valve Building and surrounding landscape.
It is our understanding that the Lakewood Pumping Station has been designated as a local landmark by the Duluth
Heritage Preservation Commission (HPC). Please provide information regarding your agency’s efforts to engage the
Duluth HPC in this Section 106 review.
Assessment and Finding of Effect
In order for our office to agree with the agency finding that the proposed undertaking will avoid adverse effects,
the proposed modifications within the historic property boundary must be designed appropriately. Typically, this
means treatment and design consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation
(Standards). While agree that the proposed switch/metering and generator placement on the north and east of the
Water Treatment Building is appropriate per the Standards, we do not have sufficient documentation to support
your agency’s finding that the proposed new generator and new powerhouse which are proposed to be
constructed on either site of the Surge Valve Building have been appropriately designed.
With reference to the Site Overview plan sheet, we note that the proposed location of the pump house and
generator have the potential to adversely affect the setting of the Surge Valve Building, specifically its relationship
on the landscape, to the boulevard, lakeshore, and Pump House building.
Additionally, the proposed transformer and louvered windbreak behind the Lakewood Pump House have the
potential to be highly visible from the primary façade and detract from the main turret of this significant historic
building. As your agency is aware, when modifications are necessary for continued use of a historic property or
properties within a historic district, the modifications should be designed and located in secondary, or noncharacter defining, locations within the district, or on non-primary facades of historic buildings.

In addition to the appropriate location of these new structures, the proposed new buildings and structures should
be designed in a manner which is compatible in size, massing, materials, and style to the adjacent historic
buildings. Your April 13th submission did not provide any design documentation (elevation drawings, materials
specifications, manufacturer cut sheets, renderings, photo simulations) for the proposed new building and
structures.
Design of these new features should also be somewhat differentiated so as not to present a false sense of history.
While compatible design elements may be possible to integrate into the new powerhouse structure, we
understand that it may not be possible to “design” the materials and style of the new generators, which makes it
even more imperative that these features be placed in inobtrusive locations in order to avoid adverse effects.
Please provide additional design details and justification for placement of proposed new building and structures in
the locations identified on current plans and additional explanation regarding how this placement is consistent
with the Standards.
Consulting Party and Public Participation
Thank you for providing a summary of tribal consultation that your agency has completed for this undertaking. As
stated above, the Lakeside Pump House is a locally designated landmark property by the Duluth HPC. While the
HPC may have a separate role in permit review under their local ordinance, the HPC should also be invited to
participate in the Section 106 review of this proposed undertaking.
Please provide a summary of public notification of the proposed federal undertaking and its potential effects on
historic properties.
If you have any questions regarding our review of this undertaking or would like to arrange for a follow up
consultation meeting our office, please contact me at (651) 201-3290 or sarah.beimers@state.mn.us.
Sincerely,

Sarah J. Beimers
Environmental Review Program Manager
Cc via email:
Stephen Robertson, City of Duluth
Nick Dorochoff, FEMA

