
 
 

Historic Preservation Board  
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 

Wednesday, February 24, 2021 | 5:00 PM 
   Virtual Zoom Meeting  

CALL TO ORDER / ROLL CALL 

This Historic Preservation Board (HPB) meeting is conducted via telecommunication and is 
compliant with provisions of the Brown Act and Executive Order N-29-20 issued by the 
Governor.  
 
The following Board Members are listed to permit them to appear electronically or 
telephonically at the Regular Historic Preservation Board meeting of February 24, 2021:  Chair 
Mike Foulkes, and Board Members Todd Walter, Susan Blake, and Laura Taylor Moore. 
 
While members of the public will not be able to attend the meeting of the Campbell Historic 
Preservation Board in person, the meeting will be live-streamed on YouTube at 
https://www.youtube.com/user/CityofCampbell. 
 
Interested persons may also register to electronically participate in the meeting via Zoom at 
https://us02web.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_rzSVSHyHSX65U42rjhaR1A. After registering, 
you will receive a confirmation email. The complete agenda packet will be posted to the City's 
Agenda Center website (http://bit.ly/campbellhpbagenda) by the Friday before the Wednesday 
meeting. Please be advised that if you challenge the nature of the above project in court, you 
may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the Public Hearing 
described in this Notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City of Historic 
Preservation Board at, or prior to, the Public Hearing by email to planning@campbellca.gov. 
Questions may be addressed to Senior Planner Daniel Fama, Board Secretary, at (408) 866-2193 
or danielf@campbellca.gov.  

AGENDA MODIFICATIONS OR POSTPONEMENTS 

Board Members or the Board Secretary may request that agenized items be considered in a  
different order than shown in the agenda or be postponed to a subsequent meeting. 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

1. Approval of Minutes of January 27, 2021 (Roll Call Vote) 

 Meeting Minutes, 1/27/2021 
  

https://www.youtube.com/user/CityofCampbell
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/82735966590?pwd=WWlpOUdnSkoxQjduZ3hsQ21VWjdLUT09
http://bit.ly/campbellhpbagenda
mailto:planning@campbellca.gov
mailto:danielf@campbellca.gov
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ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 

This portion of the meeting is reserved for individuals wishing to address the Board on matters 
of community interest that are not listed on the agenda. In the interest of time, the Chair may 
limit speakers to three minutes. Please be aware that State law prohibits the Board from acting 
on non-agendized items, however, the Chair may refer matters to staff for follow-up. 

BOARD/STAFF ANNOUNCEMENTS 

Board Members and/or staff may make announcements on matters related to historic 
preservation and promotion. 

2. 1940/1980 Hamilton Avenue – Application Materials (Informational Only) 

The City has received an application for a Conditional Use Permit to relocate the Folk 
Victorian-style structure located at 1940 Hamilton Avenue to the neighboring property. 

 Project Plans 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 

3. 20 Alice Avenue – Modification of an Historic Resource Alteration Permit  
(Resolution/Roll Call Vote) 

Public Hearing to consider the application of Michele Babb for a Modification (PLN-
2021-23) to a previously approved Tier 1 Historic Resource Alteration Permit (PLN-2020-
12) to allow removal of existing siding to be replaced with stucco and/or use of stucco 
for an approved 800 square-foot rear addition to an Alice Avenue Historic District 
property commonly known as the Mary Fablinger House, located at 20 Alice Avenue. 
Staff is recommending that this project be deemed Categorically Exempt under CEQA. 

 Staff Report  

OLD BUSINESS 

4. Mills Act ad hoc Subcommittee Report and Program Update Discussion  

The Subcommittee will provide a monthly update of its activities to the Board. 

 Draft Mills Act FAQs 
 Suggested Mills Act Additions 
 Suggestions for a Revised List of Conditions for Approval 

ADJOURNMENT 

Adjourn to the next regularly scheduled Historic Preservation Board meeting of March 24, 
2021, at 5:00 PM to be conducted via Zoom. 
 
 

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, listening assistance devices are available 
for meetings held in the Council Chambers. If you require accommodation to participate in the 
meeting, please contact Corinne Shinn at the Community Development Department, at 
corinnes@campbellca.gov or (408) 866-2140. 



 
 

Historic Preservation Board  
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 

Tuesday, January 27, 2021 | 5:00 PM 
Zoom Meeting 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
The Regular Historic Preservation Board meeting of January 27, 2021, was called to order 
at 5:14 p.m., via Zoom, by Chair Foulkes, and the following proceedings were had to wit. 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
HPB Members Present:      HPB Members Absent 
Michael Foulkes, Chair    Laura Taylor Moore  
Susan Blake           
Todd Walter  
 
Staff Members Present: 
Daniel Fama, Senior Planner 
Corinne Shinn, Recording Secretary 

AGENDA MODIFICATIONS OR POSTPONEMENTS 

None 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

1. Approval of Minutes of October 28, 2020.  

Motion: Upon motion of Member Walter, seconded by Member Blake, the 
Historic Preservation Board approved the minutes of the meeting of 
October 28, 2020.  (3-0-1-0; Commissioner Moore was absent) 

ORAL REQUESTS 

None 

BOARD AND STAFF ANNOUNCEMENTS 

Member Blake advised that she had renewed the HPB app through NextDoor.  She 
advised she has received some nice comments about the HPB app. She said that 11 of 
the 12 focus photo series has been incorporated into the app. 
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Planner Daniel Fama: 
• Advised that Director Paul Kermoyan would be retiring on April 1, 2021.  He will 

transition into full-time winemaking. 
• Reported that the house at 1940 Hamilton Avenue, that was to be torn down to 

construct a new modern office building, is now instead going to be relocated onto the 
adjacent church property for use as an office building. 

 
Member Blake asked when and where that structure would be placed on the church site. 
 
Planner Daniel Fama said those details are unknown at this time. 
 
Member Walter said he thinks it may well end up on the vacant dirt area that used to have 
porta potties on it to serve the school on site. 
 
Member Blake said she is happy to see it moved, used, and saved. 
 
Planner Daniel Fama said that staff would make the relocation as easy as possible for 
the church so the relocation of that structure can be done quickly. 

 
*** 

 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
None 
 

*** 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
1. Election of 2021 Chair and Vice Chair  (Roll Call Vote) 

The Board will elect the Chair and Vice Chair for 2021. 
Chair Foulkes: 
• Stated that he has served as Chair for a while now. 
• Added that he is willing to continue as Chair if needed. 
• Said that he is also willing to hand over the gavel to another HPB member. 
• Suggested that the logical succession is for Laura Moore to become HPB Chair and 

Member Susan Blake, Vice Chair. 
• Concluded that it is up to the Board as a whole how to proceed. 
 
Member Blake: 
• Pointed out that due to COVID-19, HPB missed seven meetings in 2020. 
• Admitted that she doesn’t feel the Chair Foulkes had the chance to do the job he is so 

well equipped to do in leading HPB. 
• Suggested that he be nominated to serve as Chair for 2021 with Member Todd Walter 

as Vice Chair. 
• Said that the most important task for HPB in 2021 is to complete work on the updated 

Mills Act Ordinance. 
• Stated her willingness to remain on the Mills Act Ad Hoc Subcommittee. 
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• Added that she believes that the City Council will be in favor of the updated and 
improved Mills Act Ordinance and processes. 

• Concluded that HPB and the Ad Hoc Subcommittee would likely not be able to 
accomplish too much else this year with the continued constraints of COVID. 

 
Member Walter: 
• Concurred with the comments of Member Blake. 
• Corrected that he hadn’t been serving as Vice Chair during 2020.  That was Member 

Kendall prior to her resignation from the Board  late in the year. 
 
Chair Foulkes: 
• Stated that he thinks Member Blake is right.  HPB should singularly focus on 

completing the work in updating the Mills Act in 2021. 
 
Member Blake: 
• Said that she thought she had previously sent a series of suggested questions for the 

preparation of a FAQ (frequently asked questions) document.  It had primary 
categories and feedback from Member Moore.  It represents a good starting point. 

• Advised that she and Member Walter still have a lot of mechanical stuff to process. 
• Admitted that they did not obtain great information from the County about the existing 

Mills Act properties that report to the County annually. 
 
Chair Foulkes said that Planner Fama had sent them out by email. 
 
Member Walter: 
• Said that Member Blake sent comments and Member Moore responded with her input. 
• Stated that they will be combined with the rest. 
 
Member Blake said that is the next target task. 

Motion: Upon motion of Member Walter, seconded by Member Blake, the 
Historic Preservation Board nominated Member Foulkes to continue 
to serve as HPB Chair during 2021, and Member Walter to serve as 
Vice Chair, by the following roll call vote: 

 AYES: Blake, Foulkes and Walter 
 NOES: None 
 ABSENT: Moore 
 ABSTAIN: None 

*** 

2. 2021 HPB Meeting Schedule (Resolution/Roll Call Vote) 
The Board will review and approve the proposed 2021 meeting schedule. 

Chair Foulkes: 
• Reiterated that HPB lost a lot of its meetings last year (2020). 
• Added that HPB is now well adapted to conducting its meeting using Zoom. 
• Said that a proposed list of meeting dates for 2021 have been provided. 



Historic Preservation Board Minutes for January 27, 2021 (Regular Meeting) Page 4 

• Reported that there is just one cancellation, which is November, and the December 
meeting will be held earlier in the month than the fourth Wednesday. 

• Asked if there were any conflicts with the dates proposed. 
 
Member Blake said no. 
 
Member Walter said no. 

Motion: Upon motion of Member Walter, seconded by Member Blake, the 
Historic Preservation Board adopted Resolution HPB2021-1 
approving the 2021 HPB Meeting Schedule, by the following roll call 
vote: 

 AYES: Blake, Foulkes and Walter 
 NOES: None 
 ABSENT: Moore 
 ABSTAIN: None 

*** 

3. Commission Collaborative Discussion and 2021/2022 Work Plan Request   
The Board will discuss the outcome of the December 14, 2020 Commission 
Collaborative meeting and develop a list of requested Work Plan item(s) for the 
upcoming fiscal year. 

 
Chair Foulkes gave the following update: 
• Reported that the first Commission Collaborative meeting occurred in December. 
• Advised that there was good attendance by Chairs of the City’s Boards and 

Commissions. 
• Admitted that he can see the benefits of just having a dialog with the other 

representatives. 
• Stated that some of them are now considering some joint projects. 
• Stated that the formation of the Commission Collaborative will serve a beneficial 

purpose. 
• Recounted that he had reported to the group about HPB’s app. Many in attendance 

were excited to hear about that.  Some felt that it is a great thing to put out there for 
your youth.  Additionally, schools could use it as well. 

• Said that HPB app will serve a good purpose.  That’s part of the reason to put the app 
out there. 

• Asked Planner Fama if he has anything he’d like to add to this topic. 
 
Planner Daniel Fama: 
• Responded that Chair Foulkes had done a good job describing that first meeting. 
• Advised that the City Manager will accumulate work plan items from all Boards and 

Commissions and coordinate a memo for Council outlining them all. 
• Stated that for HPB, the Mills Act Update will be one of those items. 
• Asked that the Board let him know by email if they have any more proposed work plan 

items to add on. 
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Member Blake: 
• Reminded that the City has budgetary constraints during the ongoing COVID-19, 

which may well affect the goals of the Boards and Commissions for this year. 
 
Planner Daniel Fama: 
• Said that Mayor Gibbons did comment that budget considerations may need to be 

taken.  They are the inherent limitations of the moment. 
 
Member Walter advised that Member Moore is listening in as she was unsuccessful 
logging in to this meeting.  The Commission Collaborative will be more directly impactful 
in putting Boards and Commissions together for jointly related shared projects or goals. 
 
Member Blake: 
• Mentioned that the Commission Collaborative was started under Mayor Landry’s 

tenure. Now Mayor Gibbons is continuing it onward. 
• Said that it is important for Chairs and Representatives of the Board and Commissions 

meet together on occasion. 
• Said she hopes this addresses Member Moore’s concerns. 
 
Chair Foulkes: 
• Stated that even during Covid-19, it would be possible for there to be Zoom meetings 

that bring together two Board and/or Commissions. 
• Said that it could be on the Mills Act or another item we’re doing. 
• Said that it is nice to occasionally have that discussion. 
 
Member Walter said that Member Moore has indicated her agreement that it is really a 
good thing that these leaders will be meeting. 
 
Member Moore: 
• Said that she likes the idea of conducting quarterly meeting. 
• Added it would be good for all to meet together with the Mayor. 
• Stated that we all need to be more integrated.  Right now, all Boards and Commissions 

are doing their own thing. 
 
Member Walter said it is important to meet in some capacity with others. Many in 
attendance at the December Collaborative meeting didn’t know about the HPB app. 
 
Member Blake said it is a good idea. 
 
Member Walter asked if the intent of tonight’s discussion on the Commission 
Collaborative to give our work plan ideas early and to meet periodically.   
 
Chair Foulkes: 
• Admitted that he cannot speak to budget constraints. 
• Said that the Commission Collaborative can be a holistic method of outreach and 

collaboration. 
• Stated that these meetings can provide more of a pulse on what is going on. 
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• Reiterated that Mayor Gibbons supports a big push on collaboration.  She doesn’t 
want us all working in a vacuum. 

• Concluded that when possible groups can work together where there is subject matter 
overlap. 

 
Member Walter asked if the staff liaisons for each Board and Commission routinely 
provide Council with an update on the activities of each Board and Commission.  He said 
that a lot of work initially considered by the Planning Commission ends up before the 
Council. 
 
Planner Daniel Fama: 
• Said that the Council is aware of the Planning items that go to them from the PC. 
• Added that a lot of what the PC handles does not go before the Council. 
• Said that with these Commission Collaborative meetings, the Mayor and Council will 

have a better understanding of what’s going on. 
• Stated that communication will evolve organically leading to better discussion. 
 
Member Walter: 
• Stated that the Mills Act revamp is his number-one priority. 
• Admitted he’s not sure what else should be added by HPB. 
• Asked if there would be any opportunity to bring up other items for our work plan. 
 
Member Blake: 
• Suggested continuing with the survey review for additions to the HRI (Historic 

Resource Inventory). 
• Said that we didn’t get too far with that. 
• Reminded that she previously recommended five properties from the potentials list 

that might still have some potential to be added to the HRI. 
• Advised that since that time, four of the five she had initially proposed have undergone 

drastic remodels that make them no longer qualified. 
 
Chair Foulkes. 
• Reiterated his suggestion that HPB should focus its efforts on the Mills Act Update. 
• Added that perhaps, with the help of an intern, we may be able to refresh the HPB 

app. 
• Asked Planner Fama if staff needs anything else. 
 
Planner Daniel Fama replied no. He added that the Mills Act hasn’t formally been included 
in the work plan. 

 
*** 
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OLD BUSINESS 
 
4. Mills Act ad hoc Subcommittee Report and Program Update Discussion  

The Subcommittee will provide a monthly update of its activities to the Board. 
 

Chair Foulkes: 
• Stated that Mills Act documents matter when taking on a big project. 
• Added that Mills Act should be turned into something people are excited to take 

advantage of. 
• Suggested turning oversight of existing Mills Act contracts to an HPB subcommittee. 
 
Member Walter: 
• Reminded that at the last HPB meeting, held in October, the Subcommittee had been 

given its marching orders.  Member Blake would work on the FAQs and he would work 
on the financial side, calculating the benefits of having a Mills Act Contract based on 
value of property versus reduction in taxes. The idea of better understanding the tax 
savings achieved through a Mills Act Contract. 

• Admitted that COVID-19 slowed them down in their efforts. 
• Stated that they would provide what they have completed to Planner Fama and bring 

it forward at the next meeting. 
• Suggested that by June, the draft update document should be review for Council 

review, input and comment. 
• Opined that the FAQ questions accumulated are as good as they can be. 
 
Chair Foulkes: 
• Stated the importance of demonstrating to Council the value of having a Mills Act 

Contract. 
• Added that it is equally important to ensure that restoration work done to a historic 

home with a Mills Act Contract is done correctly. 
• Pointed out that most of the cost of a Mills Act Contract is borne by the State rather 

than the City. We should be able to show them that these contracts are an investment 
in our community that doesn’t really cost us anything. 

• Admitted that he has come to see that perhaps longer-term contracts may actually 
make sense. However, they must be project based.  It shouldn’t be some discrete 
problem with a historic structure.  Not age and/or shape that needs on-going work. 

• Said there may be reason to offer short term, as well as long-term contracts.  That 
way more owners can take advantage of Mills Act tax savings for important applicable 
improvements. 

• Added that once the qualified restoration efforts have been concluded that Mills Act 
contract can go to someone else with applicable projects.  Alternately, if a Mills Act 
contract holder wants to reapply, they can propose another qualified repair(s). 

• Stated that there is need for both short- and long-term contracts.  It would offer 
flexibility. 

• Added that each proposed restoration project has a different type of criteria/criterion. 
 
Member Walter asked if they could do short and long-term contracts based on specific 
projects. 
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Planner Daniel Fama: 
• Advised that the Mills Act Contract is issued for a minimum of 10 years. 
• Said that there are cities that do limit to 10 or 15 years for a Mills Act contract. 
• Said that if the desire is to close the contract at 10 years, HPB would need to issue a 

termination notice immediately upon issuance of that Mills Act Contract so that 
contract would not renew each year for another 10 years, but rather end in 10 years 
from the original issuance date. 

 
Chair Foulkes said that having differing durations would give the Mills Act program some 
flexibility. 
 
Planner Daniel Fama: 
• Reminded that per the current proposal a Mills Act Contract would currently renew 

each year for one additional year (totaling 10 years duration into the future). 
 
Member Blake said that we need to work on that. 
 
Member Walter: 
• Said that it would be the responsibility of the Historic Preservation Board, City and 

Council to oversee that. 
• Added that the City’s Mills Act contracts need to be looked at as a group each year. 
• Said that one option is that on day one of a contract that contract is terminated 10 

years without any additional time being added each year. 
 
Chair Foulkes asked whether these contracts could revert to a year-to-year standard after 
10 years.  It is important that these contracts be properly curated.  That is an on-going 
need. 
 
Planner Daniel Fama: 
• Said that is a challenging task. 
• Said that efforts were taken to gather all materials associated with existing Mills Act 

contracts. 
• Added that this information is needed in order to make the case for continuing and/or 

expanding the Mills Act program. 
 
Member Blake: 
• Said that the existing contract owners have been asked to provide their documentation 

and receipts for work done together with photographs for work done. 
• Stated that any proposed short-term contract should have a beginning and ending 

date. 
• Said that as to long-term contacts, we need to better define what long-term is and 

what the holders would need to report out to the City. 
 
Member Walter: 
• Reminded that right now contracts are for a minimum of 10 years.  If HPB/City waits 

to year nine, that contract would automatically renew again for another 10 years. 
• Said that we would have to stop it (a new 10-year contract) on the first day of the 10-

year period. 
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Chair Foulkes asked if the City would be responsible for that. 
 
Planner Daniel Fama: 
• Replied no.  How it is currently structured by State Law, these contracts are expanded 

out another year for a total of 10 years forward at all times. 
 
Chair Foulkes said that some cities have time-certain contracts. 
 
Planner Daniel Fama: 
• Said that some can be, but we need to have an established long-term contract. 
• Added that it may be possible for us to do something administratively. 
• Concluded that there must be a way to track those things. 
 
Chair Foulkes: 
• Said that we need a “hammer.” 
• Added that we need to explain the “honey” in having a contract. 
• Stated the need to give a clear idea of what we look at when selecting a property for 

a Mills Act contract. 
• Opined that many on the inventory may get excited about the possibility of securing a 

Mills Act contract. 
 
Member Blake suggested everyone look at the new primary categories that the 
Subcommittee has proposed. 
 
Chair Foulkes: 
• Said that there currently seems to be a lapse between the financial benefits of having 

a contract versus the accountability of what is done with those tax savings. 
• Stressed the need to better determine how to market the benefits of a Mills Act 

contract so that more property owners of historic homes want to take advantage of it. 
• Said they each will share what they have with Planner Fama and cover the material 

at the next HPB meeting.  We can start by going over the FAQ and propose changes 
to the Mills Act itself. 

• Stated the need to refine the material and make it work.  It must be flexible and logical 
enough to follow. 

• Asked if anyone has something they’d like to add to the agenda for the next meeting 
on February 24, 2021. 

 
Member Blake said no, not tonight. 
 
Member Walter replied no. 
 
Member Walter asked staff about the status of recruitment for the fifth member of HPB to 
fill the seat vacated by Member Kendall. 
 
Planned Daniel Fama reported that the notice has been put out by the City Clerk’s Office.  
As of yet he has not been informed as to whether there have been any applicants 
submitted. 
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Member Blake said that there are no responses that she has seen and suggested that 
staff ask the City Clerk about current status. 
 
Planner Daniel Fama: 
• Said that he would inquire of the City Clerk if there are any interested parties. 
• Added that it will be challenging to find the fifth member.  As a CLG (Certified Local 

Government) City, Campbell’s HPB is required to have one member on its Board that 
has either a construction or architectural background.  This position to be filled is the 
opportunity to achieve that requirement. 

 
Member Blake offered to put information out on NextDoor about this position and the 
required background for those interested in serving. 
 
Planner Daniel Fama said that would be great. 

 
*** 

 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Adjourned at 5:57 p.m. to the next Regular Historic Preservation Board meeting 
scheduled for February 24, 2021, at 5:00 PM, using Zoom. 
 
 
 
PREPARED BY: ______________________________________ 

Corinne Shinn, Recording Secretary 
 
 
 
APPROVED BY: ______________________________________ 
    Michael Foulkes, Chair   

 
 
 
ATTEST: ______________________________________ 
    Daniel Fama, HPB Staff Liaison 



RESOLUTION NO.  2021-01 
 

BEING A RESOLUTION OF THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
BOARD OF THE CITY OF CAMPBELL APPROVING THE 2021 
BOARD MEETING SCHEDULE. 
 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Campbell Municipal Code Section 21.33.030 (Reviewing 
authority), the reviewing authority for matters of historic preservation shall be the Historic 
Preservation Board ("Board"), the Planning Commission, and the City Council; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Board shall hold public hearings and meetings as necessary to conform to 
the requirements of the Campbell Municipal Code; and  
 
WHEREAS,  pursuant to Board Resolution No. 2017-02, adopted on June 28, 2017, the 
Board shall meet every fourth Wednesday at 5:00 PM; and  
 
WHEREAS, the November and December Board meetings conflict with nationally 
recognized holidays; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Board desires to cancel the November meeting and reschedule the 
December meeting; and  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 
hereby adopts the 2021 Board Meeting Schedule (Exhibit A). 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 27th day of January, 2021, by the following roll call vote: 
 
AYES: Board Members: Walter, Blake, and Foulkes 
NOES: Board Members:   
ABSENT: Board Members: Moore 
ABSTAIN: Board Members:  
 
 
 
    APPROVED: 
   Michael Foulkes, Chair 
 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
                Daniel Fama, Secretary  
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EXHIBIT A 
 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 
2021 MEETING SCHEDULE 

 
• February 24, 2021 

• March 24, 2021 

• April 28, 2021 

• May 26, 2021 

• June 23, 2021 

• July 28, 2021 

• August 25, 2021 

• September 22, 2021 

• October 27, 2021 

• November 24, 2021 – Canceled 

• December 8, 2021 – Rescheduled 

• January 26, 2022 
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https://www.ci.campbell.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/152/Historic-Design-Guidelines?bidId=
https://www.ci.campbell.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/17729/Secretary-of-the-Interior-Standards-
https://www.ci.campbell.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/17729/Secretary-of-the-Interior-Standards-




https://www.sfgate.com/columns/slideshow/Architectural-sparks-when-old-meets-new-on-49411.php
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http://bit.ly/CampbellHDG
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Mills Act FAQ        Draft Suggestions  
         TW Revision 2/15/21 
 
TW changes/additions = Italic 
 
Who may apply for a Mills Act contract?   Any property owner whose home is listed on the 
City’s Historic Resource Inventory. 
 
What is the Historic Resource Inventory?   The City of Campbell’s Historic Resource Inventory 
includes City Council designated historic properties that are of important historical value to the 
City.  
 
How does a property owner get onto the Historic Resource Inventory (discussion) 
 
What are the benefits of having a Mills Act contract on the home?  Substantial property tax 
reduction.  Mills Act contract follows the property. The contract can be transferred to a change 
in ownership if contract is in effect. 
 
How can an applicant find out how much tax savings they will receive (discussion) 
 
When can a property owner apply for a Mills Act contract? (discussion) 
 
How long does the contract last?  (discussion, one or two tiered) 
 
Are there any drawbacks to having the Mills Act contract?  (discussion) 
 
What is the application fee?  $1,500. 
 
Do additions qualify under the Mills Act?   No. 
 
Do solar panels qualify under the Mills Act?  No.  
 
What does qualify under the Mills Act?  Various exterior maintenance and repair projects.  An 
applicant can review the proposed list within a sample contract from the City. 
 
Are there any guidelines available?  Yes, the City of Campbell Historic Design Guidelines For 
Residential Buildings, available on line through the Planning Department.  
 
How are Mills Act contacts monitored?  Property owners are required to submit yearly 
documentation with copies of receipts for work completed to Santa Clara County and the City 
of Campbell.  The City will make on site visits at least four times during every 10-year interval.  
 

CorinneS
Typewritten Text
ITEM NO. 4
Attachment 1



Page 1 of 4 
 

City of Campbell 
Suggested Mills Act Additions 

 
 
Date: Rev 2.15.21 
 
To: HPB members and Daniel Fama  
 
From: Mills Act Subcommittee – Susan Blake and Todd Walter 
 
3.18.20 - The subcommittee reviewed a number of different Mills Act programs throughout California Cities and 
the following are items this subcommittee suggests to be included in the revised City of Campbell Mills Act 
Program. 
 
2.15.21 – Based on our board meeting of 9.29.20 the board members provided input which is included in the 
following document. 
 
1. Fees:  Although the fee should be developed by the city most fees we found were around $1,000 and one as 

high as $4,000.  Some cities required an annual fee to manage the contract per property.  Campbell may want 
to include a fee for the 5 yr inspection or other city required services to maintain each Mills Act contract. 
 
9.29.20 HPB Response:  Yes, a fee should be included but there was discussion if the current fee of $1,500 
was too high, adequate or too low.  It was tabled to discuss another day. 

 
2. Application deadline: Many cities had one or two times a year when the Mills Act application was due.  We 

suggest implementing a similar approach but Campbell will need to review their typical staffing requirements 
to determine what time each year would be the most appropriate for a due date, along with how this will 
impact time for HPB and City Council to review the application. 

 
9.29.20 HPB Response:  Yes, a deadline would be appropriate.  It was suggested maybe two a year. 

 
3. FAQ: Many cities had FAQ and we suggest including this in the program to assist owners.  One specific item to 

include is a statement that depending how long the applicant has owned the property their prop 13 taxes will 
be lower than the Mills Act calculation therefore, applying for this program is not warranted. 

 
9.29.20 HPB Response:  Yes, HPB agrees with this suggestion and the subcommittee will work up a list of 
FAQ for review. 

 
4. Contract Duration: Most cities listed a 10 year contract with the automatic renewal so that the contract was 

always a 10 year duration.  One city set the limit to 15 years max.  Campbell and their legal team should 
review this item and determine what is appropriate that still meets the Mills Act requirements. 

 
9.29.20 HPB Response:  This topic is an ongoing discussion.  Some members feel the duration should be 
based on the project list submitted by the applicant so there is a sunset on the contract.  Further discussion 
will be needed to finalize this item. 

 
5. HRI/Register:  All cities required the property to be designated in order to apply for the Mills Act. 
 

9.29.20 HPB Response:  Yes, HPB agrees with this requirement. 
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6. Approval process:  Most cities require the application to be submitted to planning for review.  Once planning 
completed their review and found it was acceptable there was a public hearing to review the application.  This 
occurred either at the historic commission or some cities had this occur at the city council level with no 
historic commission review.  Some cities required a pre-inspection with the applicant and the city within a few 
weeks after the application is submitted.  This appears to assist the owner and the city to determine if the 
proposed scope of work meets the Mills Act intent and the cities intent prior to reviewing or approving the 
application.  We feel the pre-inspection is a good idea and will assist everyone by setting a base line of what 
the property looks like and the most appropriate items to be rehabilitated. It also makes sense to continue 
with our current process which requires the applicant to submit to the planning department, they review for 
completeness and accuracy, then HPB reviews via a public hearing and then the final recommendation goes to 
city council for their review. 

 
9.29.20 HPB Response:  Yes, HPB agrees with this suggestions and the pre-inspection process.   

 
7. Requirements/Conditions of Approval:  Most cities cite the work to be done shall follow the Secretary of 

Interiors Standards and they did not list specific elements like the Campbell application.  Most cities also 
indicate the work shall cover health and safety items such as foundations, roofing, electrical, plumbing and 
mechanical but not in any great detail.  We suggest following this similar approach and remove our current 
project specific list from the application.   

 
Some cities also included a requirement regarding the max value of the property.  Houses could not exceed 
$1.5m and commercial properties could not exceed $3m.  We may or may not want to include such similar 
language. 

 
9.29.20 HPB Response:  Yes, HPB agrees and sub-committee to work up a list but not too specific for further 
review by HPB. 

 
8. Rehabilitation / Maintenance Plan:  All cities had some sort of a requirement to include a plan indicating the 

proposed work, when it will be completed and a professional cost estimate.  Some cities also require photos 
of the structure and the areas of proposed work. They also required a site plan and some required proof that 
all previous and current permits were closed. 

 
9.29.20 HPB Response:  Yes, HPB agrees with this suggestion. 

 
9. Priority consideration:  Most cities indicated the following would be the priority for consideration and we 

suggest following these items as well. 
1. Structure in danger of deterioration or structural upgrades requiring substantial rehabilitation. 
2. Financial assistance. 
3. Additions do not qualify for program, so do not submit this type of work. 
4. _____________________________________________________________________________ 
5. _____________________________________________________________________________ 

 
9.29.20 HPB Response:  Yes, HPB agrees.  Need to work on the final consideration list for HPB and City 
Council to review.  Include Life/Safety issues as a consideration.  Subcommittee to work up initial list to 
review. 
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10. Oversite/Accountability:  As noted above some cities require a pre-inspection as part of the application 
process.  Most cities require annual reports from the owner and periodic inspections at 5 year intervals.  One 
city required inspections every 2 years up to 10 years and then every 5 years after the first 10 years.  We 
suggest a pre-inspection, annual reports with photos and receipts for completed work and inspections every 
5 years. 

 
9.29.20 HPB Response:  Yes, HPB agrees and the contract should include a pre-inspection, annual 
documents from the applicant and a 5 year inspection at a minimum. 

 
11. What features does the contract cover (exterior / interior):  All cities stated the Secretary of Interiors 

Standards is the basis of the program and includes exterior and interior.  We need to discuss if we agree the 
interior should be included?  Some cities stated that landscape was included but not costly rehabilitation.  
We have a heritage tree program so we can address trees under this program and not include it in the 
application process unless we feel the cost of the repairs and maintenance of the trees should be allowed in 
the Mills Act?  Again, we should discuss if we feel this is appropriate to include in our program. 

 
9.29.20 HPB Response:  HPB suggested we include the Heritage trees to the program and the contract 
should address the exterior of the structure only.  Interior features should only be considered if they 
constitute a Life/Safety related issue. 

 
12. Is an architectural/engineering report required:  One city required this report if structural repairs were 

included in the application. We suggest the applicant include a letter stating if any structural repairs are 
included and they would submit plans and calculations to the building department as required to receive a 
permit if their Mills Act application was approved.  This way they do not have to spend more money up front 
to have an engineer prepare a report, unless the applicant has an engineer reviewing their property prior to 
the application and request they provide a simple letter stating what they found.  Then the applicant can 
include this document in their application. 

 
9.29.20 HPB Response:  Yes, HPB agrees but it was suggested that the report is only required if the 
applicant is selected then they would provide the report. This way they are not spending additional money 
if they are not selected. 

 
13. Maximum number of contracts awarded per year:  Some cities set a limit on the number of contracts they 

would approve each year.  This is open to discussion if Campbell should or needs to add this provision to the 
program. Currently there are less than 10 contracts and not many owners have submitted an application 
over the years so limiting contracts per year may not be necessary.  

 
9.29.20 HPB Response:  Yes, a cap would be ideal but since we have so little now it may be a decision by 
the city council on how money will be allowed. 

 
14. Pre-application workshop requirement:  Once city required the owners who were planning to submit an 

application attend a 2 hour workshop.  We do not suggest adding this to our program, but the information 
that would be provided at this workshop may be useful if we provided it on our website so potential 
applicants can review. 

 
9.29.20 HPB Response:  No, not necessary. 
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15. Electronic submittal:  Some cities had an online application process and others required the application to be 
submitted via a thumb drive, DVD or other similar electronic process.  We suggest implementing the latter so 
Campbell can be “Green” and the documents would already be archived and easy to access. 

 
9.29.20 HPB Response:  Yes, agreed. 

 
16. Application package check-off list:  Most cities include an application check list to assist the applicants in 

preparing and submitting the correct documents. We agree a check list should be included in our application.  
 

9.29.20 HPB Response:  Yes, this makes sense. 
 
17. Attachments:  Once the above items have been discussed and we agree with the broad picture changes we 

can then discuss detailed items such as the proper forms and attachments we want to include in the revised 
application.      

 
9.29.20 HPB Response:  Yes, makes sense. 

 
18. Other:   

1. Should we include language that the applicant should spend roughly equal to or exceed the property tax 
savings? 

2. ? 
3. ? 

 
9.29.20 HPB Response:  Suggest reviewing potential costs and savings on a typical application to see what 
the true costs are.  This would also help the city council understand the benefits of this program to home 
owners and the city. 

 
 
End of Document 
 
 



 
Suggestions for revised List of Conditions for Approval   DRAFT 
         Revised 2/15/21 
 
TW changes = Italic 
 

Two Primary Categories 
 

1. Structural Integrity   2.   Exterior Architectural Integrity   
  

Examples:      Examples:     
  

Foundations      Windows and doors replacement or repairs 
Roofing      Porches (what about them?) 
Seismic Retrofit     Fences and gates (should we? Historic item?) 
Dry Rot      Garages 
Drainage      Driveways (should we? Historic item?) 
Stairs and steps     Siding     
Plumbing and electrical    Painting 

 Bearing or structural walls    Wood trim repair and painting 
 Chimney repair     Waterproofing of siding, windows, etc… 
 Reframing of damaged walls, posts,  

porches, garages or other similar structures or features      
  
 
 

 Secondary Category 
 
Examples: 
 
Insulation 
Heating and Air Conditioning 
Protected trees  ( *Tree Ordinance)  (discussion) 
Interior work that constitutes a Life/Safety issue 
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