Historic Preservation Board
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA

Wednesday, June 22, 2022 | 5:00 PM
City Hall Council Chamber – 70 N. First Street
CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL
This Historic Preservation Board (HPB) meeting will be conducted in person and virtually via
electronic telecommunication (Zoom) in compliance with the provisions of the Brown Act.
Members of the public may attend this meeting in person at Campbell City Hall or virtually via
Zoom at http://campbellca.gov/HPBsignup. A video recording will be available on the City of
Campbell YouTube Channel following the meeting at https://youtube.com/user/CityofCampbell.
Written correspondence may be delivered to the Historic Preservation Board at, or prior to, the
Public Hearing by email to planning@campbellca.gov. Questions may be addressed to Senior
Planner Daniel Fama, Board Secretary, at (408) 866-2193 or danielf@campbellca.gov.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
1.

Approval of Minutes of April 27, 2022 (Voice Vote)


Meeting Minutes, 04/27/2022

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS
This portion of the meeting is reserved for individuals wishing to address the Board on matters
of community interest that are not listed on the agenda. In the interest of time, the Chair may
limit speakers to three minutes. Please be aware that State law prohibits the Board from acting
on non-agendized items, however, the Chair may refer matters to staff for follow-up.
BOARD/STAFF ANNOUNCEMENTS
Board Members and/or staff may make announcements on matters related to historic
preservation and promotion.
2.

1940/1980 Hamilton Avenue – PC Packet Materials (Informational Only)
At its meeting of June 14, 2022, the Planning Commission approved a Conditional Use
Permit to allow relocation of the Folk Victorian-style structure located at 1940 Hamilton
Avenue to the adjacent First Congregational Church of San Jose for use as their
administrative office.


Planning Commission Agenda Packet (electronic link)
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PUBLIC HEARINGS
3.

84 N. 3rd Street – Tier 1 Historic Resource Alteration Permit (Resolution/Roll Call Vote)
Public Hearing to consider the application of Barry Shilman for a Tier 1 Historic Resource
Alteration Permit (PLN-2022-60) to allow construction of a second-story dormer on the
south elevation of the J. C. Ainsley House (No. 1), a Landmark property located at 84 N. 3rd
Street in the P-D-H (Planned Development / Historic Overlay) Combining Zoning District.
Staff is recommending that this project be deemed Categorically Exempt under CEQA.
Project Planner: Daniel Fama, Senior Planner


Staff Report

NEW BUSINESS
4.

Public Outreach Strategy – California Earthquake Brace + Bolt (EBB) Program
Board discussion on how to publicize the California Earthquake Brace + Bolt (EBB)
Program ahead of next year's registration window.


Staff Memorandum

OLD BUSINESS
5.

Mills Act ad hoc Subcommittees Report and Program Update Discussion
Both Mills Act ad hoc Subcommittees will provide a monthly update of their activities to
the Board.


Subcommittee Materials

ADJOURNMENT
Adjourn to the next regularly scheduled Historic Preservation Board meeting of July 27, 2022, at
5:00 PM, in the City Hall Council Chambers, 70 North First Street, Campbell, California and via
telecommunication.
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, listening assistance devices are available
for meetings held in the Council Chambers. If you require accommodation to participate in the
meeting, please contact the City Clerk’s Office at ClerksOffice@campbellca.gov or 408-866-2117
in advance of the meeting.

Historic Preservation Board
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES

Wednesday, April 27, 2022 | 5:00 PM
City Hall Council Chamber – 70 N. First Street
CALL TO ORDER
The Regular Historic Preservation Board meeting of April 27, 2022 was called to order at
5:00 p.m. by Chair Foulkes, and the following proceedings were had to wit.
ROLL CALL
HPB Members Present:
Michael Foulkes, Chair
Todd Walter, Vice Chair
Susan Blake
Rob Corteway
Laura Taylor Moore

HPB Members Absent
None

Staff Members Present:
Rob Eastwood, Community Development Director
Daniel Fama, Senior Planner
Andrea Sanders, Interim Recording Secretary
AGENDA MODIFICATIONS OR POSTPONEMENTS
None
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
1. Approval of Minutes of March 23, 2022
Board Member Blake noted that on page 4 of the minutes “Chair Foulkes….” should
be Vice Chair Walter.
Motion:

Upon motion of Member Blake, seconded by Member Moore the
Historic Preservation Board unanimously approved the March 23,
2022 minutes as revised, by way of voice vote. (5-0)

ORAL REQUESTS
None
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BOARD AND STAFF ANNOUNCEMENTS
Senior Planner Daniel Fama reported that the building located at 1940 Hamilton Ave.,
while not officially on the HRI, the property owner did secure a historic resource analysis
that was reviewed by the City’s historic consultant that determined it did not meet the
City’s eligibility criteria. The property owners do have an application to relocate the
building at 1940 Hamilton to next door at 1980 Hamilton. That application was reviewed
by the Site and Architectural Review Committee (SARC) April 26, 2022 and is scheduled
for Planning Commission May 24, 2022.
Board Member Blake reported on April 6, 2022 she represented the Historic Preservation
Board as part of a panel to present perspectives on what makes Campbell unique. She
spoke to 50 undergrad and grad students from Cal Poly San Luis Obispo. The students
are studying areas of improvement, including strengthening the links to light rail stations.
Board Member Blake worked with the students to disseminate a survey to residents for
feedback. The students are scheduled to return with their report at a May 31, Planning
Commission meeting.
NEW BUSINESS
2. Certified Local Government Annual Report (Resolution/Roll Call Vote)
Review and approve the 2020-2021 Certified Local Government Annual Report.
Senior Planner Fama presented a staff report dated April 27, 2022.
Motion:

Upon motion of Member Walter, seconded by Member Moore the
Historic Preservation Board adopted resolution No. 2022-04 approving
the 2020-2021 Certified Local Government Annual Report and
directing staff to transmit it to the California Office of Historic
Preservation, by the following roll call vote:
AYES:
Blake, Moore, Corteway, Walter, Foulkes
NOES:
None
ABSENT:
None
ABSTAIN: None

PUBLIC HEARINGS
3. 158 Alice Avenue – Tier 1 Historic Resource Alternation Permit (Resolution/Roll
Call Vote)
Senior Planner Fama presented a staff report dated April 27, 2022.
Board Member Blake provided additional information stating that the property owner
would like to restore the home back to its original form.
Chair Foulkes opened the public hearing and asked if anyone wished to speak. Seeing
no one, the public hearing was closed.
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Upon motion of Member Corteway, seconded by Member Blake the
Historic Preservation Board adopted resolution No. 2022-05
recommending approval of a Tier 1 Historic Resource Alteration
Permit (PLN-2022-26), by the following roll call vote:
AYES:
Blake, Moore, Corteway, Walter, Foulkes
NOES:
None
ABSENT:
None
ABSTAIN: None

OLD BUSINESS
4. Mills Act ad hoc Subcommittee Report and Program Update Discussion
The Subcommittee will provide a monthly update of its activities to the Board.
Vice Chair Walter and Board Member Blake met in March and discussed the program
next steps. A packet will be put together for discussion at the next HPB meeting. Once
reviewed a final document will be prepared for presentation to the Planning Commission
and City Council.
Senior Planner Fama and Director Eastwood met with Board Member Corteway to
discuss his scope of his review and provided him all materials provided by the
homeowners. Member Corteway emailed staff a spreadsheet that outlined two the
properties thus far. Board Member Corteway provided further information on how he
completed his analysis.
In response to an inquiry from Board Member Blake, Senior Planner Fama stated new
Mills Act contracts are tentatively scheduled for approval in May.
ADJOURNMENT

***

Adjourned at 5:20 PM to the next Regular Historic Preservation Board meeting scheduled
for May 25, 2022, at 5:00 PM, in the City Hall Council Chambers, 70 North First Street.
Campbell, California
PREPARED BY:

______________________________________
Andrea Sanders, Interim Recording Secretary

APPROVED BY:

______________________________________
Michael Foulkes, Chair

ATTEST:

______________________________________
Daniel Fama, HPB Staff Liaison

Item No. 3

CITY OF CAMPBELL ∙ HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD
Staff Report ∙ June 22, 2022
PLN-2022-60
Shilman

Public Hearing to consider the application of Barry Shilman for a Tier 1
Historic Resource Alteration Permit (PLN-2022-60) to allow construction of
a second-story dormer on the south elevation of the J. C. Ainsley House (No.
1), a Landmark property located at 84 N. 3rd Street in the P-D-H (Planned
Development / Historic Overlay) Combining Zoning District.
(Resolution/Roll Call Vote)

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
That the Historic Preservation Board take the following action:
1. Adopt a Resolution (reference Attachment 1), recommending approval of a Tier 1 Historic
Resource Alteration Permit (PLN-2022-60).
ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION
Staff recommends that the Historic Preservation Board find that this project is Categorically
Exempt under Section 15301, Class 1, of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
pertaining to minor alterations to existing structures.
PROJECT DATA
Zoning Designation:

P-D (Planned Development)

General Plan Designation:

Low-Density Residential (less than 6 units/gr. acre)

Net Lot Area:

7,500 square-feet

Density:

4.8 units/gr. acre

6 units/gr. acre. (Max. Allowed)

Building Height:

23 feet

35 feet (Max. Allowed)

Building Square Footage:
First Floor Living:
Second Floor Living:
Detached Garage:

1,497 square feet
1,173 square feet
2,670 square feet (Total House Size)
372 square feet
3,042 square feet (Total Building Area

Parking:

2 spaces (covered)

2 spaces (Min. Required)

Building (Lot) Coverage:

26% (1,978 sq. ft.)

40% (3,000 sq. ft.) (Max. Allowed)

Floor Area Ratio (FAR):

.40 (3,042 sq. ft)

.45 (3,375 sq. ft.) (Max. Allowed)
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DISCUSSION
Project Site: The project site is a 7,500 square-foot parcel located on N. Third Street, between of
Civic Center Drive and Grant Street, in Downtown Campbell, as shown on the aerial map,
below. The property is developed with a single-family residence, a designated Landmark
property, constructed in the 1870's in the Queen Anne Cottage style commonly known as the J.
C. Ainsley House (No. 1). According to the City's DPR form, the house was the first home of
J.C. Ainsley, which was moved to its current location in 1933 (reference Attachment 2).

Proposal: The application for a Tier 1 Historic Resource Alteration Permit would allow
construction of a second-story dormer on the south elevation to accommodate a remodel of the
upper-level bathroom (reference Attachment 3 – Project Plans). As shown below, the dormer
would replace three existing skylights, which are non-original features.
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Administrative Procedure: The Historic Preservation Ordinance specifies that "any alteration to a
landmark or historic district property" must approved through a Historic Resource Alteration
Permit request. This process allows the Board to provide more specific guidance on appropriate
design, building form, materials, etc. Action by the Board to recommend approval or denial
serves to allow or preclude, respectively, issuance of a Zoning Clearance by the Community
Development Director to formally authorize or deny the proposed work.
ANALYSIS
Findings for Approval: In order to recommend approval of the Tier 1 Historic Resource
Alteration Permit, the Board must affirmatively determine the project meets findings for
approval. Findings establish the evidentiary basis for a City's decision to grant or deny a land use
approval and to impose conditions of approval necessary to meet the findings. The following
identifies each of the applicable findings in italics followed by staff's analysis of the consistency
of the proposed project. This analysis is supported by an Historic Project Evaluation prepared by
Mark Sandoval (the City's Historical Architectural Advisor) that was submitted by the applicant
and included as Attachment 4.
1. The proposed action is consistent with the purposes of this chapter and the applicable
requirements of the Municipal Code;
The project site is located in the P-D (Planned Development) Zoning District. Additions
to single-family homes in this zoning district generally require approval of an
Administrative Planned Development Permit by the Community Development Director.
However, the proposed dormer does not constitute an "addition" since it would not result
in the creation of additional building square-footage. Other than securing approval of a
Tier 1 Historic Resource Alteration Permit, no other requirements of the Municipal Code
pertain to this application.
2. The proposed action is consistent with the applicable design guidelines, including, but
not limited to, the Historic Design Guidelines for Residential Buildings;
The Design Guidelines' "preservation principles" indicate that exterior alterations "should
respect the significant character-defining features that are found in the building’s
architectural style". Dormers are a common architectural feature of the Queen Anne
Cottage style, such that the addition of a dormer to the subject property would be
consistent with the Design Guidelines.
3. The proposed action will not have a significant impact on the aesthetic, architectural,
cultural, or engineering interest or historical value of the historic resource or district;
and
The proposed dormer is a minor change to the subject property that does not affect any
major element of the historic resources as identified by the property's DPR form.
4. The proposed action is consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards, as
follows:
a. The proposed action will preserve and retain the historic character of the historic
resource and will be compatible with the existing historic features, size, massing,
scale and proportion, and materials.
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The proposed project does not remove any historic materials or features that
specifically characterize this property or diminish and/or obscure its historic defining
features. Therefore, the project is in conformance with this standard
b. The proposed action will, to the greatest extent possible, avoid removal or significant
alteration of distinctive materials, features, finishes, and spatial relationships that
characterize the historic resource.
The proposed project does not remove any historic materials or features that
specifically characterize this property or diminish and/or obscure its historic defining
features. Therefore, the project is in conformance with this standard.
c. Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced to the greatest
extent possible.
This standard does not apply because the home has been restored and well maintained
over the years by the present owners and the proposed new dormer will be located in
an area of the building where no such features exist or are in need of repair.
d. New additions will be differentiated from the historic resource and will be
constructed such that the essential form and integrity of the historic resource shall be
protected if the addition is removed in the future.
The project does not propose the removal of historic materials or features that
specifically characterize this property. The domer is designed in a manner that clearly
delineates the old from the new areas of the home and is designed in a manner that is
both compatible in scale and massing so as to not diminish the historical character or
the integrity of this resource. In doing so, the project conforms with the intent of this
standard.
Public Comment: No public comment was received on this application.
Attachments:
1. Draft Resolution
2. DPR Form
3. Project Plans
4. Historic Project Evaluation

Prepared by:
Daniel Fama, Senior Planner

Approved by:
Rob Eastwood, Community Development Director

RESOLUTION NO. 2022-06
BEING A RESOLUTION OF THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION
BOARD OF THE CITY OF CAMPBELL RECOMMENDING
APPROVAL OF A TIER 1 HISTORIC RESOURCE ALTERATION
PERMIT TO ALLOW CONSTRUCTION OF A SECOND-STORY
DORMER ON THE SOUTH ELEVATION OF THE J. C. AINSLEY
HOUSE (NO. 1), A LANDMARK PROPERTY LOCATED AT 84 N.
3RD STREET IN THE P-D-H (PLANNED DEVELOPMENT /
HISTORIC
OVERLAY)
COMBINING
ZONING
DISTRICT.
(RESOLUTION/ROLL CALL VOTE). FILE NO: PLN-2022-60
After notification and public hearing, as specified by law and after presentation by the
Board Secretary, proponents and opponents, the hearing was closed.
The Historic Preservation Board finds as follows with regards to file number PLN-2022-60:
1.

The Project Site is a 7,500 square-foot parcel located on N. Third Street, between of
Civic Center Drive and Grant Street, in Downtown Campbell.

2.

The Project Site is zoned P-D-H (Planned Development / Historic Overlay) Combining
Zoning District on the City of Campbell Zoning Map.

3.

The Project Site is designated Low Density Residential on the City of Campbell
General Plan Land Use diagram.

4.

The Project Site is developed with a single-family residence, a designated Landmark
property, constructed in the 1870's in the Queen Anne Cottage style commonly
known as the J. C. Ainsley House (No. 1)

5.

The Proposed Project is an application for a Tier 1 Historic Resource Alteration
Permit to allow construction of a second-story dormer on the south elevation to
accommodate a remodel of the upper-level bathroom.

6.

Campbell Municipal Code (CMC) Section 21.33.080 (Historic Resource Alteration
Permit (Tier 1)) requires that any alteration to a landmark or historic district property
be reviewed through a "Tier 1" Historic Resource Alteration Permit.

7.

Pursuant to CMC Section 21.33.080, a request for an Historic Resource Alteration
Permit is considered by the Historic Preservation Board in a public hearing conducted
in compliance with CMC Chapter 21.64. Upon conclusion of the public hearing, the
Board shall provide a recommendation for approval or denial to the decision-making
body.

8.

A recommendation for approval by the Historic Preservation Board, based on the
ability to affirmatively establish the findings provided in CMC Section 21.33.080.C,
allows the issuance of a Zoning Clearance by the Community Development Director
in that the proposal would comply with all applicable standards and provisions for the
category of use in the zoning district of the subject parcel, as specified by CMC
Section 21.40.030.
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The proposed project would be consistent with the following General Plan policies:
Policy LUT-8.1:

Historic Buildings, Landmarks and Districts and Cultural Resources: Preserve,
rehabilitate or restore the City’s historic buildings, landmarks, districts and
cultural resources and retain the architectural integrity of established building
patterns within historic residential neighborhoods to preserve the cultural
heritage of the community.

Policy CNR-1.1:

Historic Resource Preservation: Ensure that the City and its citizens preserve
historic resources as much as possible.

10. No substantial evidence has been presented which shows that the project, as
currently presented will have a significant adverse impact on the environment.
Based upon the foregoing findings of fact, the Historic Preservation Board further finds and
concludes that:
Historic Resource Alteration Permit – Tier 1 Findings (CMC Sec. 21.33.080):
1.

The proposed action is consistent with the purposes of this chapter and the
applicable requirements of the Municipal Code;

2.

The proposed action is consistent with the applicable design guidelines, including, but
not limited to, the Historic Design Guidelines for Residential Buildings;

3.

The proposed action will not have a significant impact on the aesthetic, architectural,
cultural, or engineering interest or historical value of the historic resource or district;

4.

The proposed action is consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards, as
follows:
a. The proposed action will preserve and retain the historic character of the
historic resource and will be compatible with the existing historic features, size,
massing, scale and proportion, and materials.
b. The proposed action will, to the greatest extent possible, avoid removal or
significant alteration of distinctive materials, features, finishes, and spatial
relationships that characterize the historic resource.
c. Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced to the
greatest extent possible.
d. New additions will be differentiated from the historic resource and will be
constructed such that the essential form and integrity of the historic resource
shall be protected if the addition is removed in the future.

Environmental Findings (CMC Sec. 21.38.050):
5.

This project is Categorically Exempt under Section 15301, Class 1, of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), pertaining to minor alterations to existing
structures.
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THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Historic Preservation Board recommends
approval of a Tier 1 Historic Resource Alteration Permit (PLN-2022-60) to allow
construction of a second-story dormer on the south elevation of a Landmark Property
commonly known as the J. C. Ainsley House (No. 1), located at 84 N 3rd Street, subject to
the attached Conditions of Approval (attached Exhibit “A”).
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 22nd day of June, 2022, by the following roll call vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

Board Members:
Board Members:
Board Members:
Board Members:

APPROVED:

ATTEST:

Daniel Fama, Secretary

Michael Foulkes, Chair

EXHIBIT A
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
Tier 1 Historic Resource Alteration Permit (PLN-2022-26)
Where approval by the Director of Community Development, City Engineer, Public
Works Director, City Attorney or Fire Department is required, that review shall be for
compliance with all applicable conditions of approval, adopted policies and guidelines,
ordinances, laws and regulations and accepted engineering practices for the item under
review. Additionally, the applicant is hereby notified that he/she is required to comply
with all applicable Codes or Ordinances of the City of Campbell and the State of
California that pertain to this development and are not herein specified.
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
1. Approved Project: Approval is granted for a Tier 1 Historic Resource Alteration
Permit (PLN-2022-60) to allow construction of a second-story dormer on the south
elevation of a Landmark Property commonly known as the J. C. Ainsley House (No.
1), located at 84 N 3rd Street. The project shall substantially conform to the Project
Plans included as Attachment No. 2 in the June 22, 2022 Historic Preservation
Board Staff Report, except as may be modified by conditions of approval contained
herein.
2. Permit Expiration: The Tier 1 Historic Resource Alteration Permit approval shall be
valid for one year from the date of approval (expiring June 22, 2023). Within this
one-year period, an application for a building permit must be submitted. Failure to
meet this deadline or expiration of an issued building permit will result in the Historic
Resource Alteration Permit being rendered void.
3. Window/Door Material: New doors and windows shall be made of a high-quality
material consistent with the Campbell Historic Design Guidelines as determined by
the Community Development Director, specifically excluding vinyl or aluminum
4. Minor Modifications: Minor Modifications to the approved project plans are subject to
review and approval by the Community Development Director pursuant to CMC
Section 21.56.060 (Amendments to an approved project).
5. On-Site Lighting: On-site lighting shall be shielded away from adjacent properties
and directed on site. The design and type of lighting fixtures and lighting intensity of
any proposed exterior lighting for the project shall be reviewed and approved by the
Community Development Director prior to installation of the lighting for compliance
with all applicable Conditions of Approval, ordinances, laws and regulations. Lighting
fixtures shall be of a decorative design to be compatible with the residential
development and shall incorporate energy saving features.
6. Permit Required: A building permit application shall be required for the proposed
project. The building permit shall include Electrical/Plumbing/Mechanical fees when
such work is part of the permit.
7. Conditions of Approval: The Conditions of Approval shall be stated in full on the
cover sheet of construction plans submitted for building permit.

State of California — The Resources Agency
Primary #
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
HRI #
PRIMARY RECORD
Trinomial
NRHP Status Code
Other Listings
Review Code
Reviewer

Date

Page 1 of 2
*Resource Name or #:
J. C. Ainsley House (No. 1) –Est. by Ord. 1747
P1. Other Identifier:
Campbell Landmark
*P2.
Location:  Not for Publication
 Unrestricted
*a. County
Santa Clara
and (P2c, P2e, and P2b or P2d.
Attach a
Location Map as necessary.)
*b. USGS 7.5' Quad
Date
T;
R
; ¼
of
¼ of Sec
;
B.M.
c. Address
84 N. Third St.
City
Campbell
Zip 95008
d. UTM: (Give more than one for large and/or linear resources) Zone ,
mE/
e. Other Locational Data: (e.g., parcel #, directions to resource, elevation, etc., as
appropriate) APN: 279-39-006
*P3a.

Description: (Describe resource and its major elements.
condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries)

Include

design,

materials,

One and a half story house with a cement foundation. The exterior wall material is
composed of smooth wooden boards (along its sides) and patterned shingles (under the
gables). The wall design includes end boards at each corner of the house. The house has a
medium hip and an offset gable roof shape. The roof material is composed of asphalt
shingles and tar paper. Also on the roof is one red brick chimney and three skylight
windows. The shape of the two dormer windows is a gable with return. The roof trim on the
gable end of the house is a plain boxed cornice and frieze with the eaves extending
partly around the corner. The eaves of the roof are a boxed cornice with frieze and
brackets. Special features of the roof trim include three additional gables having stick
work underneath. The windows in front are one sash fixed windows with two sash, double
hung windows as side panels. The majority of the windows along the sides of the house are
two sash, double hung windows, with screens in front. The main door is composed almost
entirely of glass. Straight cement stairs leads to a porch enclosed with wood and glass
and supported by square wooden posts addition building features includes a porch in back.

P5a. Photograph or Drawing (Photograph required for
buildings, structures, and objects.)

*P3b. Resource Attributes:
(List attributes and codes)
Single Family Residence
*P4.
Resources Present: 
Building Structure Object
Site District Element of
District Other (Isolates, etc.)
P5b. Description of Photo: (view,
date, accession #)
Front
Façade,
07/17/07
*P6. Date
Constructed/Age
and
Source:

Historic
 Prehistoric
 Both
c. 1870-1880
*P7. Owner and Address:
*P8. Recorded by: (Name,
affiliation, and address)
Kevin Tokunaga
City of Campbell Museum
51 N. Central Ave.
*P9. Date Recorded: 5/1986
*P10. Survey Type: (Describe)
Inventory Update

*P11. Report Citation: (Cite
survey report and other sources, or enter "none.") 1977-78 Survey. Susan Blake, Frank Blaine,
Jack Burns, Bob and Lois Ferro and Geraldine Lloyd Hicks.
*Attachments: NONE
Location Map Continuation Sheet
 Building, Structure, and Object
Record Archaeological Record
District Record
Linear Feature Record
Milling Station
Record Rock Art Record Artifact Record Photograph Record
 Other (List):

DPR 523A (1/95)

*Required information

mN

State of California — The Resources Agency
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD
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HRI#

Primary #

*NRHP Status Code
2 *Resource Name or # (Assigned by recorder)

B1. Historic Name:
B2. Common Name:

J.C. Ainsley House (first home)
J. C. Ainsley House (No. 1)

B3. Original Use:
Residence
B4. Present Use:
Residence
*B5. Architectural Style: Queen Anne Cottage (c. 1880’s-1900)
*B6. Construction History: (Construction date, alterations, and date of alterations)
Estimated to be built, 1870’s. New roof added in 1983; Bay windows removed.
*B7. Moved?
 No
Yes
Unknown
*B8. Related Features: Garage, trees

Date:

Original Location:

B9a. Architect:
Unknown
b. Builder:
*B10. Significance: Theme Social/Education
Area
Period of Significance

Unknown

Property Type

Applicable Criteria

(Discuss importance in terms of historical or architectural context as defined by theme,
period, and geographic scope. Also address integrity.)
This is the home J.C. Ainsley lived in when he first came to Campbell. He experimented with
canning in a shed out back. Ainsley later owned a local cannery, with export of fruit to
England, a major revenue. He sold the house to Lucy Smith, who later sold it to John Lund.
The Campbell Union Grammar School District purchased the property from the Lund family in
1921. The house was moved to the back of the grammar school property facing Winchester Blvd.,
to make way for the new school building. It was rented for $25 per month to the first new
principal, believed to be Ernest Cuthbertson. The district sold the home in 1930 to the only
bidder, Antone Ferro, the school custodian and volunteer fireman. He moved the house to its
present location in 1933 using horses, a capstan and a system of 12 foot long wooden skids
with short wooden rollers rather than a wheeled vehicle. This method of house moving was
common in Campbell, because it allowed the structures to be maneuvered through the orchards.
Barry Shilman and Susan Blake bought the house in 1977, and added a half-story in 1983. This
was originally a one story house without an attic. The house received historical designation
in April of 1989.
B11.

Additional Resource Attributes: (List attributes and codes)

*B12. References:
B13.

Remarks:

*B14. Evaluator: See P8
*Date of Evaluation: See P9

(This space reserved for official comments.)

DPR 523A (1/95)

*Required information

Remodeling
of the Historic
J.C. Ainsley House (No 1)
Second Floor Bathroom
84 North 3rd Street
Campbell, CA

Project Evaluation

Prepared For Barry Shilman
and Susan Blake
84 North 3rd Street
Campbell, CA 95008
Date: 5/28/22

84 North 3rd Street
Campbell, CA

SUMMARY OF THE PROJECT
The owners of this property would like to remodel their existing upper-floor bathroom so that
they can use a standard walk-in shower. The ceiling in this small room is sloped and runs the
entire length of the room, starting at the south wall about 4’-8” from the floor level and
continuing in at an approximate 32-degree angle upward until transitioning into the narrow
8’-0” foot ceiling that is only 30” from the room above. Because of the room's existing
plumbing configuration and its restricted sloped ceiling, any remodeling of the internal space
necessitates raising the ceiling.
The proposed design meets this requirement by raising the east and west interior wall plates
to a new height of 7’-6” and extending the room's other existing walls to form a new gable
roof above. The apex of the ceiling height is set just high enough to fit three small casement
wood windows in the wall space between the new gable end soffits and the plane of the
original roof below. The proposed new roof addition has also been limited to the area of the
existing roof that was extensively structurally modified during the 1983 home expansion to
add the new roof skylight windows (refer to Figure 2) and the front and rear gable end roofs.
The proposed new roof addition is on the south side of the home, and the wall face that may
be visible from the public sidewalk is approximately 35 feet away and should be obscured
from obvious view by the foliage of the two large trees in front of the home. All of the
building materials, as well as the style and methods used to construct this small roof addition,
are appropriate in design and vary enough to distinguish the new addition from the original
historic home and the previous renovation addition to the home.
Barry Shilman and Susan Blake bought the home in 1977 and added a half-story room
addition beneath the original roof of the home in the attic space in 1983. Three new upper
floor dormers capped with gable roofs were added as part of this home expansion: one at the
back to access a small open deck area placed within the hip roof and below the gable end of
this addition and the second at the front of the home above the roof cornice and the primary
entrance porch below. Both additions' ridge lines were set above the home's original flat roof
to follow the pitch of the original roof below, and the third extended the ridge of the existing
hip roof of the north gable roof below. In addition to adding all of the internal structural
modifications required to strengthen the existing building and roof areas of the home for the
new upper floor level, staircase, upper bathroom, and storage closet area, five new skylight
windows were also added to let natural light into the new upper floor space.
In 1991, the owners added a small 250-square-foot room addition to the back of the home to
reposition and expand their kitchen, as well as to increase the size of their existing master
bedroom located on the first floor. This also allowed them to expand the small upper floor
roof deck that had been built during the home's 1983 expansion.
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Figure 1: Architectural exterior elevations depicting the new roof dormer to be added to the
south roof face in the location where the 3 skylight windows were added.
DESCRIPTION OF HISTORIC RESOURCE
The 1st Ainsley Home, located at 84 North Third Street in Campbell, was built in 1874 as a
small Queen Anne Style cottage. It was J.C. Ainsley's first home. He purchased it in 1887. It
was originally located on a 7-1/2-acre site at the northeast corner of Winchester and
Campbell Avenue. Ainsley experimented with canning fruit in a shed on the ranch while still a
bachelor. The Campbell Union Grammar School District purchased the property in 1921. To
make way for the new school building, the district relocated the home to the back of the
property. The home was sold in 1930 to the only bidder, Antone Ferro, a school janitor, who
moved it to its current location in 1933.
The rectangular-shaped home at 84 North 3rd Street includes the primary residence at the
front of the lot and a small detached wood-framed single-car garage structure located in the
northeast corner at the back of the home. The site contains a variety of mature trees,
including two 30-inch pines and one 54-inch redwood tree designated as a Heritage Tree
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under Section 21.32.130 of the City's Tree Protection Regulations, as well as other mature
trees of varying size and species.

Figure 3: Picture taken of the three existing bath room skylight windows added during the
1983 upper floor expansion and the general location where the new dormer gable end roof
addition is proposed.
This historic home's ground floor is based on a simple compound form and was originally built
as a single-story structure capped with a hip roof with two gable ends, one at the front and
one at the left side of the home, with the hip roof planes terminating at the very top into a
narrow flat roof. Two shallow sloped raised hip roof porches are attached to the building
below the cornice and frieze band that wraps around the structure below the primary roof,
one serving as the primary covered entrance at the front of the home and the other at the
north side at the rear of the home. Each is supported by square posts with open guard railings
and vertically spaced boards set parallel to the top and bottom rails. To add more definition
to the primary entrance to the home, a decorative spandrel with turned wood spindles is
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placed between the two posts at the top of the porch stair landing. A brick walkway beneath
these stairs connects to the public sidewalk in front of the home.
The building is clad in v-grooved lapboard siding with accent treatments of octagonal wood
shingles, and the roof is made of asphalt composition shingle. The flat roof on top is a
conventional built-up roof system. The size and type of windows used on the first floor vary.
The windows on the front elevation of the home appear to be centrally placed within the
interior of each room and arranged in groups of three—a larger fixed sash wood window
flanked on each side by operable double-hung wood sash windows and divided into
elongated rectangular and square-shaped individual window panes. The windows on the
upper floor gable end dormer room addition are similar but smaller in size, and the two
operable windows have been replaced with operable casement windows. Like the windows
below, the upper part of these windows is divided into individual panes, but they are square
in shape. A small rectangular jalousie window is centered above the triangular wall space.
Beyond the trim around the windows, the walls are clad in octagonal wood shingles that
match the profile used below.

Figure 2: Picture taken of the front of the home from North 3rd Street. The dormer located
above the horizontal boxed cornice above the front porch was added to the home as part of
the 1983 upper floor expansion
Project Evaluation
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The front dormer, built in 1983 (refer to Figure 3), appears to replicate many of the original
architectural details found on the original home, including the use of materials and their
assembly, whereas the rear dormer is less ornate and more identifiable as a home addition
due to its more simplistic design. The rear dormer wall has been set back to provide weather
protection for the small roof deck that was constructed at the time. This floor level has access
to the deck through three French doors (one operable and two fixed). Under the overhanging
gable roof, a small rectangular jalousie window is placed above, with fixed triangular-shaped
windows on either side. The two are separated by a very narrow course of octagonal shingles.
This upper glazing assembly and use of octagonal shingles below are similar to the north
gable roof.
Even though it uses some of the same materials and architectural features as the original
historic home, the 1991 room addition at the back of the home makes it easy to tell the
difference between the old and the new design. The use of a vertical board to define the line
of demarcation between the two wall areas; the selection of wood sash windows that don’t
replicate the original windows of the home; and the use of parapet walls above the narrow
composition shingle course band above the roof cornice of the first floor all help distinguish
the new addition from the original historic fabric of the home.
Other features include gingerbread gable end trim ornaments in a radiating fan cutout
pattern with applied rosettes; a half-round fixed stained-glass window with rosettes applied
to its trim board; widely spaced corbel frieze brackets beneath the boxed cornice; and a brick
fireplace chimney extending from the lower roof edge on the north façade of the building.
Records show that the home was designated as a landmark in the Historic Resource Inventory
in 1989. As a result, this property appears to be eligible for listing in the California Register of
Historical Resources (CRHR), which requires that any proposed addition meet the Secretary of
the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (the Standards).
THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS FOR THE TREATMENT OF HISTORIC
PROPERTIES
The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties are common
sense historic preservation principles in non-technical language. They promote historic
preservation best practices that will help to protect our nation’s irreplaceable cultural
resource These Standards offer a series of concepts about maintaining, repairing, and
replacing historic materials, as well as designing new additions and making alterations.
The Guidelines, on the other hand, offer general design and technical recommendations to
assist in applying the Standards to a specific property. Together, they provide a framework
and guidance for decision-making about alterations and/or changes that are to be made to
historic properties.

M. SANDOVAL ARCHITECTS, INC.
Date 5/28/22
Page: 5

Project Evaluation

84 North 3rd Street

Campbell, CA

APPLYING THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS EVALUATION
The ten standards are evaluated below.
1. A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that requires
minimal change to the defining characteristics of the building and its site and environment.
Standard 1: Although the proposed design does add a new dormer to the existing roof of the
home, it is small and placed on the south side elevation of the home. It is also at a significant
distance from the primary street elevation away from view, and within the area of the
existing roof that had been previously modified in 1983 to install three existing skylights.
Since the proposed project requires only a minimal change to the existing roof area the
building’s character and defining features in addition to its site and/or its environment should
not be affected by this change. Therefore, the project appears to conforms to this Standard.
2. The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of
historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be
avoided.
Standard 2: The proposed project does not remove any historic materials or features that
specifically characterize this property or diminish and/or obscure its historic defining features.
Therefore, the project appears in conformance with the above Standard.
3. Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Changes
that create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or
architectural elements from other buildings, shall not be undertaken.
Standard 3: The proposed project does not propose features that could create a false sense of
historic development or add other more conjectural design elements. The design for the new
roof addition does draw on the previous roof additions compositionally, but stops short of
trying to mimic or replicate them or superimpose stylistically elements that are incompatible
with the original home. In doing so, the project under consideration appears to conform with
the above Standard.
4. Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance
in their own right shall be retained and preserved.
Standard 4: This standard is not applicable since none of the recent alterations and additions
found to have acquired any historic significance in their own right.
5. Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques of fine craftsmanship that
characterize a property will be preserved.
Project Evaluation
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Standard 5: This standard does not applicable because the proposed addition is located in an
area of the building where no such distinctive features exist.
6. Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of
deterioration requires replacements of a distinctive feature, the new feature will match the
old in design, color, texture and other visual qualities and, where possible, materials.
Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by documentary, physical, or
pictorial evidence.
Standard 6: This standard does not apply because the home has been restored and
impeccably maintained over the years by the present owners and the proposed new roof
addition will be located in an area of the building where no such features exist or are in need
of repair.
7. Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to historic
materials shall not be used. The surface cleaning of structures, if appropriate, shall be
undertaken using the gentlest means possible.
Standard 7: This standard is not applicable. The proposed project does not include chemical
or physical treatments to the historic property. Any measures taken to clean the existing
historic fabric will use the gentlest means possible.
8. Significant archaeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and
preserved. If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures will be undertaken.
Standard 8: Archaeological resources are outside the scope of this assessment.
9. New additions, exterior alterations or related new construction will not destroy historic
materials, features and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new work
will be differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the historic materials,
features, size, scale and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and
its environment.
Standard 9: The project does not propose the removal of historic materials or features that
specifically characterize this property. The new roof addition is designed in a manner that
clearly delineates the old from the new areas of the home and is designed in a manner that is
both compatible in scale and massing so as to not diminish the historical character or the
integrity of this resource. In doing so, the project conforms with the intent of this Standard.
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10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a
manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic
property and its environment would be unimpaired.
Standard 10: The new roof addition is designed in such a way that if it were to be removed
sometime in the future, such an undertaking could be possible without destroying the
essential form or the integrity of this historic property. Since the proposed addition is
localized within the roof area any void created as a result of its removal, could easily be
reframed—thus returning the original roof form back to its original. As a possible option if so,
elected by a future owner of this property, it appears that the project conforms with the
intent of this Standard.
CONCLUSION
To summarize the from the above Standards: Standards, 4, 5,6, 7, and 8 are not applicable to
the proposed project. The remaining Standards 1, 2,3,9 and 10 are applicable to this project
and for the reasons as stated above, the project appears to comply with the intent of these
Standards, and should not have a substantial or an adverse change in its significance as a
historic resource per the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements.
QUALIFICATIONS
MARK SANDOVAL, AIA, meets the professional qualification requirement for both Architect
and Historic Architect used by the National Park Service and as published in the Code of
Federal Regulations, 36 CFR Part 61; has been licensed to practice in the State of California
since 1993; and is registered as Public Works Contractor with State of California Department
of Public Relations. He is a Professional Member of the American Institute of Architects and
has served as a past member of the Board of Directors for the Santa Clara Chapter of the
American Institute of Architects. Mark has served on the Planning Commission for the City of
Larkspur, the Historic Preservation Board for the City of Campbell, and the Historical
Commission for the City of Los Altos. He has also had the privilege to lecture before a number
of undergraduate classes offered by the Urban Studies Program Department at Stanford
University as a guest speaker.
Mr. Sandoval also has extensive experience in repurposing historical buildings and utilizes the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, the State of
California’s Historic Building Code, and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) in the
performance of all historic preservation-related projects. Clients include the City of Los Altos,
City of Belvedere, City of Capitola, City of Campbell, City of Mountain View, and
Redevelopment Agency of the City of San José, in addition to private groups and organizations
such as the Los Altos Community Foundation, the Los Altos History Museum, the Farrington
Foundation, and the Community of Rossmoor at Walnut Creek.
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Item No. 4

MEMORANDUM
To:

Chair Foulkes and Board Members

From:

Daniel Fama, Senior Planner

City of Campbell

Planning Division

Date: June 22, 2022

Subject: Earthquake Brace + Bolt (EBB) Program
The California Earthquake Brace + Bolt program is a grant program that provides
eligible California homeowners up to $3,000 toward a residential code-compliant
seismic retrofit. The purpose is to help homeowners lessen the potential for damage to
their houses during an earthquake by "bracing" the crawl space, when necessary, and
"bolting" the foundation to the house’s frame. The program also offers an additional
supplemental grant to help low-income homeowners (income up to $72,080 per
household) that may pay for up to 100% of the cost of a seismic retrofit, as funding
permits. The program is administered by the California Residential Mitigation Program
(CRMP) at the following website: https://www.earthquakebracebolt.com. Grant
applications are accepted during a specified application window every year. This year's
application window is closed.
The Board may discuss how to publicize this program to Campbell's historic property
owners so that they may be ready to submit an application when the 2023 application
window opens. For instance, the City could create a simple website, such as the
following examples:
 https://www.woodsidetown.org/building/earthquake-brace-and-bolt-program
 https://www.arcadiaca.gov/news_detail_T41_R93.php
 https://www.sanjoseca.gov/your-government/departments-offices/planningbuilding-code-enforcement/building-division/building-handouts-andforms/earthquake-brace-bolt-program
The CRMP has also published free marketing materials that may be used by the City in
its outreach efforts: https://ebbtools.com/

Item 5
City of Campbell
Suggested Mills Act Additions

Date:

Rev 3.21.22 (V4)

To:

HPB members and Daniel Fama

From: Mills Act Subcommittee – Susan Blake and Todd Walter
3.18.20 ‐ The subcommittee reviewed a number of different Mills Act programs throughout California Cities and
the following are items this subcommittee suggests being included in the revised City of Campbell Mills Act
Program.
2.15.21 – Based on our board meeting of 9.29.20 the board members provided input which is included in the
following document.
3.12.22 – The following are updates based on discussions with the Mills Act subcommittee.
3.21.22 – The following are updates based on discussions with the Mills Act subcommittee.
1. Fees: Although the fee should be developed by the city most fees, we found were around $1,000 and one as
high as $4,000. Some cities required an annual fee to manage the contract per property. Campbell may want
to include a fee for the 5 yr. inspection or other city required services to maintain each Mills Act contract.
9.29.20 HPB Response: Yes, a fee should be included but there was discussion if the current fee of $1,592 was
too high, adequate or too low. It was tabled to discuss another day.
3.12.22: Final fee amount shall be determined by the city.
3.21.22: ITEM CLOSED; no further discussion required.

2. Application deadline: Many cities had one or two times a year when the Mills Act application was due. We
suggest implementing a similar approach but Campbell will need to review their typical staffing requirements
to determine what time each year would be the most appropriate for a due date, along with how this will
impact time for HPB and City Council to review the application.
9.29.20 HPB Response: Yes, a deadline would be appropriate. It was suggested maybe two a year.
3.12.22: This item shall be determined by the city.
3.21.22: ITEM CLOSED; no further discussion required.

3. FAQ: Many cities had FAQ and we suggest including this in the program to assist owners. One specific item to
include is a statement that depending how long the applicant has owned the property their prop 13 taxes will
be lower than the Mills Act calculation therefore, applying for this program is not warranted.
9.29.20 HPB Response: Yes, HPB agrees with this suggestion and the subcommittee will work up a list of FAQs
for review.
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3.12.22: see attached list.
3.21.22: see attached revised list.

4. Contract Duration: Most cities listed a 10‐year contract with the automatic renewal so that the contract was
always a 10‐year duration. One city set the limit to 15 years max. Campbell and their legal team should
review this item and determine what is appropriate that still meets the Mills Act requirements.
9.29.20 HPB Response: This topic is an ongoing discussion. Some members feel the duration should be based
on the project list submitted by the applicant so there is a sunset on the contract. Further discussion will be
needed to finalize this item.
3.12.22: we feel all new contracts shall be limited to 10 years. If an existing Mills Act applicant would like to
renewal their contract after 10 years, they will have to reapply for a new contract???
3.21.22: Is this acceptable to allow for a renewal and same fee to reapply or a reduced fee?

5. HRI/Register: All cities required the property to be designated in order to apply for the Mills Act.
9.29.20 HPB Response: Yes, HPB agrees with this requirement.
3.21.22: ITEM CLOSED; no further discussion required.

6. Approval process: Most cities require the application to be submitted to planning for review. Once planning
completed their review and found it was acceptable there was a public hearing to review the application. This
occurred either at the historic commission or some cities had this occur at the city council level with no
historic commission review. Some cities required a pre‐inspection with the applicant and the city within a few
weeks after the application is submitted. This appears to assist the owner and the city to determine if the
proposed scope of work meets the Mills Act intent and the cities intent prior to reviewing or approving the
application. We feel the pre‐inspection is a good idea and will assist everyone by setting a base line of what
the property looks like and the most appropriate items to be rehabilitated. It also makes sense to continue
with our current process which requires the applicant to submit to the planning department, they review for
completeness and accuracy, then HPB reviews via a public hearing and then the final recommendation goes to
the planning commission and then city council for their review and final approval.
9.29.20 HPB Response: Yes, HPB agrees with this suggestion and the pre‐inspection process.
3.12.22: See attached proposed scoring sheet, etc…as an appendix item.
3.21.22: This item does not require a scoring sheet. It just requires a written statement that outlines the
approval process and the anticipated duration of time for each step so the applicant understands how long
the process may take.
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7. Requirements/Conditions of Approval: Most cities cite the work to be done shall follow the Secretary of
Interiors Standards and they did not list specific elements like the Campbell application. Most cities also
indicate the work shall cover health and safety items such as foundations, roofing, electrical, plumbing and
mechanical but not in any great detail. We suggest following this similar approach and remove our current
project specific list from the application.
Some cities also included a requirement regarding the max value of the property. Houses could not exceed
$1.5m and commercial properties could not exceed $3m. We may or may not want to include such similar
language.
9.29.20 HPB Response: Yes, HPB agrees and sub‐committee to work up a list but not too specific for further
review by HPB.
3.12.22: See attached proposed list of acceptable items.
3.21.22: See attached proposed list of acceptable items.

8. Priority consideration: Most cities indicated the following would be the priority for consideration and we
suggest following these items as well.
1. Structure in danger of deterioration or structural upgrades requiring substantial rehabilitation.
2. Financial assistance.
3. Additions do not qualify for program, so do not submit this type of work.
4. _____________________________________________________________________________
5. _____________________________________________________________________________
9.29.20 HPB Response: Yes, HPB agrees. Need to work on the final consideration list for HPB and City Council
to review. Include Life/Safety issues as a consideration. Subcommittee to work up initial list to review.
3.12.22: See attached proposed list????
3.21.22: Develop priority items 1,2 and 3. Todd?????

9. Rehabilitation / Maintenance Work Plan: All cities had some sort of a requirement to include a plan
indicating the proposed work, when it will be completed and a professional cost estimate. Some cities also
require photos of the structure and the areas of proposed work. They also required a site plan and some
required proof that all previous and current permits were closed.
9.29.20 HPB Response: Yes, HPB agrees with this suggestion.
3.12.22: See attached proposed plan.
3.21.22: Develop work plan outline similar to the document the city gave to the current Mills Act contracts
to fill out for the audit. Todd to develop.

10. Oversite/Accountability: As noted above some cities require a pre‐inspection as part of the application
process. Most cities require annual reports from the owner and periodic inspections at 5‐year intervals. One
city required inspections every 2 years up to 10 years and then every 5 years after the first 10 years. We
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suggest a pre‐inspection, annual reports with photos and receipts for completed work and inspections every
5 years.
9.29.20 HPB Response: Yes, HPB agrees and the contract should include a pre‐inspection, annual documents
from the applicant and a 5‐year inspection at a minimum.
3.12.22: See attached proposed documents and forms?????
3.21.22: Will the city and HPB require a form for this step? Or is a description in the application adequate?

11. What features does the contract cover (exterior / interior): All cities stated the Secretary of Interiors
Standards is the basis of the program and includes exterior and interior. We need to discuss if we agree the
interior should be included? Some cities stated that landscape was included but not costly rehabilitation.
We have a heritage tree program so we can address trees under this program and not include it in the
application process unless we feel the cost of the repairs and maintenance of the trees should be allowed in
the Mills Act? Again, we should discuss if we feel this is appropriate to include in our program.
9.29.20 HPB Response: HPB suggested we include the Heritage trees to the program and the contract should
address the exterior of the structure only. Interior features should only be considered if they constitute a
Life/Safety related issue.
3.21.22: THIS ITEM CLOSED. IT RELATES TO ITEM 7. SEE ITEM 7.

12. Is an architectural/engineering report required: One city required this report if structural repairs were
included in the application. We suggest the applicant include a letter stating if any structural repairs are
included and they would submit plans and calculations to the building department as required to receive a
permit if their Mills Act application was approved. This way they do not have to spend more money up front
to have an engineer prepare a report, unless the applicant has an engineer reviewing their property prior to
the application and request they provide a simple letter stating what they found. Then the applicant can
include this document in their application.
9.29.20 HPB Response: Yes, HPB agrees but it was suggested that the report is only required if the applicant
is selected then they would provide the report. This way they are not spending additional money if they are
not selected.
3.21.22: This item relates to item 7. Add verbiage under item 7 to address this condition.

13. Maximum number of contracts awarded per year: Some cities set a limit on the number of contracts they
would approve each year. This is open to discussion if Campbell should or needs to add this provision to the
program. Currently there are less than 10 contracts and not many owners have submitted an application
over the years so limiting contracts per year may not be necessary.
9.29.20 HPB Response: Yes, a cap would be ideal but since we have so little now it may be a decision by the
city council on how many will be allowed.
3.21.22: HPB would like to increase the allowed number of contracts but the city will ultimately decide how
many will be allowed.
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14. Pre‐application workshop requirement: Once city required the owners who were planning to submit an
application attend a 2‐hour workshop. We do not suggest adding this to our program, but the information
that would be provided at this workshop may be useful if we provided it on our website so potential
applicants can review.
9.29.20 HPB Response: No, not necessary.
3.21.22: ITEM CLOSED; no further discussion required.

15. Electronic submittal: Some cities had an online application process and others required the application to be
submitted via a thumb drive, DVD or other similar electronic process. We suggest implementing the latter so
Campbell can be “Green”, and the documents would already be archived and easy to access.
9.29.20 HPB Response: Yes, agreed.
3.21.22: ITEM CLOSED; no further discussion required.

16. Application package check‐off list: Most cities include an application check list to assist the applicants in
preparing and submitting the correct documents. We agree a check list should be included in our application.
9.29.20 HPB Response: Yes, this makes sense.
3.12.22: See attached list.
3.21.22: Review current 2014 check list and update accordingly.

17. Attachments: Once the above items have been discussed and we agree with the broad picture changes we
can then discuss detailed items such as the proper forms and attachments we want to include in the revised
application.
9.29.20 HPB Response: Yes, makes sense.
3.21.22: We recommend including the following items…
a. Documents on how we select applicants – priority consideration worksheet, ranking matrix, etc..
b. Project list that includes the Cost vs. Tax Savings. Similar form that was included in the June 2021
meeting agenda.
c. Mills Act contract.

18. Other:
1. Should we include language that the applicant should spend roughly equal to or exceed the property tax
savings?
2. ?
3. ?
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9.29.20 HPB Response: Suggest reviewing potential costs and savings on a typical application to see what
the true costs are. This would also help the city council understand the benefits of this program to
homeowners and the city.
3.12.22 – Include a copy of the Mills Act contract so the applicants can review the requirements. Also,
should we limit the tax savings allowed per year? City of Oakland has this requirement and it is $25,000
/yr. The city of Monrovia requires an electrical safety inspection, should we require this?
3.21.22 – In addition to the above, we recommend a penalty to properties on the HRI that purposely
modify their structures such that the structure loses it historic quality and is removed from the HRI.
Similar language should be included in the Mills Act contract.

End of Document
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#3 ‐ Mills Act FAQ

**Draft revision 3/22/22

Who may apply for a Mills Act contract? ** Any property owner whose home is listed on the
City’s Historic Resource Inventory as a Structure of Merit or Landmark property.
What is the Historic Resource Inventory? ** The City of Campbell’s Historic Resource
Inventory includes City Council designated historic properties that have significant historical
value to the City.
How does a property owner get onto the Historic Resource Inventory? ** Adding a resource
to the eligible resource list may be initiated by the Historic Preservation Board, the City Council,
Civic Improvement Commission, Planning Commission, Community Development Director or
the property owner (s) of the resource for which nomination is proposed. (Historic
Preservation Ordinance 21.33.050)
What are the benefits of having a Mills Act contract on the home? ** Substantial property tax
reduction. Mills Act contract follows the property. The contract can be transferred to a change
in ownership if contract is in effect. Reduced maintenance costs. The cost to maintain a
qualified historic property is reduced by leveraging property tax savings.

How can an applicant find out how much tax savings they will receive?
When the application is submitted, the City and County will help to determine.
Depending on how long the applicant has owned the property, it may be under Prop.13 and
taxes would be lower than the Mills Act calculations.
When can a property owner apply for a Mills Act contract? **Property owners can apply
twice yearly: January or June.
How long does the contract last? ** Contracts last for a period of ten years. Property owners
can then reapply, at a reduced fee rate, if needed.
Are there any drawbacks to having the Mills Act contract? ** If a property owner does
unpermitted work or work that damages or changes the architectural integrity of the house, a
fine may be issued.
What is the application fee? ** Currently $1,500. (to be determined by city.)
Do additions qualify under the Mills Act? No.
Do solar panels qualify under the Mills Act? No.

What does qualify under the Mills Act? Various exterior maintenance and repair projects. An
applicant can review the proposed Conditions of Approval list within a sample contract from
the City.
Are there any guidelines available? Yes, the City of Campbell Historic Design Guidelines For
Residential Buildings, available on line through the Planning Department.
How are Mills Act contacts monitored? Property owners are required to submit yearly
documentation with copies of receipts for work completed to Santa Clara County and the City
of Campbell. The City will use the owners 10 ‐year Work Plan and make on site visits at least
two times during the 10‐year interval.

#6 ‐ Mills Act Approval Process

Draft 5.11.22

During the Mills Act approval process there are a few steps that will occur before a property
can receive the tax benefit. The following outlines the steps and approximate timelines.
1. Application – once a property owner confirms their property is on the HRI inventory and
is eligible for the Mills Act program the owner fills out the city approved application and
submits the required documents to the Planning Department. Once the city receives
the application it takes approximately XXXX /days or weeks for an internal review to
confirm the application packet is complete and correct.
2. Pre‐Inspection – As part of the application process the city and the property owner will
meet on site to review the proposed list of projects that was included in the application
to confirm the list is correct and contains enough details to justify the application. This
process will take approximately XXXX /days or weeks to complete.
3. Public Hearing – once the application and pre‐inspection has been completed the
application is submitted to the Historic Preservation Board (HPB) for a public hearing to
confirm the proposed project list is valid and to receive the HPB recommendations to
approve the application. Once the HPB makes the recommendation to approve the
application is sent to the Planning Commission for their review and approval. This
process will take approximately XXXX/days or weeks to complete.
4. Planning Commission – once the HPB makes the recommendation to approve the
application it is sent to the Planning Commission for their review and approval prior to
the City Council final approval. This process will take approximately XXXX/days or
weeks to complete.
5. City Council – once the Planning Commission approves the application it is sent to City
Council for a final review and their approval or denial. This process will take
approximately XXXX/days or weeks to complete.
6. Contracts – once the City Council approves the application the city and city attorney
draft the contracts for the applicant to sign. Once signed the contract/application (?) is
sent to the County for implementation. This process will take approximately XXXX/days
or weeks to complete.

CITY OF WHITTIER
13230 Penn Street,
Whittier, CA 90602-1772
Phone (562) 567-9320 Fax (562) 567-2872
www.cityofwhittier.org

OVERVIEW OF MILLS ACT CONTRACT APPLICATION PROCESS
This general overview shows the basic steps of the Mills Act application process. The time periods indicated are approximate and can vary
depending staff case load, hearing scheduling constraints your responsiveness to staff requests for information and other unforeseen variables.

#6 - Mills Act
Process
EXAMPLE

SUBMIT APPLICATION

30-DAY
REVIEW
PERIOD

APPLICATION
COMPLETE?

NO

YES

4-6
WEEKS

HISTORIC RESOURCES
COMISSION REVIEW
RECOMMENDATION TO
CITY COUNCIL

CITY COUNCIL HEARING
4-6
WEEKS

AGGREEMENT APPROVED
OR DENIED
(DECISION FINAL)

PROCESS COMPLETE

O:\Planning\B - Administrative\Applications, Forms & Handouts\2010, Forms & Applications
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#7 ‐ Suggestions for revised List of Conditions for Approval

Draft Suggestions
3/12/22

Qualifying projects must be related to exterior work only, unless otherwise noted below.

Two Primary Categories
1. Structural Integrity

2. Exterior Architectural Integrity

Examples:

Examples:

Foundations
Roofing
Seismic Retrofit
Dry Rot
Drainage
Stairs and steps
Plumbing and electrical
Bearing or structural walls
Chimney repair
Reframing of damaged walls, posts,
porches, garages or other similar structures
or features

Windows and doors replacement or repairs
Porches (what about them?)
Fences and gates (should we? Historic item?)
Garages
Driveways (should we? Historic item?)
Siding
Painting
Wood trim repair and painting
Waterproofing of siding, windows, etc…

Secondary Category
Examples:
Insulation
Heating and Air Conditioning
Protected trees ( *Tree Ordinance) (discussion)
Interior work that constitutes a Life/Safety issue
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Additional Items to Consider:
City of Campbell
Mills Act Historic Property 1. Items that include roofing, foundation / structural work,
water proofing, etc...Items that will save the structure.
Tax Incentive Program
2. Landmark properties not in a designated historic district.
3. Unique structures or one of a kind.

APPLICATION SUPPLEMENTAL FORM #1
Priority Consideration Worksheet

The following four criteria are used by the Mills Act Historic Property Contract Historic
Preservation Board to evaluate each contract application and to prioritize and rank them.
Please use this form to explain why or how your historic resource and property
s h o u l d be c o n s i d e r e d a p r i o r i t y , a t t a c h a d d i t i o n a l s h e e t (s) i f needed;
or you may use an alternate format provided it responds to the criteria listed below.
A higher ranking will be given to those applications that demonstrate that
entering into a Mills Act Historic Property Contract will result in the greatest
n u m b e r o r value of improvements t o the historic resource and property thereby
resulting in the greatest benefit to the public.
Explain what improvements are proposed for the historic resource and property
and how you believe that completing those improvements will be a public benefit:

A higher ranking will be given to those applications that demonstrate that
entering into a Mills Act Historic Property Contract will substantially reduce the threat
to the historic resource and property of demolition, deterioration, abandonment,
and/or general neglect.
Explain the physical state of the historic resource and property and how you believe
the proposed improvements will prevent the demolition, deterioration, abandonment
and general neglect of the historic resource and property:

City of Campbell
Mills Act Historic Property
Tax Incentive Program
A higher ranking will be given to those applications that demonstrate, in cases of
economic hardship, that entering into a Mills Act Historic Property Contract will
result in the preservation and maintenance of a historic resource and property.
Explain how you believe you have, or qualify as having, an economic hardship:

(Applicant shall provide copies of their most recent tax return and must have a family income considered
“low” based on the state guideline to justify a hardship)

A higher ranking will be given to those applications that demonstrate the highest
percentage of the tax savings being used to finance the property maintenance and
improvements. (What minimum % should be the baseline for this criteria????)
Describe what percentage of the estimated tax savings you intend to reinvest into
the property and structure to finance the improvements:

#8 ‐ Mills Act Ranking Information

Draft 5.11.22

(NOTE: SHOULD THIS BE USED WHEN MULTIPLE PROPERTIES ARE VYING FOR A SINGLE
CONTRACT, OR SHOULD ALL APPLICANTS BE REQUIRED TO BE RANKED AND A MINIMUM POINT
LEVEL NEEDS TO BE ACHIEVED IN ORDER FOR THE APPLICANT TO BE CONSIDERED?)
As part of the application approval process when multiple applicants are applying for a single
contract, a weighted point system selection criteria shall be used where five points (0‐5) could
be granted for Criteria No. 1, No. 2, and No. 4 each, and up to one point for Criteria No. 5 as
outlined below. An application could receive up to 16 points using this methodology. Attached
is a ranking matrix to be used as part of the application approval process.
A comparison table, included, shall be used by the applicant to identify the proposed work,
proposed cost, estimated property tax savings (annual and over a 10‐year period), and the
percentage of savings reinvested into the property (cost ÷ savings). This information will be
used to evaluate the applications with regard to Criteria No. 1 (number and/or value of
improvements) and No. 4 (percentage of tax savings used to finance improvements).
•

Criteria No. 1 (5 points): A higher ranking will be given to those applications that
demonstrate that entering into a Mills Act Historic Property Contract will result in the
greatest number or value of improvements to the historic property thereby resulting in the
greatest benefit to the public.

•

Criteria No. 2 (5 points): A higher ranking will be given to those applications that
demonstrate that entering into a Mills Act Historic Property Contract will substantially
reduce the threat to the historic property of demolition, deterioration, abandonment, and/or
general neglect.

•

Criteria No. 3 (1 point): A higher ranking will be given to those applications that
demonstrate, in cases of economic hardship, that entering into a Mills Act Historic Property
Contract will result in the preservation and maintenance of a historic property.

•

Criteria No. 4 (5 points): A higher ranking will be given to those applications that
demonstrate the highest percentage of tax savings being used to finance the property
maintenance and improvements.
With regard to Criteria No. 4 (percentage of tax savings used to finance improvements), the
potential points are based on a numerical spectrum at 10% intervals:
• 90%‐100% of savings reinvested = 5 points
• 80%‐89% of savings reinvested = 4 points
• 70%‐79% of savings reinvested = 3 points
• 60%‐69% of savings reinvested = 2 points
• 50%‐59% of savings reinvested = 1 point
• 49% or less than savings reinvested = 0 points

#8 ‐ Priority Consideration Worksheet Ranking Matrix

Property

????

????

????

????

Criteria No. 1
(5 Points)

Criteria No. 2
(5 Points)

Criteria No. 3
(1 Point)

" …greatest number or value
of improvements to the
historic property thereby
resulting in the greatest
benefit to the public."

"…will substantially reduce the
threat to the historic property
of demolition, deterioration,
abandonment, and/or general
neglect."

"…demonstrate, in cases of economic
hardship, that entering into a Mills
Act Historic Property Contract will
result in the preservation and
maintenance of a historic property."

Criteria No. 4
(5 Points)
"…demonstrate the highest
percentage of the tax savings
being used to finance the
property maintenance and
improvements."

Total
Point
score
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City of Campbell
Mills Act Historic Property
Tax Incentive Program

APPLICATION SUPPLEMENTAL FORM #2
Proposed Schedule and Plan for
Maintenance and Treatment of the Historic Property
Please list the proposed work to be done, the year(s) in which the work will be
commenced and completed, the type of work (maintenance, rehabilitation, new
construction, etc.), and the estimated cost of the work. Also, please attach information
to substantiate the cost estimates. You may use any format convenient to you, provided
the necessary information is included. Attach as many sheets as necessary.
Work Task

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

Type of
Work

Year
Commenced

Year
Completed

Estimated
Cost

16
Mills Act Historic Property
Tax Incentive Program

Additional items:
1. Termite condition report?
2. Title insurance report within 3-6
months of new ownership?

Submittal Requirements
The following must be submitted with your application:
______

1.

Application Form: Signed by the applicant and property owner

______

2.

Form #1 - Priority Consideration Worksheet

______

3.

Form #2 - Proposed Schedule and Plan for Maintenance and Treatment of
the Historic Property: Include a cost estimate for the work to be done and
information that substantiates the cost estimates.

______

4.

Form #3 - Property Tax Adjustment Worksheet

______

5.

Contribution Disclosure Form: Indicate on this form if any political financial
contributions have ever been provided to a sitting member of the Planning
Commission and/or City Council.

______

6.

Property Deed: Provide a copy of the current deed for the property, including
the legal description

______

7.

Site Plan: (drawn to scale)

______

8.

Photographs: Provide color photos documenting the interior and exterior of the
property (3x5 format). The exterior photos must show all elevations (sides) of the
structure(s) and all photos must be labeled with address and detailed description
of the photo content.

______

9.

Property Tax Bill: Provide a copy of the most recent property tax bill.

______

10.

Inclusion on City of Campbell’s Historic Inventory List (HRI): The property
must be listed on the HRI or be a designated landmark in order to apply for the
Mills Act Program.

______

11.

Filing Fee: $1,592.00

The staff planner who is on duty when your application is submitted will give the application a
cursory review for completeness. If any of the above items are not complete, the application will
not be accepted.

Rvsd. 6/24/14

