AGENDA
City of Monona Landmarks Commission
Monona City Hall
5211 Schluter Road, Monona, WI
Remote Teleconference Meeting via ZOOM
Wednesday October 13, 2021
4:30 PM
NOTICE OF ELECTRONIC MEETING
Due to the current state of emergency because of the COVID-19 pandemic, this meeting will be
conducted via electronic videoconferencing/teleconferencing. As such, it is likely that some or all
members of, and a possible quorum, may be in attendance via electronic means and not physically
present. In accordance with Wisconsin law, the meeting will remain open to the public. The public may
still attend in person at the location stated in this agenda. However, due to the need to maintain social
distancing in accordance with Emergency Order #17 and the limited physical space available, the public
is encouraged and requested to also attend via electronic means. Directions to do so are listed at the
bottom of this agenda. Upon reasonable notice, the needs of disabled individuals will be accommodated
through auxiliary aids or services. For additional information or to request this service, contact Joan
Andrusz at 608-222-2525.
1. Call to Order
2. Roll Call
3. Approval of Minutes of September 8, 2021
4. Appearances
5. Unfinished Business
A. Public Hearing on Certificate of Appropriateness for a Demolition Permit for a Monona
Landmarked Structure at 4227 Winnequah Road – Springhaven Pagoda. (Case No. Z020-2021)
B. Consideration of Action on Certificate of Appropriateness for a Demolition Permit for a
Monona Landmarked Structure at 4227 Winnequah Road – Springhaven Pagoda. (Case
No. Z-020-2021)
6. New Business
A. Discussion and Possible Action on Membership to National Alliance of Preservation
Commissions
B. Staff Updates
i.

National Register Nomination Update

ii.

Updates/Discussion on Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) Efforts
i. Indigenous Peoples' Day and Native American Heritage Month

C. Landmarks Commission Requests for City Staff
7. Upcoming meetings – November 10, 2021 and December 8, 2021
8. Adjournment

DIRECTIONS TO ATTEND MEETING ELECTRONICALLY
You may attend via videoconference by downloading the free Zoom program to your computer at
https://zoom.us/download. At the date and time of the meeting log on through the Zoom program and
enter Meeting ID: 860 1919 7377.
You may attend via telephone conference by calling the following phone number:
PHONE NUMBER: 1-301-715-8592 / MEETING ID: 860 1919 7377, FOLLOWED BY #
Please Mute Your Phone When Not Speaking To Ensure Best Possible Audio Quality.
NOTE: Upon reasonable notice, the City of Monona will accommodate the needs of disabled individuals
through auxiliary aids or services. For additional information or to request this service, contact Joan
Andrusz at (608) 222-2525 (not a TDD telephone number), FAX: (608) 222-9225, or through the City
Police Department TDD telephone number 441-0399. The public is notified that any final action taken at
a previous meeting may be reconsidered pursuant to the City of Monona ordinances. A suspension of the
rules may allow for final action to be taken on an item of New Business. It is possible that members of
and a possible quorum of members of other governmental bodies of the municipality may be in
attendance at the above stated meeting to gather information or speak about a subject, over which they
have decision-making responsibility. Any governmental body at the above stated meeting will take no
action other than the governmental body specifically referred to above in this notice. Agenda Posted
10/08/2021 on the City Hall, Library, and Community Center bulletin boards and on the City of
Monona’s website, mymonona.com.

Draft Minutes Subject to Approval
MINUTES
City of Monona
Landmarks Commission
Wednesday September 8, 2021
Chair Goforth called the meeting of the Monona Landmarks Commission to order at 4:33 PM.
Present:

Chair Kristie Goforth, Mr. John Chapman, Ms. Anne Wellman, Ms. Peggy Michaelis,
Ms. Branda Weix, Mr. Rick Bernstein and Ms. Rebecca Holmquist

Absent:

None

Also Present: Douglas Plowman, City Planner
Approval of Minutes
A motion by Mr. Bernstein, seconded by Ms. Holmquist, for the approval of the minutes of
August 11, 2021 carried with no corrections.
Appearances
None.
Unfinished Business
None.
New Business
A. Public Hearing on Certificate of Appropriateness for a Demolition Permit for a Monona
Landmarked Structure at 4227 Winnequah Road – Springhaven Pagoda. (Case No. Z-0202021)
Ms. Ann Waidelich, President of the Historic Blooming Grove Historical Society appeared to
share her concern with the demolition request. She is discouraged by the need to take the
Pagoda down, and hopes it can be saved or preserved. She recommended that other opinions
be gathered from other contractors to address some of the structural issues on the existing
structures. Concrete restoration contractors were shared with the Commission, including Terry
Marsh who has done work in the City of Madison, and it was recommended that others be
consulted prior to a determination being made. There were no other appearances and the public
hearing was closed.
B. Consideration of Action on Certificate of Appropriateness for a Demolition Permit for a
Monona Landmarked Structure at 4227 Winnequah Road – Springhaven Pagoda. (Case
No. Z-020-2021)
Chair Goforth introduced the application and referenced the relevant section of the City
Ordinance. Mr. Bernstein shared that if there is time it would make sense to get a second
opinion. The roof may not be the priority (given it has already been discussed extensively), but
the columns and foundation instead. Other contractors were discussed by the Commission
including Wes Masonry, and CMR out of Milwaukee. Ms. Holmquist added that other opinions
would be great for reconstruction, but as far as she is concerned the structural integrity due
diligence has been completed. There has been a structural report completed, as well as opinions
from multiple engineers.
The Commission discussed the differences between the 2016 Historic Preservation Report and
the existing conditions as present today, as well as the speed of deterioration. Ms. Holmquist
responded that in 2016 the base was not as exposed as it is now, meaning a full structural
review was not conducted. Instead, just the front edge was excavated for further review. It was
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not the same structural review of the Pagoda, and the scope focused on if the columns were in
the same deteriorated condition as the roof (as this was already agreed to be in poor shape).
Concerns were raised by Mr. Chapman about the safety of the site given the park is opening
imminently, and what would be needed to protect park users.
There was discussion of the time sensitivity to make a decision given the existing machinery on
site and efficiencies with the park project. Commission members discussed the possibility of
waiting to make a determination until after another opinion has been gathered and how a later
decision may impact any future installation.
There was discussion of the deteriorated condition of the foundations. City Planner Plowman
responded that his understanding was that it was more a matter of timing. The excavation that
took place around the Pagoda allowed for the ground level to be lowered closer to the base, and
for the full condition to be viewed unlike during the 2016 Preservation Plan. In discussion with
the engineers there is a sense that the construction technique itself was flawed and caused the
deterioration in the foundation.
The Commission discussed getting a second opinion on the structural integrity of the Pagoda.
Ms. Weix added that cost savings should not expedite the decision process, and that if the delay
is caused in order to get another opinion, it is the correct decision for the Commission to make.
Mr. Bernstein added that the Pagoda should be protected in the interim, especially during the
winter. Ms. Holmquist added that she felt the Commission has done their due-diligence given
who has shared their opinion already. Mr. Chapman’s main concern is the safety of park visitors,
but added that it should be limited to just a second opinion. He added somebody could likely
restore the Pagoda, but it may take a lot of time and money. That would be another point the
Commission would need to discuss and be prepared for. Ms. Holmquist added that multiple
experts have inspected the Pagoda in the last 5 years, and RFP’s have been issued for
restoration with limited interest. She added that the safety and integrity of the structure is of
concern.
There was discussion between the Commission as to the firm that should review the structure,
and what deliverable would be desired to inform the ongoing discussion. The preference from
the Commission was for CMR, with Wes Masonry second.
A motion was made by Mr. Bernstein and seconded by Ms. Michaelis to table the request for
a Certificate of Appropriateness for a Demolition Permit for a Monona Landmark Structure Springhaven Pagoda.
The motion carried 5-2 (Ms. Holmquist and Mr. Chapman voted nay).
Fencing around the Pagoda was discussed, and City Planner Plowman will work with the Parks
Director to have something temporary installed shortly. Ms. Wellman asked about the boulder
placement in the park, and Planner Plowman will check with the Parks Director for specifics. Ms.
Weix asked if the Parks Board were aware of the current Pagoda situation. Planner Plowman
responded that Alder Wood shared the Landmarks meeting materials with the Board via email so
they were aware.
A motion was made by Mr. Bernstein and seconded by Mr. Chapman to pursue a second
opinion from either CMR or Wes Masonry for a consult on the structural integrity of the
Pagoda as well as the possibility of preservation or restoration of the existing structure.
The motion carried 6-1 (Ms. Holmquist voted nay).
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C. Staff Updates
i.
National Register Nomination Update
City Planner Plowman shared that the National Register CLG grant extension is
currently with the City Attorney for review. This will add a one-year extension to the
grant funding and run through mid-September 2022. Mr. Aro has a few questions
about the nomination process, and Planner Plowman is working to set up a meeting
to continue the discussion. Ms. Weix shared that she has not been able to meet with
Mr. Schwenn regarding his property nomination but has stopped by there a number
of times.
ii.

Updates/Discussion on Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) Efforts
Mr. Bernstein shared that the City of Madison conducted a survey to find significant
properties for diverse communities and asked if this could be a possibility in the City.
He also shared that the Harry Whitehorse shop is still present and it could be the site
of a possible historical marker.

D. Landmarks Commission Requests for City Staff
Chair Goforth asked if a tour of the Frank Allis house could be set up. A number of new
Commission members have not had the chance to tour it. City Planner Plowman will coordinate
schedules and facilitate a tour.
Upcoming meetings
Upcoming meetings are scheduled for October 13, 2021 and November 10, 2021
Adjournment
A motion by Ms. Michaelis, seconded by Ms. Holmquist, to adjourn carried. (5:49 PM)
Submitted by,
Douglas Plowman, City Planner
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5211 SCHLUTER ROAD

MONONA, WI 53716-2598
CITY HALL (608) 222-2525
FAX (608) 222-9225
http://www.mymonona.com

September 2, 2021
To: Mayor O’Connor and City Council
From: Douglas Plowman, City Planner
RE: Staff Recommends Termination of Springhaven Pagoda Rehabilitation Project Contract and
Requests Authorization to Remove Existing Pagoda.
Background:
The City Council at their March 15th meeting approved Resolution 21-3-2472 – Award of
Contract for the Springhaven Pagoda Rehabilitation Project to Joe Daniels Construction Co.
The scope of work was for the existing roof to be removed from the Pagoda base, with a
replacement to be cast and placed. It was expected that the work could run concurrently with the
other improvements taking place at Stone Bridge Park.
Mr. Patrick Eagan was retained as a consulting engineer to develop the roof plans, which were
used to bid the replacement work. Much of the information for the rest of the Pagoda, including
the columns and foundation was based on the 2016 Historic Preservation Plan (link). The Plan
stated that the columns were in a good condition, and that the existing Pagoda foundations and
columns were capable of supporting a new roof.
Project timing meant that the Stone Bridge Park improvements began before work could begin
on the Pagoda. It was brought to my attention that the Pagoda foundations and columns were in a
much worse condition than expected. This was confirmed through a site visit with Patrick Eagan
and City Staff. The main concern is how the columns are connected to the foundation of the
Pagoda, as well as the condition of the foundation itself. The City’s Landmarks Commission
conducted a site visit during their August 11th meeting, where they were in agreement that the
project should be put on hold. A formal motion was made to recommend the termination of the
Springhaven Pagoda Rehabilitation Project Contract to the Monona City Council along with the
possible removal of the structure while equipment is on site. The motion passed unanimously.
Given the Springhaven Pagoda is a locally designated landmark, the regulation of demolition
falls within the Landmarks Commission’s purview. The Landmarks Commission will consider a
demolition request at their September 8th meeting.
The tentative plan is to remove the Pagoda from Stone Bridge Park while construction equipment
is still on site in order to take advantage of efficiencies. The intention of the Landmarks
POLICE DEPARTMENT
5211 Schluter Road
222-0463

COMMUNITY CENTER
1011 Nichols Road
222-4167

MONONA SENIOR CENTER
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Commission is to consider a full reconstruction of the Pagoda, and they will provide cost
estimates as soon as they are available.
City Council is asked to consider the termination of the Pagoda Rehabilitation Project Contract at
their September 7th meeting. A letter is included in the meeting packet from Mr. Eagan, as well
as supporting photographs from the site visit. City Staff have already coordinated with the
Project Manager and asked that work on the Pagoda roof replacement halt until a decision is
made. There are some setup costs that have been incurred as part of the project, which the City
would need to reimburse, per the terms of the contract.
City Staff recommends the termination of the Pagoda Rehabilitation Project Contract and
authorization to remove the existing Pagoda.
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September 1, 2021
Mr. Douglas Plowman
City Planner, City of Monona
5211 Schluter Rd
Monona, WI 53716

RE: Springhaven Pagoda, Stone Bridge Park

Dear Doug,
Based on the file observations and onsite discussions regarding the now exposed pagoda
and the condition of the concrete column connections to it, I recommend that the plan to
replace pagoda roof be paused and re-evaluated before advancing any further with the
project. As observed on site, one of the concrete columns is no longer attached to the
foundation and is hanging from the roof structure. The steel dowels at the bottom of the
column are exposed, heavily corroded, and are not embedded into the stone foundation.
The dowels used to connect the concrete columns to the stone foundation appear to be
installed in a similar manner at other columns. The dowels were placed on top of the stone
foundation and a thin layer of concrete was poured on top of the stone foundation to hold
them in place until the concrete columns were poured. As such, there isn’t a good way to
positively anchor the existing columns into the stone in a concealed manner. Also, it is
uncertain how stable the beam and column structure will be when the roof structure is
removed. It is possible that the structure will move or shift when the roof is removed as a
result of the compromised column base connections.
Moving forward with the project as planned will require patch repairs to the base of a
couple columns. These patches will be distinguishable from the rest of the structure, which
was a point of concern with the roof replacement. My recommendation is to consider
removing the entire pagoda structure while the equipment to do so is still on site and
prepare plans for a different solution for the well. Doing so will enable to city to minimize
costs for the project as a whole and to create a design solution that will be visually
appealing and last for many years into the future.
I fear that moving forward with the pagoda project as planned will result in additional costs
to the project and the end result will not meet the expectations of the city or its community
members. I have a attached an estimated cost for a full replacement of the pagoda but
would defer to Joe Daniels Construction and what they have, or will, develop for a
construction estimate for a full replacement.
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If you have questions pertaining to the contents of this letter or the repair details, please
contact me at your earliest convenience to discuss.
Respectfully,

Patrick L Eagan, SE, PE
Wisconsin License No. E-39706

SPRINGHAVEN PAGODA - FULL RECONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE
Project: Monona - Springhaven Pagoda
Project Number: 20-011
Cost Estimate Status: Estimate #1 (Rev 1)

8/11/2021
Estimated by: PE
Approved by: PE

SUMMARY
Item
BASE BID - HOE DANIELS
DEMOLITION
Sawcutting
Rigging & Removal Full Structure

Qty.
1

Unit
LS

Unit cost
$31,304.00

Item Total
$31,304.00

1
8

LS
MH

($3,000.00)
$65.00

($3,000.00)
$520.00

8

MH

$65.00

$520.00

16-Inch dia. Peirs x 4 Ft
New Concrete Columns
New Concrete Beams

6
6
6

EA
EA
EA

$150.00
$300.00
$500.00

$900.00
$1,800.00
$3,000.00

Well Stone Resetting
Artisan Well Pipe
Stone Backfill

8
2
1

MH
MH
LS

$65.00
$65.00
$500.00

$520.00
$130.00
$500.00

1

LS

$800.00

$800.00

Stone Foundation Removal & Stacking

Comments

CONCRETE

WELL STONES

CLEAN-UP
Regrading and touchup

SUBTOTAL
7% Contingency
O&P (15%)
Bond (2%)

$5,690.00
$398.30
$913.25
$121.77

TOTAL

$38,427.31

(less base bid)

September 21, 2021
Douglas Plowman
City Planner/Assistant Economic Development Director
City of Monona
5211 Schluter Road
Monona, WI 53716

RE: Springhaven Pagoda – Monona Landmark Restoration

Dear Mr. Plowman,
CMR has been asked to provide a second opinion regarding the structural integrity of the
Springhaven Pagoda constructed in 1890, and feasibility of restoration. We are not structural
engineers, we restore structural concrete in several different applications including precast,
conventionally reinforced and post tension structures. We used our history of concrete repair
procedures to evaluate the feasiblility of restoration without structural design or knowledge of
how structure was constructed.
We have reviewed the structure on Thursday, September 16th and a second visit with material
manufacturer (Craig Frier - Sika Products) on Monday, September 20th. The inspection was made
visually with no excavation or mechanical sounding.
The base, columns and roof support beams appear to be in good shape with no restoration
required. There is a crack at the cold joint between the column top and roof support beams. The
crack appears to be allowing the structure to move as needed with very little deterioration and no
signs of corrosion. We recommend leaving crack as is or routing and sealing crack to keep
moisture from reinforcing. If we structurally repair this crack with epoxy injection we feel it may
cause issues at other locations on the columns or beams as this repair would lock up the structure
at this location and stress other areas.
The roof of the structure needs restoration. We would not be able to restore the roof with
matching original construction materials. Some of the reinforcing appears to be random items
like barb wire, fencing, threaded rod, other steel bars, etc. We would have to use conventional
rapid repair mortars and supplemental reinforcing to restore the original shape of the roof. The
portion of the roof that appears to be sound is pitted and has some vegetative growth on the
surface that should be addressed. The pinnacle feature is missing and would have to be molded
based on photos and replaced.
Regards,
Jerry Carstensen
Concrete & Masonry Restoration, LLC
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CITY OF MONONA
LANDMARKS NOMINATION FORM
Landmarks Commission 5211 Schluter Road Monona, WI 53716. Please refer to the
Preparation Guide for Landmark Nomination to assist in completion of this form. Submit to
planner@ci.monona.wi.us.
܆Landmark

Resource Type:

܆Historic District

Identification of Historic Resource
Common Name:

N/A

Historic Name:

Springhaven Pagoda

Current Use:

Pagoda

Street Address:

4227 Winnequah Road

Parcel Number(s):

071017103293

Legal Description:

ASSESSOR'S PLAT OF SHORE ACRES OUTLOT 19 (STONE
BRIDGE PARK)

Applicant Information
Name and Title:
Organization
Represented:
Address:
Phone Number:
Email Address:

As the preparer of this document, I am signing below to signify that I believe this document is complete
and contains true and accurate information.

Signature

Print Name

Date
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General Historic Data
Original Owner:

E.W. Keyes

Original Use:

Pagoda

Architect/Builder/
Designer:
Architectural
Style:
Date of
Construction:

E.W. Keyes

Location:
Physical
Condition:

܆Moved Site
܆Excellent
܆Ruins

ca. 1890
܆Original Site
܆Good
܆Fair

܆Poor

܆Deteriorated

Attach a separate narrative that describes the landmark proposed for nomiation. This narrative shall
include the following sections:
A. Describe Present and Original Character and Features.
B. Describe the Significance to Monona and/or the Greater Region.
C. Describe the Conformance to Designation Criteria.
D. List of Bibliographical References.
E. Additional Information as Needed.
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Springhaven Pagoda – City of Monona Landmark
Supplemental Information
A. Describe Present and Original Character and Features.
- Concrete structure hand-formed in the 1890’s
o A high level of craftsmanship is evident in the details despite its simple form
 Chamfered column bases
 Complex roof form
 Pyramidal design
o Example of rural pioneer architecture and traditional craftsmanship
- Located within a natural ravine sloping down from the road to Lake Monona with views
of downtown Madison
- Both functional in use and decorative in its nature
- Frugal in its use of materials
- The Pagoda roof is currently in deteriorated aesthetic condition although general
structural integrity of the columns and base is still good

B. Describe the Significance to Monona and/or the Greater Region.
- Ownership – The property is associated with Judge E.W. Keyes who served as the Mayor
of Madison in 1865 and again in 1886
- The structure well predates the City of Monona
- Site specifics - Location within Stone Bridge Park is significant
o Cultural significance of Stone Bridge Park to the City of Monona
o A known landmark and destination for people visiting

C. Describe the Conformance to Designation Criteria.
(1) Exemplifies or reflects the broad cultural, political, economic or social history of the
nation, state or community; or
(2) Is associated with the lives of important persons or with important events in national,
state or local history; or
(3) Embodies the distinguishing characteristics of an architectural type inherently valuable
for a study of a period, style, method of construction or of indigenous materials or
craftsmanship; or
(4) Is representative of the notable work of a master builder, designer or architect; or
(5) Exhibits important archaeological or anthropological significance.
Originally approved as a locally designated landmark by City Council on October 15th 1979, and
ratified by the City Council as part of Resolution No.16-1-2069 on January 19th 2016.
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Historical Photographs

Source: Springhaven Pagoda Historic Preservation Plan - 2016
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Springhaven Pagoda photos – December 2019
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Springhaven Pagoda photos – December 2019
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Springhaven Pagoda photos – December 2019

Attachment 3 - Monona Landmarks Book (Extract)

Springhaven Pagoda at Stonebridge Park, ca. 1890
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A  MONONA LANDMARK

Attachment 3 - Monona Landmarks Book (Extract)

4200 Block of Winnequah Road

A graceful pagoda on the southeast shore of Lake Monona was
built to protect the clear water that flowed from a natural spring. It
stands today as a reminder of the peaceful pastoral setting that was
once part of a farm owned by Judge E.W. Keyes. The spring was so
treasured by Keyes that he not only built this housing for it, but also
named his farm Springhaven. Thus the pagoda in Stonebridge Park
is referred to as Springhaven or Keyes Springs.
     The Keyes’ farm was adjacent to the southern end of the Frank
Allis property. In the early 1900s the farm was eventually divided
into tracts for summer homes but the Stonebridge Park ravine in
which the pagoda is located was kept as public property.
     Through the years many have enjoyed the serenity of the setting, the wild flowers there, and the water from the spring. In earlier
years the children from Nichols School held their end-of-the-year
picnics there and used the cool clear spring water to make their
lemonade.
     Springhaven Pagoda has managed to survive all these years and
the natural spring water occasionally flows. Although the Pagoda
shows the wear of both time and vandalism, it is hoped that this
landmark can be restored to its original graceful charm.
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Springhaven Pagoda
Historic Preservation Plan
City of Monona Landmarks Commission
11/16/2016

This document is to serve as a decision making guide for the City of Monona Landmarks
Commission, and other City of Monona elected and appointed decision makers to evaluate
future preservation options for the Springhaven Pagoda, a City of Monona Landmark.
Approved by the Landmarks Commission on November 16, 2016
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Purpose
The need for a Historic Preservation Plan is based on the understanding that each historic
property represents a unique and irreplaceable resource. Even well intended restoration efforts
can obscure the historic character of these unique resources. Preservation plans provide a
framework with which to address potential changes to a historic resource during the planning
process, explore alternative plans of action, and minimize loss, damage, or irreversible adverse
effects on the resource. The Preservation Plan briefly outlines historical background and
existing conditions. This background is not intended to be all-inclusive, but rather is limited to
provide enough information to guide future treatment decisions. Ultimately, the Preservation
Plan is a tool to guide decision making on the fate of this historic resource.
Various treatment options are available and should be considered. These options can include
preservation, rehabilitation, restoration, or reconstruction as defined below. 2
•

•

•

•

2

Preservation is defined as the act or process of applying measures necessary to sustain
the existing form, integrity, and materials of a historic property, generally focuses upon
the ongoing maintenance and repair of historic materials and features rather than
extensive replacement and new construction. Preservation of the pagoda could include
crack-filling of the original concrete.
Rehabilitation is defined as the act or process of making possible a compatible use for a
property through repair, alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or
features which convey its historical, cultural, and architectural values. Rehabilitation of
the pagoda could include replacement of its roof.
Restoration is defined as the act or process of accurately depicting the form, features,
and characteristics of a property as it appeared at a particular period of time by means of
the removal of features from other periods in its history and reconstruction of missing
features from the restoration period. Restoration of the pagoda could include replacing
missing concrete on the pagoda roof.
Reconstruction is defined as the act or process of depicting, by means of new
construction, the form, features, and detailing of a non-surviving site, landscape,
building, structure, or object for the purpose of replicating its appearance at a specific
period of time and in its historic location. Reconstruction of the pagoda could include
demolition and reconstruction of a replica structure in a new location.

(New Jersey Office of Historic Preservation)
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Brief History of Springhaven Pagoda
The Springhaven Pagoda is a concrete structure hand-formed in the 1880s and located in Stone
Bridge Park along Winnequah Road. This property is within a natural ravine sloping down
from the road to Lake Monona. The property, with an outstanding view of central Madison,
was part of the late 1880s holdings of Judge E. W. Keyes.
The pagoda was constructed over a natural spring at the bottom of the slopping terrain. Its
original purpose was likely to protect the clear spring water from fallen leaves and other debris.
Additionally, the structure
serves a decorative purpose to
honor the namesake of the
Keyes property, which he
called Springhaven.
Keyes served as the Mayor of
Madison in 1865 and again in
1886. He continued a life in
politics as the chairman of the
Republican State Central
Committee and a member of
the State Assembly.
Nicknamed “Boss,” Keyes is
noted as one of the most
pivotal Wisconsin political
figures of the 19th century. 4
Therefore, the heritage value
of the pagoda lies in its
association with Judge Keyes.
3

The Keyes’ farm was adjacent
to the southern end of the
Frank Allis property. In the
early 1900s, the farm was
divided into tracts for summer
homes but the Stone Bridge
Figure 2: c. 1951 image with handwritten notes: "Louise
Park ravine was kept as public
Revelle taking picture, Rosalee Berg in Background."
property. A May 1911
advertisement for the newly
platted Shore Acres subdivision described the former farm as “one of the most beautiful
3
4

(Photo from the collection of Anne Waidelich, c. 1951)
(City of Madison Landmarks Nomination Form)
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locations in all the four lake
region…the great spring with
its setting in the deeply
shaded ravine is a rare spot.” 5
Over time, many have enjoyed
the serenity of the pagoda
setting, with the surrounding
wild flowers and fresh water
from the spring. In earlier
years, the children from
Nichols School held their endof-the-year picnics at the site
and used the cool clear spring
water to make their
lemonade.2
The Springhaven Pagoda has
managed to survive all these
years and the natural spring
water occasionally flows. A
2008 State Journal article
began, “For more than a
century, the small and
graceful stone pagoda in
Figure 3: Pagoda's basin c. 1951
Monona’s Stone Bridge Park
has stood sentinel-like over a historic and storied spring that long ago stopped flowing.” The
article continued, “On a gloomy Monday afternoon, the normally dry basin beneath the
somewhat battered concrete pagoda…was filled with clear and flowing water. The water
bubbled up and trickled down to a small pool, and then into Lake Monona.” 6 Such springs
were once common around the shores of the Madison lakes. A state hydrogeologist noted their
disappearance as more water is pumped to serve the area’s growing population which lowers
the groundwater level that feeds the springs. He said, “They’re a good measure of the status of
the natural hydrogeologic groundwater levels. When they go away, you know we’ve changed
the system.” 7
8

(Stondall-Toftoy Company Advertisement, 1911)
(Seely, 2008)
7 Ibid.
8 (Photo from the collection of Anne Waidelich, c. 1951)
5
6

5

Attachment 4 - 2016 Historic Preservation Plan

Figure 4: 1899 Plat map of the west side of the Town of Blooming Grove
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Architecturally, the pagoda is significant as an extant example of early Wisconsin pioneer handmade architecture created with a high level of craftsmanship as evident in the details, such as
the chamfered column bases and the complex roof form. Simple and efficient in the use of
materials, this concrete structure is a good remaining example of rural pioneer architecture and
traditional craftsmanship. Although the pagoda shows the wear of both time and vandalism, it
is hoped that this landmark can be restored to its original graceful charm.

Figure 5: View of the pagoda looking towards the lake, circa 1951

Figure 6: View of the pagoda looking southwest, circa 1951
The above photos are some of only a few known older images showing the pagoda with the
finial in place on its roof-top. The stone wall to the south of the pagoda is visible in the photo,
and the pagoda’s foundation is exposed, especially on the north side. The image on the
following page from 1975 shows the finial is still in place at that time but had been vandalized.
Overall, the primary character-defining elements of the Springhaven Pagoda are the concrete
construction, the simple form, frugal use of materials and the location on the shore of Lake
Monona with the excellent view of downtown Madison.
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Figure 7: 1975 Herald Independent photo of vandalized pagoda.
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Current Conditions
Condition of Foundation & Basin
The foundation of the
pagoda is composed of
uncoursed, squared rubble
stone, mortared together and
set in a circle to support the
concrete structure above.
This foundation rests upon a
base of rounded rocks. The
foundation is approximately
24 inches tall and 12 inches
wide. Presently, the top of
the foundation is even with
the adjacent grade but
historic images and
Figure 8: Pagoda, September 20, 2016
excavation along the
foundation indicate that
original ground level was approximately 16 inches below the top of the foundation. Evidence
indicates there may have been a stone walkway at this level around the perimeter of the
pagoda.

Figure 9: Image of excavation on September 19, 2016 exposing the pagoda's foundation
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Given the shallow depth of the foundations not extending below frost level, more movement
and displacement of the foundation was expected than was actually present. It is theorized that
the constant temperature of the spring water in the spring basin helps prevent the ground
around the pagoda from freezing, thereby minimizing the potential for any heaving and
displacement. The foundations are in good condition and are performing adequately. The
stone walls should be tuck pointed with a Type O mortar.

Figure 10: Sketch of pagoda / plan view. September 19, 2016
10
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The stucco or parging covering the upper areas of the foundation wall and the interior of the
spring basin is in poor condition. This coating provides a smooth and clean surface for the
interior of the spring basin and a smooth surface for the top and sides of the foundation wall
exposed to view. This surface is missing in many areas, loose in other locations and is at the end
of its useful life. This parging will need to be completely replaced.
The basin is partially filled with debris and loose larger rocks. The bottom of the spring basin is
lined with smooth stones placed about 8 inches below the water surface. See sketch below. The
debris and large rocks will need to be removed, and the smooth stones removed to a depth of
approximately 12 inches below the water level. This will facilitate the replacement of the
parging. When parging is replaced, the smooth stones should then be replaced any missing
stone replaced to provide a complete 6 inch layer of smooth stones.

Figure 11: Section sketch of pagoda foundation. September 19, 2016
Given the approximate date of construction of the pagoda sometime in the 1890’s, the concrete
is likely composed of locally sourced materials, including slaked lime, lake sand and course
aggregate. There is likely no Portland cement content. The amount of reinforcing is not known
but evidence of the use of lengths of barbed wire and various bolts is observed in the
deteriorated edges of the roof structure. It is assumed that the columns have no reinforcing but
are pinned to the foundation and beam above in some manner.
11
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Figure 12: Image of spring basin within pagoda.
Note proximity of stone wall beyond.
Condition of Columns
The concrete columns and beams are in good
condition. The elements are structurally sound,
straight and plumb and are performing the
intended purpose. The concrete in the 8 inch
square columns, with chamfered corners, have
few cosmetic imperfections. There is some
erosion of the surface on the exposed sides but
these columns need no repair. The 6-inch-deep
concrete ring beam atop the columns also needs
no repair. It appears that the horizontal beam and
the upright columns were poured separately. The
beams and columns retain a high degree of utility
and life expectancy. Although discussed, an
application of a Siloxane coating to the concrete
surfaces, to resist moisture penetration, is not
needed or recommended at this time.

Figure 13: Image of concrete column, beam and roof juncture. September 20, 2016
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Condition of Roof
The roof of the pagoda is in overall poor condition. More than 90% of the cantilevered overhang
is missing or significantly deteriorated or damaged. This cantilevered portion is less than 3
inches in thickness but over 12 inches wide, therefore very vulnerable to breakage at the edges.
The central portion of the roof, directly over the spring, is in fair condition. Although it is
structurally sound and performing its intended purpose, there is some deterioration and pitting
of the upper surface. The level of porosity of the roof concrete is high and water easily
penetrates the surface causing the imbedded steel (barbed wire and bolts) to rust. As these
elements rust they expand resulting in cracks and spalling of the concrete edges and surfaces.
Also note that the original crown finial is missing.
Another source of roof damage is by vandalism. It is apparent that vandals can easily gain
access to the roof from the hill to the east and south. Vandals standing and jumping on the roof
have likely contributed to the roof edge damage and failure of the concrete cantilever.

Figure 14: Image of concrete roof. September 20, 2016
Structural Stability
It is the opinion of the structural engineer who made the on-site observations that the pagoda is
currently in stable structural condition. With proper design by an engineer and with proper
care, technical skill and craftsmanship provided by the contractor, the pagoda foundation and
columns are capable of supporting a new replica roof.
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Figure 15: Image of roof edge. September 20, 2016. Note exposed barbed wire segment within
concrete and relatively thin section of the roof edge as compared to the beam depth.
Cultural Landscape
A cultural landscape is defined as "a geographic area, including both cultural and natural
resources, associated with a historic event, activity, or person or exhibiting other cultural or
aesthetic values. Stone Bridge Park should be considered a Cultural Landscape because of how
the Springhaven Pagoda relates to the larger context of the overall site, neighborhood and
community.
Although the pagoda remains in its original location the land around it has changed
significantly. A Cultural Landscape Plan for the property would be of tremendous benefit in
planning for the future, especially if the goal is to balance modern usage of the property with
historic preservation of the pagoda. The plan would be a guide to ensure a balance between
historic preservation and the need to accommodate improvements for growing and changing
uses of the site.
One additional remaining historical element of the site is the stone wall. The stone wall to the
south of the pagoda is characterized by two distinct types of stone construction. The lowest, and
probably original portion of the wall, is composed stone and mortar. The stone is coursed stone
similar to that found in the pagoda foundation.
Above this wall and set back 6 inches is a loose laid dry stack wall composed of squared
limestone. Some of these stones may have been salvaged from an original walkway around the
base of the pagoda.
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The stone wall may have been longer, extending to the east, but may have been impacted by the
installation of the Madison Metropolitan Sewerage District sanitary sewer when it was installed
parallel to Lake Monona in 1952. This sewer runs north to south approximately nine feet east of
the pagoda.

Figure 16: Image of adjacent stone wall with excavation. September 20, 2016
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Evaluation of Treatment Approaches
1. Do Nothing (In the Short-Term)
Given the present physical condition of the pagoda it is possible to defer preservation activities
for some time. This is the least costly alternative in short term, however, left unprotected the
condition of the pagoda will worsen and rate of deterioration will increase. Left unattended or
appearing derelict, the pagoda is also vulnerable to vandals. If preservation treatments must be
deferred for some time, measures should be taken to protect the pagoda from vandalism, such
as installation of a plywood enclosure/cover. It should be noted that the cover would protect
the pagoda, and perhaps serve as signage about a planned preservation project however the
cover itself could then become the focus of vandals.
2. Restoration in Place
Given the uniqueness of the structure and how little it has been altered, restoration is a
reasonable option. Materials and features would be retained and preserved. Deteriorated
features, such as the roof, would be repaired rather than replaced. Missing features, such as the
finial, would be replicated. This approach would involve careful in situ repairs and
conservation of the concrete roof, repairing the roof edges by means of doweling on roof
extensions composed of similar compatible materials and perhaps adding a minimal drip edge
to the underside of the new concrete.
•
•

•
•

This option may not provide long term durability to the roof edges from vandals.
This option would require highly qualified and experienced conservators of concrete
structures, specialized equipment and ideal weather conditions. This option would
likely be the costliest in terms of first cost and likely require frequent monitoring of the
stability of the repairs.
Documentation of existing conditions, treatments and final outcomes should be
provided by the conservator team.
A potential conservator with expertise in concrete structures is:
Conservation of Sculpture & Objects Studio, Inc.
900 S. Des Plaines Ave
Forest Park, IL 60130

Consider lowering the grade adjacent to the pagoda to recreate conditions similar to those
original, perhaps with a stone walkway surrounding the basin. Assuming the location of the
existing sanitary sewer permits, the adjacent stone wall should be relocated and expanded. The
goal is to move the wall back far enough from the roof edge to minimize the opportunity for
vandals to climb up on the roof. A new gracefully curved stone wall would also provide a more
aesthetic backdrop for the refurbished pagoda.
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3. Rehabilitation in Place
Rehabilitation is defined as the act or process of making possible a compatible use for a
property through repair, alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or features
which convey its historical, cultural, or architectural values. Considering issues such as existing
physical condition, historical significance to the community, potential for vandalism and
probable costs for preservation, the suggested alternative is to replace the roof with a replica
made of architectural precast concrete. This approach would require the services of an
experienced preservation architect, structural engineer and contractor team.
Project Outline:
•

The first step includes documenting the existing roof with a laser scan or making a mold
of it. Area companies who do laser scanning include:
Sightline
816 W National Ave, Suite A209
Milwaukee, WI 53204

•

•

•

•
•
•
•

Turis Systems
2802 Coho Street #102
Madison, WI 53713

The next step would be bracing and protection of the columns. The means and methods
of this would be the responsibility of the engineer and contractor and will vary
depending upon the engineer and contractor selected by the City of Monona.
Bracing and protection would be followed by removal of the roof from the concrete
beams by carefully saw cutting at the juncture of the bean and roof. Again, the means
and methods would be the responsibility of the contractor. Minor repairs to the beams
may be needed because of the cutting process.
A new precast concrete roof would be made at a specialty precast fabricator. This
process would involve samples and shop drawings for approval and likely a visit to the
precast factory. The new roof would be designed for greater strength and stability to
resist vandalism and Wisconsin weather and would include internal reinforcing
composed of epoxy coated rebar designed by the fabricator.
The new precast roof would be shipped to the site and installed by crane. The new roof
would be pinned to the existing concrete beams with stainless steel pins and epoxy.
The stone foundation walls should be repointed and the parging replaced.
Documentation of existing conditions, new precast and final outcomes should be
provided by the contractor.
Potential Architectural Cast Stone (Precast) suppliers include:
Stonecase
N112W14343 Mequon Rd
Germantown, WI 5302

Architectural Cast Stone
2775 Norton Creek Dr.
West Chicago, IL 60185

Advance Cast Stone
State Hwy 144
Random Lake, WI 53075

This alternative is assumed to be a moderate cost option and would likely require the least
amount of construction time.
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Consideration should be given to lowering the grade adjacent to the pagoda to recreate
conditions similar to those original, perhaps with a stone walkway surrounding the basin.
The current assumption is that the location of the existing sanitary sewer precludes expanding
or relocating the adjacent stone wall. The goal would be to move the wall back far enough from
the roof edge to minimize the opportunity for vandals to climb up on the roof. This likely
cannot happen, however the stone wall can be improved. Non-original stones of the wall
should be removed, the original wall repaired and perhaps expanded to the east. The
refurbished stone wall would also provide a more aesthetic backdrop for the refurbished
pagoda.
Planning
The proposed preservation repair of the pagoda will require a substantial investment of capital,
resources and time on the part of the City of Monona, supporters and stakeholders. The
investment is motivated by their desire to preserve this unique property and honor the legacy
of the Springhaven property.
One of the basic axioms of preservation work is that good planning leads to successful projects.
The most influential factors affecting the ultimate outcome of a project often exist at the early
stages of planning. Taking adequate time to plan, to cultivate support and to build consensus
with stakeholders paves the way for successful fund-raising, preservation, public outreach and
business operations.
This document, part of the initial project planning, recognizes and capitalizes on the
opportunity to establish a project framework for the preservation of the pagoda in a logical and
sequential manner. Accomplishment of this preservation and repair project is envisioned as a
comprehensive effort of distinct but continuous activities.
The ideal implementation strategy is dependent upon several key issues:
•
•
•

Availability and timing of the funding.
The pace at which the City of Monona and stakeholders are able to reach consensus on
proposed preservation treatments, repairs and related costs.
Agreed-upon sequence of construction and phasing.
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Recommended Treatment Approach
Recommended overall treatment approach (preservation, rehabilitation, restoration, or reconstruction);
recommended treatments for individual features or areas; Prioritization of recommendations and cost
estimates. In the case of a recommended capital improvement project, a qualified consultant, such as a
historic architect, is usually hired to prepare construction documents. Depending on the thoroughness of
the document, additional testing or research may be needed prior to proceeding with the work.
Least Intervention Practical
In recognition of the historic and architectural significance of these buildings and the desire to
preserve and use them for historical interpretation, the best course of action will be
Rehabilitation as outlined in option 3 above.
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Appendix
This appendix contains references to previous City of Monona discussions and research relating
to the Springhaven Pagoda. This is list is not guaranteed to be all-inclusive, but provides
background and references as a resource for anyone who wishes to review these materials and
discussions in more depth.
History of Pagoda Discussions in City of Monona
•
•
•

•

•

For almost 20 years, the pagoda’s deteriorating condition has been discussed at
Landmarks Commission meetings. 9
It was once proposed that the Lake Monona Sailing Club take care of the pagoda
maintenance and upkeep, since they lease docks at the Park. 10
A resolution was once brought forth by the Parks & Recreation board for Removal of the
Pagoda at Stone Bridge Park at the Council meeting on August 21, 2006. The resolution
was not passed.
In late 2014 / early 2015, the Parks & Recreation Department hired a landscape architect
to develop concepts for park improvements. During that time, the Parks Board
considered moving the pagoda to the street. The Landmarks Commission advised
against this, stating that the pagoda should be restored in its current location.
In January 2016, Landmarks Commission representatives and staff met on site with
Mark Elmer of A&M Masonry and Simon Leverett of Henry Frerk Sons. 11 Following the
visit, Mr. Elmer supplied the Commission with an estimate for services (dated February
16, 2016) for crack injections to prevent further damage to the pagoda roof in the amount
of $1,500. 12 The proposed product for filling the roof cracks was Jahn M30 Micro
Injection Grout. Retired State Preservation Architect Jim Sewell was asked his opinion
on the effectiveness of the masonry crack injection product. In a February 29, 2016 email
to Commissioner Rick Bernstein Mr. Sewell wrote:
“I just inspected the pagoda and I am skeptical that the injection process that is being
proposed will do much good… It seems clear to me that, given the loss of much of the
overhang, as well as the porosity and delamination at the edges, the roof will continue to
deteriorate to the point where the overhangs will eventually fail, at which time the
underlying perimeter beam will begin to deteriorate…The big problem is that, in its
existing condition, with no discernible drip edge or water control, water will continue to
seep into the concrete where it will freeze and thaw and eventually destroy the pagoda’s
overhangs.”

(Landmarks Commission, 1998)
(Landmarks Commission, 2006)
11 (O'Connor, 2016)
12 (A & M Masonry LLC, 2016)
9

10
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•

The 2016 Capital Budget shows Stone Bridge Park Engineering/Improvements as a 2018
project, with a total budget of $100,000. The Landmarks Commission has discussed
whether or not pagoda restoration should occur before or during the overall park
improvements.
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Springhaven Pagoda Repair Consultation
(Stone Bridge Park)
1/29/16
Rebecca Holmquist arranged for two concrete restoration specialists to examine the
pagoda at Stone Bride Park and give us some ideas on what repairs might involve.
Their names are Simon Leverett of Henry Frerk Sons of Chicago and Mark Elmer of A &
M Masonry, Arlington, WI. Sonja and I met them there, representing the Landmarks
Commission.
They pointed out that at least some of the concrete in the roof was poured over barbed
wire. Rebar has also been used in spots. With the snow, it’s hard to tell just what the
pillars are placed on, but whatever it is seems stable. They wondered if there had been
a pinnacle on the top of the pagoda. Sunny thought there was a ball and that’s
confirmed by some old pictures we have.
The pillars look to be in pretty good condition, but there has been a lot of deterioration in
the roof. There is a large crack on the south side of the roof which should be repaired
soon if we’re not going to do any additional work for awhile. There’s a masonry repair
material that can be applied through a syringe-like instrument to fill in the crack. It won’t
strengthen it, but will prevent additional water from getting in there and cracking it even
more. Given that we probably won’t be doing anything with the pagoda for at least a
year if not longer, it would be a good interim step. Simon took a picture of the crack and
will send it to us. The concrete itself is pretty thin. Normally they would cut it into
sections, put rebar or something similar into it and then put new concrete over that.
Since it’s so thin, they wouldn’t be able to use the rebar. They do have a fairly new
product that they think will work well instead.
Mark would actually do the work. He’s going to put together two estimates for us based
on time and materials. One would just cover the cost of filling in the crack in the roof.
The second would cover the rest of the repairs.
We wouldn’t be able to repair the crack until the weather is warmer. In the meantime,
they recommended putting a tarp over the top to prevent more water from getting into
the crack and making the situation worse.

Mary O’Connor
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A & M Masonry LLC
P.O. Box 238
Arlington, WI 53911
P: 715.340.8787
Email: a.m.masonry238@gmail.com

February 16, 2016
Sonja Reichertz
City of Monona
5221 Schluter RD
Monona, WI 53716
RE:

Monona Pagoda

Dear Sonja,
I am pleased to submit my proposal for the Masonry Work at the above referenced facility based on our
conversation and my site visit.

Scope of Work:
•

Do crack injections so no further damage is done to the Pagoda.

Clarifications:
•
•

This is a time and material bid with a rate of $90.00 per hour.
This bid does not include any type of patching or reconstruction of the Pagoda.

Price:
Not to exceed One Thousand Five Hundred Dollars……………………………………….$1,500.00
Payment Terms:
Full payment is expected within 7 days of completion of work stated herein.
This proposal constitutes the contract between the parties until and unless it is replaced by a new document
signed by the parties.
Thank you for this opportunity to quote. If you have any questions or require further details, please do not
hesitate to contact me.
Sincerely,
Mark Elmer
Mark A. Elmer
*ACCEPTED: ___________________________________ DATE: __________________
*Signed acknowledgement of this proposal confirms acceptance to all above specifications.

Mark A. Elmer
A & M Masonry LLC
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Attachment 5 - City Ordinance Extract

§ 480-20. Historic preservation. [Amended 1-19-2016 by Ord. No. 1-16-673;
10-16-2017 by Ord. No. 9-17-689; 6-4-2018 by Ord. No. 5-18-699]
A.

Purpose and intent. The protection, enhancement, perpetuation and use of
improvements of special character or special historical interest or value are in the
public interest. The purpose of historic conservation is to:
(1) Protect, enhance and perpetuate improvements and districts which represent or
reflect elements of the City's cultural, social, economic, political and
architectural history;
(2) Safeguard the City's historic and cultural heritage, as embodied and reflected
in such landmarks and historic districts;
(3) Stabilize and improve property values;
(4) Foster civic pride in the beauty and noble accomplishments of the past;
(5) Protect and enhance the City's attractions to residents, tourists and visitors, and
serve as a support and stimulus to business and industry;
(6) Strengthen the economy of the City; and
(7) Promote the use of historic districts and landmarks for the education, pleasure
and welfare of the people of the City.

B.

Definitions. As used in this section, the following terms shall have the meanings
indicated:
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS — The certificate issued which
approves alteration, rehabilitation, construction, reconstruction or razing of an
historic structure or site or any improvement in an historic district.
CONTRIBUTING RESOURCES — Contributing resources are the buildings,
objects, sites and structures that played a role or, more simply, existed at the time
the event associated with the proposed historic landmark occurred. The resources'
status as contributing shall be identified on the official landmark designation.
HISTORIC DISTRICT — Any area designated pursuant to the provisions of this
chapter that contains two or more historic improvements or sites as well as those
abutting improvement parcels which the Commission determines should fall under
the provisions of this section to assure that their appearance and development is
harmonious with such landmarks or landmark sites.
LANDMARK SITE — Any parcel of land of historic significance due to a
substantial value in tracing the history of aboriginal people or upon which an
historic event has occurred, and which has been designated as a landmark site under
this chapter, or a parcel or part thereof on which is situated a landmark.
LANDMARK STRUCTURE — Any improvement which has a special character
or special historic interest or value as part of the development, heritage or cultural
characteristics of the City, state or nation, and which has been designated as a
:1
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landmark pursuant to the provisions of this chapter.
NONCONTRIBUTING RESOURCES — Noncontributing resources are the
buildings, objects, sites, and structures that did not exist at the time the event(s)
associated with the proposed historic landmark occurred or have lost integrity from
that historic period.
C.

Historic structure, site, and district designation criteria. For the purposes of this
chapter, an historic structure, site, or district designation may be placed on any site,
natural or improved, including any building, improvement or structure located
thereon, or any area of particular historic, architectural, or cultural significance to
the city, which:
(1) Exemplifies or reflects the broad cultural, political, economic or social history
of the nation, state or community; or
(2) Is associated with the lives of important persons or with important events in
national, state or local history; or
(3) Embodies the distinguishing characteristics of an architectural type inherently
valuable for a study of a period, style, method of construction or of indigenous
materials or craftsmanship; or
(4) Is representative of the notable work of a master builder, designer or architect;
or
(5) Exhibits important archaeological or anthropological significance.

D.

Nomination. Any person, or the Landmarks Commission, may nominate a building
or structure, site, or historic district for designation as a landmark. The person or
Commission shall submit the nomination to the City Planning Division, to the
attention of the City Planner, on a nomination form approved by the Landmarks
Commission. The nomination shall clearly identify the proposed landmark
structure, landmark site, or historic district and document why it qualifies under
Subsection C. The City Planner may ask the person or Commission to submit
additional information and documentation as needed to complete or clarify the
nomination. When the City Planner determines that the nomination is complete, the
City Planner shall refer the nomination to the Landmarks Commission. Any
property nominated for landmark status located within a redevelopment area or tax
increment financing district shall also be referred to the Community Development
Authority for review and recommendation prior to Common Council action.

E.

Landmarks Commission review and public hearing of nomination. Whenever the
Landmarks Commission receives a complete, accurate nomination under
Subsection D, the Commission shall review the nomination. As part of its review,
the Commission shall hold a public hearing, preceded by a Class 1 notice and notice
to the owner of record of the proposed landmark, and to the owner of record of each
lot located within 200 feet of the lot on which the proposed landmark is located. If
any person or persons other than the owner of record files the nomination, the
owner of record shall be notified of the nomination via certified mail no later than
:2

Attachment 5 - City Ordinance Extract
§ 480-20

§ 480-20

10 days prior to the public hearing.
F.

Designation. After the Landmarks Commission holds a public hearing and
completes its review under Subsection E, the Commission shall file a report
recommending approval, disapproval, or approval subject to conditions. Final
approval of the designation shall be granted by the Common Council. Once
designated, such historic structures, sites, and districts shall be subject to all
provisions of this chapter.

G.

Notification and recording of designation. The City Clerk shall promptly notify the
Building Inspector of each landmark designation, as well as the owner of record of
the site. The City Clerk shall record the designation with the Dane County Register
of Deeds at the City's expense.

H.

Voluntary supplemental restrictions. The Common Council may at any time
supplement the terms of a landmark designation, pursuant to an agreement between
the landmark owner and the Landmarks Commission, to enhance the preservation
and protection of the landmark.

I.

Recognition of landmarks. Whenever the Common Council designates a landmark
under Subsection F, the Landmarks Commission may affix a plaque identifying the
property as a landmark to the landmark or landmark site with the permission of the
owner or, in the absence of permission, in the public right-of-way as approved by
the Public Works Director. The plaque shall be placed so that it is easily visible to
passing pedestrians. In the case of a landmark structure, the plaque or sign shall
include the accepted name of the landmark, the date of its construction, and other
information that the Landmarks Commission considers appropriate. In the case of a
landmark that is not a structure, the plaque or sign shall include the common name
of the landmark and other information that the Commission considers appropriate.
If the Commission determines that, because the landmark is ecologically or
culturally sensitive, a plaque or sign would be inappropriate, no plaque or sign is
required. No person may remove or modify a plaque without approval of the City
Planner.

J.

Amending or rescinding a landmark designation. Any person may petition the
Landmarks Commission to amend or rescind a Landmark Designation. The process
for amending a landmark shall be the same as for designating a landmark under
Subsections D through G above.

K.

Regulation of construction, reconstruction or alterations. If an application for a
zoning or building permit for exterior work involves a landmark structure,
landmark site, or a contributing resource within an historic district, the permit shall
first be referred to the Landmarks Commission for consideration of a certificate of
appropriateness. No permit may be issued until the Commission has issued a
certificate of appropriateness under Subsection N. In cases where a building permit
is not required, ordinary maintenance and repairs may be undertaken without a
certificate of appropriateness provided that the work involves repairs to existing
features of an historic structure or site or the replacement of elements of a structure
with pieces and materials identical in appearance and provided that the work does
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not change the exterior appearance of the structure or site. This consideration
shall be based on the considerations below, and the United States Secretary of the
Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation, 36 CFR 67.1
(1) Whether the proposed work would detrimentally change, destroy or adversely
affect any architectural feature of the landmark; and
(2) In the case of a new construction, whether the exterior of such construction
would be in harmony with the external appearance of other landmarks on the
site; and
(3) Whether the proposal would significantly alter or destroy the historic
characteristics of the landmark or the landmark site.
L.

Regulation of demolition. No permit to demolish all or part of an historic structure
or contributing resource in an historic district shall be granted by the Building
Inspector except as follows:
(1) No person in charge of an historic structure shall be granted a permit to
demolish such property under any circumstances without first receiving the
written approval of the Commission.
(2) At the time a person applies for a permit to demolish such property, an
application shall be forwarded to the Commission. The Commission may
refuse to grant written approval of a period of up to six months from the time
of the application, during which time the Commission and the applicant shall
undertake serious and continuing discussions for the purpose of finding a
method to save the property. The six-month period may be extended by mutual
agreement of the applicant and the Commission. If the time period is not
extended, the Commission's denial of the certificate of appropriateness shall
become final unless a formal application for funds from any governmental unit
or nonprofit to preserve the property is pending. The Commission's denial of a
certificate of appropriateness may be appealed to the Common Council within
60 days of a final denial under Subsection N. If a mutually agreeable method
of saving the property or an application for funds is apparent after the sixmonth period, but is then unsuccessful within a period of 60 days following
the end of the required time period, the Commission's denial of the certificate
of appropriateness stands and the applicant may appeal to the Council under
Subsection N.
(3) In determining whether to issue a certificate of appropriateness for any
demolition, the Commission shall consider the following:
(a) Whether the building or structure is of such an architectural or historic
significance that its demolition would be detrimental to the public interest
and contrary to the general welfare of the people of the City of Monona
and the state.

1.

Editor's Note: See 36 CFR 67.1 et seq.
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(b) Whether the demolition of the subject property would be contrary to the
purpose and intent of this chapter.
(c) Whether the building or structure is of such old and unusual or
uncommon design, texture and/or material that it could not be reproduced
or reproduced only with great difficulty and/or expense.
(d) Whether the retention of the building or structure would promote the
general welfare of the people of the City of Monona and the state by
encouraging study of American history, architecture, and design or by
developing an understanding of American culture and heritage.
(e) Whether the building or structure is in such deteriorated condition that it
is not structurally or economically feasible to preserve or restore it,
provided that any hardship claimed by the owner is not self-created, or is
a result of failure to maintain the property in good repair.
M. Certificate of appropriateness. If the Commission determines that the application
for a certificate of appropriateness and the proposed changes are consistent with the
character and features of the property or district, and considering the matters
referred to in Subsection K, it shall issue the certificate of appropriateness. The
Commission shall make this decision within 45 days of filing of the application.
The issuance of a certificate of appropriateness shall not relieve the applicant from
obtaining other permits and approvals required by the City. If the Commission fails
to issue a certificate of appropriateness, the Commission shall, at the request of the
applicant, cooperate and work with the applicant in an attempt to obtain a certificate
of appropriateness within the guidelines of this chapter.
N.

Appeals. Should the Commission fail to issue a certificate of appropriateness due to
the failure of the proposal to conform to the guidelines, the applicant may appeal
such decision to the Common Council in accordance with Chapter 68 of the
Wisconsin Statutes by filing a written notice with the City Clerk within 30 days
after expiration of the applicable period set forth in Subsections L and M above.

O.

Sale of historic structures and historic sites. Any person who is listed as the owner
of record of an historic structure at the time of its designation, who can demonstrate
to the Commission that by virtue of such designation, he or she is unable to find a
buyer willing to pay fair market value and to preserve such structure or site, even
though he or she has made reasonable attempts in good faith to find and attract such
a buyer, may petition the Commission for a rescission of its designation. In the
event of such rescission, the Commission shall notify the Building Inspector as well
as the owner of record of the site, and shall cause the rescission to be recorded with
the Dane County Register of Deeds at the City's expense.

P.

Conditions dangerous to life, health, or property. Nothing contained in this chapter
shall prohibit the construction, reconstruction, alteration or demolition of any
historic structure pursuant to the order of any appropriate City or state
governmental official, or any court order having jurisdiction, for the purpose of
remedying conditions determined to be dangerous to life, health, or property. In
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such cases, no approval from the Commission shall be required.
Q.

Duty to maintain in good repair. Every person in charge of an historic structure or
historic site shall keep in good repair all of the exterior portions of such
improvement and all interior portions thereof, which, if not so maintained, may
cause or tend to cause the exterior portions of such improvement to fall into a state
of disrepair. This provision shall be in addition to all other provisions of law
requiring such improvement to be kept in good repair.

R.

Variances.
(1) General. A property owner who applies for a certificate of appropriateness
may request a variance. The Landmarks Commission may grant a variance
from the standards in Subsection K for any of the following reasons:
(a) Economic hardship under Subsection R(4) below.
(b) Historic design under Subsection R(5) below.
(c) Alternative design under Subsection R(6) below.
(d) Projects which are necessary for the public interest under Subsection R(7)
below.
(2) Variance request. A property owner shall make a variance request to the
Landmarks Commission. The request shall include:
(a) The name and address of the property owner.
(b) The location of the property to which the request pertains.
(c) The certificate of appropriateness application to which the variance
request pertains.
(d) The type of variance requested under Subsection R(1).
(e) The specific variance requested.
(f)

The circumstances and supporting evidence that justify the requested
variance.

(g) Any other materials requested by the City Planner or Landmarks
Commission.
(3) Hearing, decision, and appeal.
(a) The Landmarks Commission shall hold a public hearing on each variance
request. The Commission shall give notice of the hearing as provided in
Subsection E. The Commission may combine the hearing with a hearing
on the proposed certificate of appropriateness to which the variance
request pertains, provided that the hearing notice identifies both items.
(b) After it holds a public hearing on a variance request, the Commission
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shall grant or deny the request.
(c) The Commission's decision may be appealed to the Common Council as
provided under Subsection M.
(4) Economic hardship variance. The Landmarks Commission may grant a
variance if all of the following apply:
(a) Strict literal application of the standards in Subsection K would deny the
property owner a reasonable rate of return on investment or would impose
upon the property owner an unreasonable and unnecessary financial
hardship.
(b) The circumstances justifying the variance are unique to the property in
question, and:
[1] Are not caused by the owner's failure to maintain the property as
required by this chapter; and
[2] Do not apply to a substantial portion of the historic district or
historic resources within 200 feet of the subject property; and
[3] Will not alter the historic character of the historic district or historic
resources within 200 feet of the subject property.
(c) The property owner documents the circumstances justifying the variance.
Required documentation may include as determined by City staff or the
Landmarks Commission:
[1] Property purchase costs;
[2] Rental income;
[3] Real estate listings, disclosure statements, asking prices, and
purchase offers;
[4] Tax assessments and real estate listings for comparable properties;
[5] Improvements made and improvement costs incurred during
ownership;
[6] Routine maintenance costs incurred during ownership;
[7] Costs to comply with the standard from which a variance is
requested;
[8] Other documentation as reasonable requested by the Landmarks
Commission.
(5) Historic design variance. The Landmarks Commission may grant a variance
allowing, as part of the alteration of an existing structure, elements otherwise
prohibited under Subsection K if all of the following apply:
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(a) The property owner provides photographic or other evidence to show that
other local structures of similar age and style incorporated similar
elements as part of the original design.
(b) The proposed alteration complies with all other applicable standards
under Subsection K.
(c) The alteration will not destroy significant architectural features on the
building.
(6) Alternative design variance. The Landmarks Commission may grant a
variance allowing, in a new or altered structure, elements that are otherwise
prohibited under Subsection K if all of the following apply:
(a) The elements will enhance the quality of the design.
(b) The design complies with all other applicable standards under Subsection
K.
(c) The design does not allow material deviations from historic district
standards and guidelines in the Secretary of Interior Standards for
Rehabilitation that would undermine the character or purpose of the
historic district.
(d) The design will have a beneficial effect on the historic character of the
area within 200 feet of the subject property.
(7) Public interest variance. The Landmarks Commission may grant a variance
allowing the construction of a new structure, or the alteration, demolition, or
removal of an existing structure, which would otherwise be prohibited under
Subsection K, if the Commission finds that a variance is necessary in the
public interest. A variance is necessary in the public interest if the Commission
finds all of the following:
(a) The proposed building, object, site or structure provides unique, highpriority benefits to the general public.
(b) The benefits to the general public substantially outweigh the strong public
interest in preserving historic resources expressed in this chapter.
(c) There are no reasonable alternatives to granting a variance that would
allow the proposed project to occur in the city and satisfy the standards of
this chapter.
S.

Penalties for failure to obtain a certificate of appropriateness.
(1) General penalty. Any person who, without obtaining a certificate of
appropriateness, performs acts requiring a certificate of appropriateness or
who violates the terms of the certificate of appropriateness shall be subject to
the forfeiture set forth in the forfeiture schedule.
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(2) Permits. The Building Inspector shall not issue a permit allowing alteration,
construction, demolition, removal, or for any other action for which a
certificate of appropriateness is required unless the certificate has been
approved by the Commission and issued by the City Planner.
(3) Prohibition. No owner, operation, or person in charge of a landmark structure,
landmark site, or contributing resource within an historic district shall cause or
permit any painting of signs, alteration, construction, demolition, or removal
for which a certificate of appropriateness is required unless a certificate has
been approved by the Commission.
(4) Penalty for work done without certificate of appropriateness. In addition to any
other penalty provided in this chapter, the Landmarks Commission may order
the removal or modification of any alteration, construction or other work that
was performed without a required certificate, or that was not performance in
compliance with the conditions of an issued certificate, when such work does
not meet the applicable standards for a certificate under Subsection K.
Alternatively, the Commission may order renovation to make such work
comply with those standards.
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Advocacy

Resources

Donate

As a member of the National Alliance of Preservation Commissions, you become part of a national
network of historic preservation commissions, boards of architectural review, municipal staff, local
and state preservation nonprofits, and everyday residents of historic districts who value their
historic resources.
LOG IN

BECOME A MEMBER

RENEW MEMBERSHIP

The NAPC network provides support, resources, and assistance from other commissions and
members. You will benefit from the ideas and experiences of local communities throughout the
United States working to protect historic districts and landmarks through local legislation.
Learn more about member benefits.


Membership for Communities and Organizations

Membership at these levels includes all commission members and staff. Please email a complete
list with each name, mailing address, e-mail, and phone number to director@napcommissions.org.
$50
Commissions: Municipal/county population less than 5,000
Local nonprofit organizations
$100
Commissions: Municipal/county population of 5,000 to 50,000
Regional or state wide nonprofit organizations
$150
Commissions: Municipal/county population greater than 50,000
State Historic Preservation Offices
Federal Agencies
https://napcommissions.org/join/#benefits
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Membership for Individuals



Professional Network



Premium Memberships

If you prefer to mail in your membership, download either the new member form or the
membership renewal form.

Membership Benefits
The Alliance Review, our quarterly publication filled with timely articles that cover the issues
local commissions and staff are dealing with on the front lines.
Access to NAPC-L, NAPC’s discussion group that connects you to local preservation
commission members, staff and others across the United States.
Ongoing online training opportunities for members only or free or reduced cost webinar
training opportunities.
Early access to information about FORUM, NAPC’s biennial conference for local preservation
commissions and staff.
Access to a resource library of technical information related to historic preservation
commissions.
A voice for your commission in Washington, DC, with our national partners.

STEPHANIE PAUL, EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR
Phone: 757-802-4141
Email:
director@napcommissions.org

ADDRESS
National Alliance of
Preservation Commissions
P.O. Box 1011
Virginia Beach, VA 23451

The National Alliance of
Preservation Commissions is a
private 501(c)(3) nonprofit
organization. The NAPC’s
federal tax identification
number is 52-1577640.
Privacy Policy
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