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Development Activities Meeting Report (Version: 06/24/2020) 

This report created by the Neighborhood Planner and included with staff reports to City Boards and/or Commissions. 

Logistics Stakeholders 

Project Name/Address: 601/603/605 E Carson St 
(Renovations) 

Groups Represented (e.g., specific organizations, 
residents, employees, etc. where this is evident): 
 

South Side Community Council 
Local Review Committee 
Area residents 
 
Applicant 
Other applicants from subsequent DAMs 
DCP staff 
 
 

Parcel Number(s): 3-F-48 

ZDR Application Number: N/A (subsequent to the DAM, 

an application was filed under DCP-ZDR-2022-02164) 

Meeting Location: Zoom 

Date: February 17, 2022 

Meeting Start Time: 6:00pm (overall meeting started at 
6pm, this project’s DAM started approx. 6:30pm)  

Applicant: Maria Wilson (Wilson Architecture & Design 
LLC); Peggy W. (one of owners) 

Approx. Number of Attendees: 26 

Boards and/or Commissions Request(s): HRC for renovations to the façade and building that are visible from the 
public right-of-way 

How did the meeting inform the community about the development project? 

Ex: Community engagement to-date, location and history of the site, demolition needs, building footprint and overall 

square footage, uses and activities (particularly on the ground floor), transportation needs and parking proposed, 

building materials, design, and other aesthetic elements of the project, community uses, amenities and programs. 

The three properties have been combined over the years. 601-603 E Carson St was originally a restaurant/bar (first 

floor), from approximately the 1910 era, with living quarters above. Owner (Peggy) recently purchased the building 

with her partners. The upper levels (apartments) were previously gutted and have been sitting vacant exposed to the 

studs for about 20 years. There is a tenant in 601 and 603, and partially in 605 in first floor. The first floor is currently 

occupied as a retail space with an occupancy certificate for 601-603.  

 

The proposal is to maintain the retail space at 601-603 and then providing three living units on the second and third 

floor total, with two units on the 2nd floor, and one on the third floor. The proposal is to have six additional living units 

in the 605 property. 

 

Showed historic photo from about 1938 that revealed a portion of the façade and gave context of architecture of the 

time. Most original elements are still in place on 601-603 building, though 605 building was modified at the ground 

level at one time.  Showed site plan, indicating building location, and how 605 does extend back to Cabot Way at the 

rear, and there is a small courtyard between 605, 603 and corner of Cabot and South 6th Street where there is another 

property owner.  

 

Showed existing photos of 601/603 on Carson Street façades. There are three entrances currently not in use: two 

commercial space entrances, and one that would be proposed entrance to upper residential levels. Propose to 

maintain storefront essentially as same but replace the three doors with a new paneled wood door for the apartment 
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entrance and a wood framed door with large glass pane for the commercial entrances with a fixed wood panel above. 

Propose to paint existing cornice, window and door casings, column and paneling per paint color scheme. Replace 

doors with the panels above them but maintaining the existing transom windows in those three locations. Repairing 

some flashing all in-kind in order to maintain building integrity. 

 

605 building: At one point, 605 mirrored the 607 E Carson St building to its right, and applicant intent is to bring it back 

to that appearance. Propose to remove deteriorated entry steps at both doors, remove the existing bulkhead into 

basement. Plan to remove flush steel door and small window that seem out of place and replace these with two new 

double hung windows to match windows above and mirror 607 E. Carson St. Plan to replace the door with the 

transoms with a new door and sidelights (so as to maintain an entrance into the building in order to provide access to 

the proposed six units in this building). Plan to install a new handicap-accessible ramp and stairs to main entrance for 

access to first floor-units. Paint doors, sidelights, cornice, ramp, window lintel, and apron per paint scheme.   

 

Showed proposed elevation and color scheme, which shows the two double-hung windows similar to 607, and new 

paint scheme for 601-603 facades, and the proposed ramp with black metal railing. 605 is recessed from 601-603, 

which allows ramp installation without ROW encroach. Remove existing graffiti, and repair any damage and loose 

flashings in kind. Showed east elevation of 601/603 and where ramp tucked in.  

  

6th street façade: at ground level, plan to prime and paint all exposed plywood, infill at windows, siding, trim, and white 

door per color scheme. Also painting the cornice and hope is to add a roof deck at rear portion of 601 behind the 

mansard roof. Parapet wall is 30 inches high so would see very little of railing, especially from street level. Repairing 

flashing, painting existing wood trim. All windows were replaced and previously approved by HRC when that work was 

done on second floor, and applicant is not planning to make any changes on that beyond repair some damaged glass, 

but not full replacement.  

 

Showed proposed façade with paint scheme for west elevation (6th Street). Insulation of roof deck in rear area – see a 

bit of railing sticking above parapet but from street level it would be masked by the parapet wall.  

 

Showed existing photos of building from back alley. There was an existing garage door and now road is 1 foot above 

the interior basement slab. So proposing to remove garage door and install a double steel door with a fixed panel, 

painted per color scheme, with space for tenant bike storage, personal belonging storage, and trash space. The garage 

space was of size to accommodate one small vehicle. Plan to parge the existing retaining wall to right of garage door.  

 

Windows on rear have been replaced. The upper windows were wrapped in aluminum trim, the first floor window has 

not, and so would do that to match upper windows.  

 

For 605 E. Carson courtyard: courtyard is only slightly visible from rear alley, not at all from 6th St or Carson St. There 

are three entrances into building: commercial entrance, entrance into apartments between front of 605 and rear of 

605, and black door (black door enters directly into one of units from the courtyard). Repair the existing side door, 

clean, prime, paint and provide new door hardware. Replace the existing common entry door and sidelight with a new 

wood door and sidelight, primed and painted. Replace the existing lintel and repair existing brick above. Only the 

existing paneled side door is visible from the alley. Unsure if there was at one point a tower added to connect the two 

buildings given nature of lintel and masonry.  

 

Showed west elevation for 601/603/605. Door to left with west elevation is being repaired and painted with new 

hardware. Door to right have to shore up lintel and install new door and sidelight.  
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Showed site plan to indicate where would wrap ramp through recessed space to enter 605.  

 

Input and Responses 

Questions and Comments from Attendees Responses from Applicants 

1930s photo is fun to see with the train car and little train 

station near it. Great to see it in its full former glory. 

Overall a sensitive approach and presentation. Some 

details we could touch on. Would be good to review 

windows on S 6th street side and remove plywood infills, 

but we understand where you are at the moment. 

 

We agree, that plywood infill would be phase 2 of project.  

Do you have documentation of window changes on upper 

floors previously?  

 
 
 

I do not, but did a search, and came up with HRC posting 
when that was approved. Wood window that is flat on 
exterior, but I do not have more details handy here.  

Unfortunate that in historic photo we don’t see view of 
605 building and what first floor might have been. Obvious 
changes. Piece of cornice as remnant.  
 
 

Owner thought that you [LRC member] might have history 
on that building 

We have history that entranceway between 605 and 607 
shared…A portion of that building façade fell off and came 
down on its own at one time, and they did a repair in kind.  

This is Peggy W, one of the owners. We didn’t get to see a 
picture of 607, which is what we’re trying to mirror. 
Clearly the front of 605 is not what was original, so we’re 
trying to have it mirror what 607 looks like. [showed 
streetview] 

There is a red cornice on left of 605, and hard to know if 
that was tacked on, or if 605 was changed and a storefront 
went in there, and other changes to make the flush door 
and window go in…something happened, multiple 
iterations. What to make of red cornice in this discussion?  

 

It looks like the brick on façade of 605 is not original if 
zoom in.  

Correct, it’s definitely a different brick.  

Yeah, can see patchwork of how rebuilt after part of 
façade came down. Something at 605 was different from 
607. Re: double hung windows you’re proposing, it would 
be interesting to see what is behind that cornice or what 
that meant, and would have been good to have photo of 
what looked like historically.  
 

Certainly, we can set railing back further on roof.  
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Questions and Comments from Attendees Responses from Applicants 

As far as ramp, it looks like it’s all on your property and 
sticks out no more than the adjacent stoop. We can get 
more into railing design details and all that. You’re on right 
track and just about tweaks here and there.  
 
We’re particular about rooftop decks. Would like to see 
another photo or two from corner or down street to be 
sure that the railing is inconspicuous and is blocked almost 
entirely by parapet. May have to adjust the setback a bit 
to make sure that’s the case. Looks like you get it.  

I want to applaud the presentation – very well prepared 
and well thought out. I have some familiarity with this 
building. There was a storefront there at one point, which 
was subsequent to 19th century building. Wasn’t clear 
from that elevation if you’re infilling new brick on that first 
floor?  

Intent is to remove existing door. Leave cornice in place, 
remove the door, maintain alignment with upper 
windows, some masonry work to match. Small window 
totally damaged and non-functional, needs to be replaced. 
Pick up on details of upper floors and on 607 to be more 
context-appropriate.  

Is this coming to LRC?   

Yeah I would encourage them to come, since very complex 
and detailed and first time seeing it 

 

That vestigial cornice might not bear any relevance to 
actual historic building and could be removed…not 
obligatory under guidelines, but might help you achieve 
your goals. You may be able to find a better brick match to 
the other brick on the building…the brick may be from the 
30s or 50s – it’s a harder face brick.  
Also have a comment related to the door transom and 
surrounding and we can follow up on that at LRC.  

Appreciate that.  

Yeah that vestige cornice is odd above double-hung 
windows like that. I’d suggest you remove it and/or do a 
three-bay window there or some bigger type of window 
that is different than 607. Nothing in guidelines says you 
have to match 607. Not unusual for sister buildings to 
change over time and one being a bit different due to 
something happening like a storefront etc. As presented, 
seems odd and playing both sides, so pick one and go in 
one direction.  

Appreciate your feedback.  

Other than painting the lower story, in those doorways, 
are there changes there? Are the doors being changed out 
where not operable? More glass for commercial doors, or 
just painting scheme? Trying to understand.  

We’re proposing to replace the two doors with what I’ll 
call three-quarter lights, which enter into commercial 
space. The 4-paneled door is to access residential units 
above. In historic image, it appears we’re inferring that 
there was a floor panel above the door, which we’re trying 
to replicate in that design we’ve proposed.  

Yeah sometimes those doors were full height and taller 
than a 7-foot door.  

 



5 
 

Questions and Comments from Attendees Responses from Applicants 

You’re seeing [in that historic photo] the full height door, 
not a transom. It’s actually a panel arrangement at top of 
door, which varies from lower portion of door. Looking 
closely at historic photo, there is a neighboring door that is 
open to full height, and the transom matches storefront 
transom with glass above. That’s a 8-12 foot door?   

You can see there is a vestibule. Yeah it’s about a 9.5ft 
door in historical photo. 
 
We’re trying to replicate the idea but still allow owner to 
use a standard door, in order to balance aesthetics of 
building with budget. Trying to achieve this look in a 
different manner. 

 [Owner:] I love the history of the building and immigrant 
story. Trying to bring back, but challenge is budget. 
Question of grandfathering it in vs. doing expensive design 
effort to bring it fully back. But material costs have 
increased 30-50% over the past year, so already we’re in a 
position where not sure if financially feasible to do. I 
understand why it sat vacant to studs for years. We’re 
trying to manage as best we can, and over time would love 
to see it look as it did back in the day, and just practically 
trying to figure out what we can do with this project. 
We’re trying to get closer to ideal, but we don’t have 
money to throw at it without having a return. I love 
historical buildings and facades and we want to get there.  

I’m sure that when you come to the LRC we can help you 
figure that out before you go to HRC 

Thank you 

HRC may see 7-foot door and change in transom as not 
approvable. It’s not about what we as LRC want to see but 
what we think will help you get approval with HRC. As 
conjecture: HRC might say keep your existing non-
compliant door, and then when you change it put a more 
proportional one appropriate to façade and wait for that, 
rather than put a new door in that doesn’t match up and is 
somewhat out of proportion and have to live with that for 
20-30 years. HRC sometimes stumbles a bit on oddness of 
interim scheme or an adjustment to save some money 
rather than do something in more proportion with rest of 
storefront based on evidence.  

Appreciate that. Need to evaluate. Only door that really 
need to change is the one that would provide access to 
upper floor, and same with 605, so we may just leave the 
rest as is and then once get more cash flow later on we 
have a phase 1, phase 2, phase 3 etc., and hopefully you 
can help us work that out.  

 
Exactly.  

 

I think it’s great that they’re taking this on and trying to 
keep it as historic as possible. I appreciate their budget 
issues but also the work that’s gone into trying to retain its 
originality as much as possible.  

 

Yeah it’s definitely a contributing building for the 
neighborhood so hopefully we can do right by it and can 
get some tenants there and it can flourish.  
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Questions and Comments from Attendees Responses from Applicants 

[SSCC lead shared about next steps, thank you to 
applicants].  

Thank you, all, we appreciate your support and guidance.  

Other Notes 

Video recording of DAM is available on YouTube channel of South Side Community Council 

Planner completing report: Thomas Scharff 


