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Executive Summary 

 

Findings 

 

General findings 

 

a. Impact of State Attorney General’s opinion.  According to the State Attorney 

General’s opinion, the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) is an advisory 

body without authority to act on a permit.  The major impact of the State Attorney 

General’s opinion is the determination that State law “does not vest local historic 

preservation commissions with the final authority to grant or deny a permit.”  It is 

only the “Memorandum of Joint Powers Agreement” (MOA), between the City 

and the State, which is set to expire shortly, that authorizes the Commission to 

issue a finding that either allows or denies a building permit.  

b. Customer service impacts of existing processes. The existing historic 

preservation review processes have poor customer service impacts at all levels 

and among most participants in the process.   

 Applicants are faced with approval procedures that seem vague, 

cumbersome and arbitrary. The Historic Preservation Commission 

members have sharply divided opinions on the interpretation of federal 

Secretary of the Interior Standards and State Historic Preservation Office 

and City approval criteria. As a result, City staff is burdened with the 

administration of lengthy and often contentious public meetings and 

inefficient review procedures.  

 In spite of the shortcomings of the HPC public hearing process and 

review procedures, the City’s planning staff is very helpful and 

accommodating in facilitating the review process on behalf of applicants.   

 Reviews within the West Boulevard Historic District are limited to exterior 

changes that require building permits.  Items that don’t require building 

permits, such as painting, fencing, doors, and landscaping, appear to 

create extensive incompatibilities throughout the District. 

 Many of the homes in the West Boulevard District are in disrepair.  The 

lack of clear and objective design standards to guide homeowners and 

excessive and inconsistent HPC approval criteria may be responsible for 

inhibiting needed repairs by adding significantly to their cost.   

 Interior reviews of downtown buildings by the HPC extend beyond the 

scope of the public interest and create friction between building owners 

and HPC members.  The National Park Service already has a process in 

place to approve building interiors when an applicant is seeking Federal 

tax credits.       
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c. Structure and size of the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC).  The structure 

and size the existing Historic Preservation Commission are not suitable for it to 

effectively deliver customer services:   

 The two Rapid City National Register Historic Districts (West Boulevard 

and Downtown) are distinctly different yet a single Commission serves 

both districts.  

 Stakeholders and property owners from each of the two districts are not 

fairly represented on the HPC as active participants in design review and 

planning processes. 

 HPC members are appointed for three year terms, but can be 

reappointed without a limit on the number of consecutive terms that can 

be served. 

 HPC reviews are not facilitated by clear and objective design review 

guidelines, resulting in often contentious disagreements among HPC 

members regarding their role, authority, and approval criteria.   

 Almost the entire HPC focus is on project review, which consumes almost 

all of its energies.  Public education and advisory assistance to property 

owners are perhaps equally important functions that can benefit the 

preservation of the historic districts.   

 To fulfill their public obligations, Commission members are in continuous 

need of training in historic preservation and public outreach methods and 

should be required to attend City orientation sessions and annual training 

sessions.   

 In contrast to the HPC, the Historic Sign Review Committee operates very 

efficiently as an independent board with exceptional customer service.   

d. Staffing of the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC).  The staff size is 

adequate to handle the customer service demands.  In the last three years the 

Department has instituted new professional qualifications required for planners.  

Staff is well-grounded in the core planning principles, but specialized continuing 

education in historic preservation and downtown development is essential to the 

effective administration of the program and delivery of superior customer service.  

Upon expiration of the MOA between the City and State Historic Preservation 

Office (SHPO) at the end of this year, the need for specialized staff expertise will 

increase significantly, as the City’s review responsibilities increase under the 

11.1 standards.  The City will rely less on the SHPO for decision making support 

and will shift to an advisory HPC review function with administrative authority to 

act on permits to be assumed by City staff. 

e. Historic Preservation as an Economic Development Tool.  Economic 

development is a crucial link to historic preservation. 

 The “Main Street Approach,” promulgated through the National Main 

Street Center links historic preservation to commercial economic 

development in downtown locations. In particular, “Design” is one of the 

elements of the four-point Main Street Approach: “Organization, 

Promotion, Design, and Economic Restructuring.”  Main Street 
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encourages design review and the creation of design guidelines for 

preservation of historic buildings, in addition to non-historic rehabilitations 

and new construction.  This comprehensive approach integrates 

downtown development with historic preservation and is very appropriate 

for Downtown Rapid City’s continuing economic development. 

 Reasonable historic preservation design standards that are cognizant of 

costs, without compromising historic integrity, in the primarily residential 

West Boulevard District could foster rehabilitation of homes and stimulate 

ongoing neighborhood investment and revitalization.   

 Rapid City lacks local financial incentives for historic preservation, such 

as, donations of façade easements, grants for historic building 

rehabilitations, and competitive façade improvement grant awards.  

Examples of these incentive programs can be found elsewhere in South 

Dakota.   

 

Positive aspects and opportunities 

 

a. Preservation of Rapid City’s unique heritage is of paramount importance to the 

community and its elected officials. 

b. Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) members are enthusiastic and 

committed to preservation.   

c. The City’s planning staff offers in-house professional planning services.   

d. The City’s staff provides outstanding customer service to applicants and through 

its administrative support to the HPC.  The staff keeps the historic preservation 

program well organized and on schedule. 

e. The planning staff has an excellent working relationship with the staff of the State 

Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). 

f. Outstanding rehabilitation examples in both historic districts demonstrate past 

successes of historic preservation review by the HPC.  

g. Destination Rapid City and the Rapid City Downtown Association offer ongoing 

opportunities to sustain the vitality and preservation of Downtown. 

h. The expiration of the MOA at the end of this year creates an opportunity for the 

City to enact its own unique 11.1 review process by ordinance.  

i. The City’s new Comprehensive Plan calls for a specific plan for downtown 

development.  The timing of the Comprehensive Plan recommendation fits the 

recommendations concerning downtown development and historic preservation 

in this report.   

 

Negative aspects and issues 

 

a. Although the HPC has been in existence for almost 40 years, the Commission 

has never adopted clear guidelines for design review.  HPC members are divided 

on their interpretations of the Secretary of Interior Standards, with directly 

opposing positions.  One faction is very strict in the application and interpretation 
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of the Standards, and the opposing faction is very accommodating to working out 

“prudent and feasible alternatives.”  Design review guidelines can provide clear 

and consistent interpretation of the Standards. 

b. The review and approval processes for applicants are perceived as vague, 

complex, cumbersome, lengthy, arbitrary and often costly.  These difficult 

processes thwart attempts by staff and HPC members to facilitate customer 

service.   

c. Even the most simple and obvious approvals must undergo a rigorous process of 

public review under the existing process.   

d. Excessive rehabilitation standards - whether written, interpreted, or based on 

personal preference - will hinder investment in historic residential properties. 

e. The City has not taken advantage of financial incentives used by other South 

Dakota communities to foster rehabilitation of historic property, such as donation 

of historic façade easements and façade improvement grants. 

f. Despite the longstanding historic preservation efforts in the West Boulevard 

Historic District, the overall impacts on neighborhood investment and improved 

design are not as expected.  Many properties are in marginal condition.  In many 

instances, the exterior features that are exempt from review (colors, fencing, etc.) 

detract from the overall neighborhood attractiveness and historic integrity of the 

District.   

g. Historic preservation review is not integrated into the Zoning Ordinance.  The 

only local ordinance is the 1975 ordinance creating the Rapid City Historic 

Preservation Commission.  The City has no ordinance that prescribes the review 

process; the City authority is based upon its MOA with SHPO and State law. 

h. The Downtown Historic District comprises a small area of Downtown.  The review 

process does not cover other vital areas of concern for impending Downtown 

redevelopment.   

i. The present organization of the HPC does not fully recognize the distinct 

differences between the essentially commercial Downtown District and the 

essentially residential West Boulevard District. 

j. Despite the rigorous review processes involving the SHPO, the HPC, planning 

staff, and the public, the City Council can, upon appeal, overturn any final 

determination. 

k. The Commission is focused almost entirely on its review function without much 

effort given to other preservation activities, such as public outreach, workshops, 

displays, awards, and other worthwhile activities to promote preservation. 

l. Although the Historic Sign Review Committee offers excellent customer services 

and functions extremely well, its functions could be absorbed by the HPCs. 

 

Recommendations  
 

a. Terminate the Memorandum of Joint Agreement (MOA) between the State and 

the City, which is set to expire on December 31, 2014. 

b. Adopt the recommended ordinance in Appendix E.   
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c. Prepare and adopt design review guidelines for the West Boulevard Historic 

District and a separate set of design review guidelines for the entire Downtown 

area including the Downtown Historic District. 

d. Prepare and adopt staff guidelines for administrative approvals of minor exterior 

improvements. 

e. Provide professional-level continuing education in historic preservation, urban 

design, and main street management to the Planner.   

f. Provide ongoing training for members of both Design Review Boards (HPCs). 

g. Develop a comprehensive historic preservation public education program and 

annual action program of activities.  

h. Establish an awards program.   

i. Establish a Main Street Program.  

j. Prepare and adopt a Downtown Development Plan. 

k. Prepare and adopt a West Boulevard Neighborhood Conservation Plan.  

l. Create financial incentives to foster rehabilitation of historic property, such as, 

donation of historic façade easements and competitive grant awards for façade 

improvements and building rehabilitation.  
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Historic Preservation Program Development: 

Customer Service Review and Program Administration 

 

Section 1. Scope of this Report. 

 
 On December 18, 2013, the City received a response to its request to the State 

Attorney General regarding the operations of the City’s Historic Preservation 

Commission and its compliance with state law found in SDCL 1-19A-11.1 (see Appendix 

C).  After Mayor Sam Kooiker  discussed the State Attorney General’s findings and other 

customer service issues with the City’s Director of Planning, Brett Limbaugh, they 

determined that an overall assessment of the Historic Preservation Commission 

processes be performed by Lehe Planning, LLC, of Birmingham, AL, which offers a 

range of planning consulting services.   

 

 Jim Lehe of Lehe Planning had previously been retained by the City in 2010 to 

evaluate the City’s planning and development review processes and again in 2013 to 

report on the City’s progress on improvements to those processes.  Among other 

findings in his 2013 report, Lehe remarked on the lack of guidance for historic reviews, 

as follows: 

 

“The City’s historic district lacks published design review guidelines.  This 

can create arbitrary actions and hinders the ability of the Historic 

Preservation Commission and the Historic Sign Review Committee to 

implement sound design objectives.” 

 

In March of this year, the Mayor again retained Lehe Planning as the City’s 

Consultant to focus on issues related to the operations of the Historic Preservation 

Commission.  Specifically, the Mayor charged the Consultant with developing a “more 

customer service-focused process” for the administration of historic preservation 

programs, a process that applies the standards of “feasible, reasonable, appropriate, 

and prudent.” The Mayor finds these four themes are necessary for a positive customer 

service experience, “not only to external customers but also internal customers,” such as 

staff and members of the Historic Preservation Commission.  

 

Among other concerns, Mayor Kooiker suggested this report include customer 

service reviews of the following specific items (see “General Findings” in Section 3 of 

this report):   

 

a. The “practical impacts of the AG’s opinion” and its local implementation.  The 

Mayor is especially concerned with the impacts on “customer service,” that 

might result by an increased burden on the applicant.   
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b. The customer service impacts of the existing ordinance, processes, and 

procedures of the Historic Preservation Commission, including these 

processes, in particular:  

 

 the application process for obtaining a permit, 

 the scope and depth of Commission examination of applications, and 

 the hearing process. 

 

c. How the structure and size of the Historic Preservation Commission can 

improve customer service.  

 

d. Staff support to the Historic Preservation Commission.  

  

The Mayor added an additional element to this scope, as follows: 

 

e. “(T)reat the preservation of our local history … as the true tool for 

economic development that it is -- I truly believe Historic Preservation 

can be a positive thing.” 

 

Section 2. Historic Preservation Background 

In 1974 the State Historic Preservation Center (now the State Historic 

Preservation Office or SHPO) of the South Dakota State Historical Society (also referred 

to as the Office of History) surveyed the Downtown and West Boulevard Districts and 

added them to the National Register of Historic Places maintained by the National Park 

Service.  Since 1974, the status of individual properties as contributing or not 

contributing to the historic districts has changed, and many individually-listed historic 

properties have been added to the National Register.  Major changes occurred in 1992 

with the resurvey of the West Boulevard District and its expanded boundaries, and in 

1998 with the resurvey and expanded Downtown Historic District. 

 

In March of 1975, the City adopted an ordinance creating the Rapid City Historic 

Preservation Commission (Title II, Chapter 2.68 of the Rapid City Municipal Code), as 

authorized by State law in SDCL 19B-2.  The Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) is 

a board of local volunteers with interest and experience in historic preservation.  The 

HPC organizes local preservation activities and participates in the required SDCL 19A-

11.1 review of building changes which could affect historic properties  (see Appendix A).  

The City’s Department of Community Planning and Development Services provides 

administrative and professional planning support to the HPC and maintains a website for 

the City’s historic preservation program at http://www.rcgov.org/Growth-

Management/hpc-home-page.html . 

 

On March 6, 2007, the State Historic Preservation Office executed a 

Memorandum of Joint Agreement (“MOA”) with the City of Rapid City that established 

http://www.rcgov.org/Growth-Management/hpc-home-page.html
http://www.rcgov.org/Growth-Management/hpc-home-page.html
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procedures that are unique to Rapid City to satisfy the City’s compliance with required 

SDCL 19A-11.1 reviews of projects that could adversely affect historic property.  The 

2007 MOA had a five year term that was extended by a 2013 addendum to December 

31, 2014.  When the current MOA expires, the City must follow the standard procedures 

for preservation of historic property found in SDCL 19A-11.1, which will substantially 

change existing procedures.   

 

Rapid City is one of eighteen South Dakota communities that participate in the 

State’s Certified Local Government (CLG) program.   The State first recognized Rapid 

City as a CLG in 1986.  The program provides Federal grants and other State funding 

sources to help the Rapid City HPC protect historic properties.  For example, in 2008, 

the Rapid City HPC used a CLG grant to document and determine the National Register 

eligibility of a prehistoric rock art site, and in 2014, the HPC initiated a resurvey and 

National Register District update for the West Boulevard Historic District.  Rapid City 

receives an annual CLG allocation of approximately $20-25,000 in funds (that is equally 

matched by in-kind services provided by City staff and the HPC) to support its local 

preservation programs.   In addition to its project review responsibilities, the State 

encourages the Commission to be active in public education of local residents about 

historic preservation through workshops, tours, and other activities.  Some South Dakota 

communities have awards programs to recognize outstanding preservation projects and 

individual contributions to historic preservation.  Past and present education programs 

facilitated by the Rapid City HPC include the following examples: 

 

 Booths at home shows and conventions, including special events during 

Historic Preservation Month in May of each year; 

 The Rapid City HPC website (in progress);  

 Walking tour pamphlets; and a  

 Digital walking tour at www.picturercpast.com. 

 

Historic Downtown Rapid City is active and vibrant. Unlike many other 

downtowns nationwide which have experienced decline, it remains the center of 

business, government, and entertainment, and is a favored tourist destination for the 

region.   

 

Founded in July 2008, Destination Rapid City has become the lead organization 

for promoting the continuing vitality of Downtown Rapid City and strives to strengthen 

Downtown’s presence in the community.  This organization’s stated mission is to “foster 

Downtown Rapid City through economic development, creating a vibrant business 

district rich in appeal for the Rapid City community and its visitors.”  Through its 

partnership with the Rapid City Downtown Association of businesses and merchants, the 

Chamber of Commerce, the Convention and Visitor’s Bureau, and City Hall, Destination 

Rapid City helps facilitate revitalization and development of Downtown through improved 

design, business development, and community events.  It led the implementation of a 

Business Improvement District, a creative method for financing public infrastructure 

http://www.picturercpast.com/
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improvements, and the development of Main Street Square, Downtown’s plaza for 

community events, sometimes referred to as a “community living room.”  The impacts of 

Destination Rapid City projects and programs have been crucial to the successful 

preservation of the Downtown Historic District and ongoing economic health of the 

greater Downtown Rapid City area.   

 

Section 3. Evaluation 

 

Background Research and Information Gathering 

To conduct a thorough assessment, the Lehe Planning team first reviewed 

extensive background information and documents provided by Brett Limbaugh, Director 

of the Department of Community Planning & Development Services, and Sarah Hanzel, 

the Planner assigned to historic preservation.  The Consultant carefully reviewed the 

documents and resource materials listed below, among others.  Most of these 

background materials were reviewed prior to Mr. Lehe making an on-site visit:  

 

1. State of South Dakota, Office of the Attorney General. “Memorandum Opinion 

– Construction and Application of SDCL 1-19A-11.1 by Municipalities and 

Local Historic Preservation Commissions.”  Paul S. Swedlund, Assistant 

State Attorney General.  December 17, 2013. (See Appendix B – State 

Attorney General’s Opinion). 

2. U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service.  “National Register of 

Historic Places Inventory – Nomination Form:  Rapid City Historic 

Commercial District (Downtown).”  June 1974. 

3. U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service.  “National Register of 

Historic Places Inventory – Nomination Form:  Rapid City West Boulevard 

Historic District.”  June 1974. 

4. State of South Dakota, State Historic Preservation Office, State Historical 

Society. South Dakota Local Preservation Handbook.  1995, revised 2008.  

5. State of South Dakota, State Historic Preservation Office, State Historical 

Society. Statewide Preservation Plan 2011-2015.  2011. 

6. U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service. The Secretary of the 

Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines 

for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring & Reconstructing Historic Buildings.  

By Kay D. Weeks and Anne Grimmer.  Washington, D.C. 1995. 

7. U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service.  “Introduction to 

Federal Tax Credits for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings - Main Street 

Commercial Buildings.” Washington, D.C. Revised 2012. 

8. “Memorandum of Joint Powers Agreement between the City of Rapid City, 

SD, and the Office of History, State of South Dakota.” February 19, 2007.  

9. “Addendum #2 to the Memorandum of Joint Powers Agreement between the 

City of Rapid City, SD, and the Office of History, State of South Dakota.” 

December 2, 2013. 
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10. City of Rapid City, SD.  “Bylaws of the Historic Preservation Commission of 

the City of Rapid City, South Dakota.”  1999, as amended 2013.  

11. Comprehensive Preservation Plan for Rapid City, South Dakota. Michelle L. 

Davis.  August 1993, revised April 2009. 

12. City of Rapid City, SD.  Rapid City Comprehensive Plan:  Plan Rapid City. 

Adoption draft, April 2014. 

13. Design Guidelines for the West Boulevard Historic District.  Winter & 

Company. Boulder, CO.  Draft #1, April 4, 2012. 

14. City of Rapid City, SD.  “Historic Preservation Commission Annual Report 

2012.”  2013. 

15. National Trust for Historic Preservation, National Main Street Center.  "Main 

Street Programs." http://preservationnation.org .  May 2014. 

16. South Dakota Codified Laws, as amended.  Chapters 1-19A Preservation of 

Historic Sites, 1-19B County and Municipal Historic Preservation Activities, 9-

55 Business Improvement Districts, 11-4 Municipal Planning and Zoning. 

17. Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.  Section 106 of the National 

Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.  36 CFR Part 800 (2013). 

18. Rapid City, SD, Code of Ordinances, as amended.  Title 2 Chapter 2.68 

Historic Preservation Commission and Title 17 Zoning. 

The Consultant further researched comparable programs to identify 

demonstrated methods successfully implemented by other communities within the State 

of South Dakota and nationwide, including the following programs: 

1. City of Bellevue, WA.  Zoning regulations for “Special and Overlay Districts.” 

2. Borough of Carlisle, PA. Borough of Carlisle Historic District:  A Reference 

Guide for Property Owners.  No date. 

3. Fairfax County, VA.  “Overlay and Commercial Revitalization District 

Regulations.”  

4. City of Gadsden, AL.  Zoning regulations for “Overlay District/Design 

Review.” 

5. City of Knoxville, TN.  Zoning regulations for overlay districts. 

6. Louisville Metropolitan Government.  “Standard Design Guidelines” for 

historic districts. 

7. City of Madison, AL.  Madison Station Historic District Design Review 

Guidelines.  Schneider Historic Preservation, LLC.  December 2010. 

8. City of Urbana, IL.  Zoning regulations for Design Review Board. 

9. City of Sioux Falls, SD.  Downtown Design Guidelines.  Main Street Sioux 

Falls.   

10. City of Sioux Falls, SD.  2015 Downtown Plan:  A Vision for our Future. 

11. City of Deadwood, SD.  Downtown Design Guidelines.  Community Services 

Collaborative.  March 1991.  

12. City of Deadwood, SD.  Residential Neighborhood Design Guidelines.   

http://preservationnation.org/
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Jim Lehe performed an on-site assessment that was facilitated by the City’s 

planning staff during the entire week of May 12th through 16th, 2014, beginning early in 

the mornings and ending late each evening, while staying in the heart of the Downtown 

Historic District at the Historic Alex Johnson Hotel.  During this period, Lehe interviewed 

21 individuals, including seven public officials (the Mayor, the City Council liaison to the 

Historic Preservation Commission, the Historic Preservation Commission Chair, three 

other members of the Historic Preservation Commission, and one member of the 

Historic Sign Review Committee), five Planning Department City staff, two SHPO staff 

(by telephone conferences) and seven individuals from private sector interests affected 

by the review processes, as listed on the following table: 

 

Table 3-1. Interview Participants 

 

 
  

  During the on-site visit, City planning staff led Mr. Lehe on a tour of the two 

historic districts, all of the individually-listed historic properties, and the larger Downtown 

environs. Towards the end of the week-long visit, a second tour was made to create a 

photographic record of select locations. During this same week, he also attended public 

meetings of the Historic Preservation Commission and the Historic Sign Review District 

Board for first hand observations of the review processes, paying particular attention to 

customer service.  

 

  Many telephone and email communications with the City’s planning staff took 

place during the preparation of this report.  In addition, the Consultant participated with 

the planning staff in five lengthy conference calls with the individuals assigned to Rapid 

City by the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Kate Nelson and Chris Nelson.   

Name Position Sector Organization

Sam Kooiker Mayor Public Official Office of the Mayor

Brad Estes City Councill liaison to HPC Public Official City Council

Shawn Krull Commission chair Public Official HP Commission

Jean Kessloff Commission member Public Official HP Commission

Bill Freytag Commission member Public Official HP Commission

Lance Rom Commission member Public Official HP Commission

Lee Geiger Committee member Public Official Historic Sign Review Committee

Brett Limbaugh Director City Staff Community. Planning. & Development. Svcs.

Sarah Hanzel Long Range Planner I City Staff Community. Planning. & Development. Svcs.

Kip Harrington Long Range Planner III City Staff Community. Planning. & Development. Svcs.

Jeanne Nicholson Administrative Assistant to HPC City Staff Community. Planning. & Development. Svcs.

Brad Solon Building Services Manager City Staff Community. Planning. & Development. Svcs.

Kate Nelson Restoration Specialist State Staff State HP Office

Chris Nelson HP Specialist State Staff State HP Office

Dan Senftner President and CEO Private Destination Rapid City

Jim Shaw* President  Private West Blvd. Neighborhood Association

Vince Braun Member Private West Blvd. Neighborhood Association

Peter Anderson Downtown builder and developer Private Mac Construction Co.

Wade Lampert Downtown business manager Private Hotel Alex Johnson

Justin Henderson Downtown business owner Private Independent Ale House

Dan Tribby Downtown business manager Private Prairie Edge Trading Co. and Gallery

*former Mayor
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 Lehe Planning also retained Downtown Management Consultant Cathy Back of 

Gadsden, Alabama, to advise on the organization of the Rapid City Downtown District, 

design review processes, and downtown development programs.  Ms. Back reviewed 

the background materials, interviewed SHPO staff, and offered suggestions for 

reorganizing Downtown Rapid City under the “Main Street Approach,” which is later 

discussed in the findings and recommendations of this report. 

  

General Findings 

 

a. Impact of State Attorney General’s Opinion.  The State Attorney General’s 

opinion (see Appendix C) explains the processes required under SDCL 1-19A-

11.1 (see Appendix A) by responding to a series of questions presented by the 

City.  The major practical impact this opinion might have on customer service or 

local implementation of historic preservation is the role set forth for the Historic 

Preservation Commission.  The State Attorney General’s opinion states that 

under SDCL 1-19A-11.1, the Commission should function as an advisory body in 

the local review process, without the authority to act on a permit. According to the 

opinion, State law “does not vest local historic preservation commissions with the 

final authority to grant or deny a permit.”  It is only the “Memorandum of Joint 

Powers Agreement” (MOA) between the City and the State that authorizes the 

Commission to issue a finding that either allows or denies a building permit, as 

set forth in paragraph 6B of the MOA.  This agreement is set to expire at the end 

of 2014, however.  At that time, the Commission’s advisory role will be 

established according to the authorized municipal historic preservation activities 

found in SDCL 19B et seq.  

 

The questions and responses in the State Attorney General’s opinion are 

paraphrased here: 

   

1) What State administrative rules (ARSD) apply to SDCL 1-19-11.1 

reviews? 

 

ARSD 24:52:07:02 (see Appendix B) forms the basis for the Case 

Reports that must be applied to all local reviews:   

 

“24:52:07:02. National historic preservation methods required. The 

methods, policies, technical notes, preservation briefs, and guidelines 

used by the National Park Service of the U.S. Department of the 

Interior and the Advisory Council on Historical Preservation created by 

Pub. L. No. 89-665 (October 15, 1966) as amended to December 22, 

2006, are the methods to be used to protect state register properties. 

These methods are published in the Historic Preservation Fund 

Manual Appendices (2007) and in The Secretary of the Interior's 
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Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, National Park 

Service, revised 1995.” 

 

2) Who bears the burden of proof in the 11.1 review process? 

 

Generally, the applicant bears the burden of proof that all conditions have 

been met for the City to approve a permit for a proposed project.  If the 

City, with the advisement of the State Historic Preservation Office, 

determines that a proposed project could have an adverse impact on a 

historic property, the applicant must further demonstrate that “no feasible 

and prudent alternatives” exist and the project “includes all possible 

planning to minimize harm to the historic property.” 

 

3) Does the City have the authority or duty to deny a permit for a project that 

could have an adverse impact on a historic property? 

 

The City has both authority and duty to deny a permit for a project that 

could have an adverse impact on a historic property if a “feasible and 

prudent alternative” exists to eliminate or mitigate the adverse effects. 

 

4) What is a feasible and prudent alternative? 

 

A “feasible and prudent alternative” is not just a speculative alternative; it 

is one which is “capable of being done,” according to the State Attorney 

General.  This broad standard is “highly individualized” and, as such, 

must be applied on a case-by-case basis and consider technical 

feasibility of the alternatives.   

 

5) What planning must be undertaken by an applicant to minimize harm? 

 

If a proposed project could have an adverse effect on a historic property, 

the applicant must “undertake all possible planning to identify methods to 

minimize harm or mitigate the adverse impacts.”  The opinion explains 

this through case examples where the applicants thoroughly investigated 

all alternatives and carefully assessed all possible impacts before 

deciding on the best and most feasible plan to minimize harm.  This 

standard also applies to demolition and new construction. 

 

6) Who decides if all planning has been undertaken to examine all feasible 

and prudent alternatives? 

 

SDCL 1-19A-11.1 does not grant the Historic Preservation Commission 

the authority to approve or deny a permit.  The Commission is a 

recommending body charged with carrying out the required 11.1 review 



 

9 
 

 

processes and fact finding to aid the decision maker(s).  The authority to 

act on a permit is reserved to the City Council, and the Commission is 

limited to making an advisory report to the governing body.  Although not 

mentioned in the opinion, the Council can appoint an individual or board 

to make such determinations on its behalf, but it has never done so.  The 

only City ordinance addressing the powers and duties of the Historic 

Preservation Commission can be found in chapter 2.68 of the City Code, 

but those powers do not delegate the Council’s authority to grant or deny  

the issuance of building permits to the HPC.  This delegation of decision-

making authority has been temporarily assigned through the end of 2014 

to the Historic Preservation Commission through the “Memorandum of 

Joint Powers Agreement” (MOA) between the City and the State. 

 

7) Are individual members of the Historic Preservation Commission 

permitted to visit a project site and meet with the applicant and other 

interested parties outside of official public meetings? 

 

The State Attorney General bases his opinion on the assumption that the 

Commission acts on an advisory basis and does not exercise final 

decision-making authority.  As previously stated, that authority is granted 

to the Council (or board or individual appointed by Council).  On the basis 

of this assumption, the opinion is to allow individual commissioners to 

negotiate with applicants.  As a matter of practice, however, Rapid City 

has discouraged this type of individual negotiations and favored open 

discussions at public meetings with the entire Commission.  The Planning 

Commission functions in a similar advisory capacity and restricts itself to 

discussions with an applicant or any other interested party in public 

forums only.  

 

b. Customer service impacts of existing processes.  The existing processes are 

lengthy and arduous, and the applicant has no clear guidelines on which to base 

a proposed project design.  The entire process takes weeks before a decision 

can be reached, even on a minor project, such as replacing a window.  An 

applicant must attend an often long, early morning public hearing before the 

Historic Preservation Commission and could be subjected to public scrutiny.  

Sometimes a hearing can be adversarial, pitting the Commission against an 

applicant and Commissioners in sharp disagreement among themselves.    As a 

result, City staff is burdened with the administration of often lengthy and 

contentious public meeting and inefficient review procedures.  On a positive note, 

the City’s planning staff is very helpful and accommodating in facilitating the 

review process on behalf of applicants, in spite of the shortcomings of the HPC 

public hearing process and review procedures.    
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 Reviews are required for any project requiring a building permit within the 

historic districts and their environs and on historic properties that are individually-

listed on the National Register (except for signs, which are reviewed by a special 

Historic Sign Review Committee).   Reviews within the West Boulevard Historic 

District are restricted to exterior changes that require a building permit, but do not 

cover any other exterior changes, such as painting, fencing, doors, and 

landscaping, which appear to create extensive incompatibilities throughout the 

District.   A sizeable number of homes within the District are rental properties.  

Absentee ownership often affects the upkeep of properties; owner-occupied 

properties are generally better cared for.  Many of the homes are in disrepair.  

The lack of clear and objective design standards to guide homeowners and 

excessive and inconsistent HPC approval criteria may be responsible for 

inhibiting needed repairs by adding significantly to their cost.     

 

 Development in the Downtown Historic District, the core of Downtown 

Rapid City, is impressive, where most buildings have been restored and are in 

solid condition.  The Historic Preservation review processes appear to have had 

a more positive impact to the exterior of these Downtown buildings than in the 

West Boulevard Historic District.   

 

 Unlike West Boulevard, the review of Downtown projects, also reaches 

into the building interiors, which seems to have created friction between building 

owners and the HPC.  The HPC operates with authority to manage virtually every 

detail of interior design.  Even reconfiguring a space within a previously approved 

building interior must be submitted to the HPC for approval.   Some of these 

same properties that undergo local review have undergone or are in some stage 

of approval by the National Park Service for Federal Rehabilitation Tax Credits.  

The two processes do not seem to be coordinated with one another, and the 

local standards for interior rehabilitation seem much more restrictive that the 

Federal criteria for tax credits.  The National Park Service already has a process 

in place to approve building interiors when an applicant is seeking Federal tax 

credits.       

 

 In contrast, the Historic Sign Review Committee has excellent customer 

service.  Its meetings are brief and more often harmonious.   The Committee 

members, most of whom have specialized expertise in commercial signage, 

typically offer technical advice to appreciative applicants.  The only practical 

issue concerns whether the City should have a separate historic review board 

dedicated strictly for signage.  Signage is an integral part of a building façade 

and needs to be reviewed within the context of other proposed exterior 

renovations by a single board.    

 

c. Structure and size of the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC).  The structure 

and size of the existing HPC is established by Title 2 Sec. 2.68 et seq. of the 
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Rapid City Municipal Code.  The Commission consists of seven members and 

two alternates who are legal residents of the City and represent various 

professions and academic fields of study.  The Mayor recommends appointments 

for three year terms, which are confirmed by the City Council.  Members can be 

reappointed without limitation to serve consecutive three year terms.  The HPC 

oversees activities within the two historic districts and on individual historic 

properties outside of these districts.  Meetings are held twice a month, which is 

often enough to prevent excessive delays in acting upon applications.  The 

frequent meeting schedule is out of concern for customer service.   

 

 The following diagram (Figure 3-1 – “Current Historic Preservation 

Review Process with MOA”) describes the existing processes under the MOA 

between the State and the City.  This process differs significantly from the 

standard 11.1 procedures (see Figure 4-1 – “Diagram of Proposed Review 

Process without MOA”), in that the HPC is given decision making authority, and 

the Council serves as the appeals body.  Under standard 11.1 procedures, the 

Council or an individual designated by the Council makes decisions to approve or 

deny an application. The SHPO will typically provide comments in one to five 

days, although State law allows them up to 30 days to review a project. (See the 

State Attorney General’s answer to question 6 paraphrased above and in 

Appendix C – “State Attorney General’s Opinion”).  
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Figure 3-1. Current City Historic Preservation Review Process with MOA 
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 The existing historic preservation review process begins with an 

application submitted to the City Staff for review by the HPC at a public hearing 

to determine if the proposed project has an adverse effect.  If the HPC finds no 

adverse effect, the SHPO must first concur before the applicant can obtain a 

building permit.  Many minor building exterior changes that obviously have no 

adverse impacts must still undergo HPC and SHPO review.  The MOA only 

allows the staff to approve a very limited range of activities, which are exempt 

from HPC and SHPO review.  These exemptions include in-kind replacement of 

identical roofing and siding materials on a house and replacement of non-historic 

roofing (e.g., asphalt or metal) with historic roofing materials (e.g., wood shakes).  

All other proposals must begin with a public hearing before the HPC, followed by 

SHPO concurrence or objection.   

 

 In cases where the HPC determines an adverse effect, SHPO must 

concur with the determination that “feasible and prudent alternatives” have been 

considered with “all possible planning to mitigate the adverse effects” of the 

proposal. These vague standards are difficult to interpret, creating an unusual 

burden on both applicants and the HPC members to apply to projects under 

review.  Under the current processes, the HPC and SHPO must come to an 

agreement on approval conditions for a project, with the applicant given no clear 

picture of the potential outcome.  Between July 1, 2013 and August 1, 2014, the 

HPC determined no adverse effect for 76% of their project reviews (59 total 

cases). The SHPO concurred on about 90% of those cases.   

 

 If the applicant disagrees with the outcome of an HPC determination, an 

appeal can be filed with the City Council, and in most cases, the Council can be 

expected to grant the appeal for the convenience of the applicant.  The Council is 

not bound to base its appeal decisions on any standard other than what it deems 

fair and reasonable or, in some cases, politically expedient.   

 

 The two Rapid City National Register Historic Districts are distinctly 

different:  the primarily commercial Downtown Historic District and the primarily 

residential West Boulevard Historic District.  Under the existing organization, the 

same Commission serves both districts. With two separate Commissions of 

smaller size, each could better focus on the distinctive goals of each District. 

Stakeholders and property owners from each of the two districts are not fairly 

represented on the HPC as active participants in design review and planning 

processes. 

 

To facilitate its review functions, guidelines must be developed for each of 

the districts.  The guidelines must be unique to the districts, usable by lay 

members of the Commission, and customer-service friendly; that is, the 

guidelines must be easy to both understand and apply to proposed projects by 

applicants, staff, and HPC members alike.  In recent years, the HPC retained a 
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nationally-recognized consultant to draft design review guidelines for the West 

Boulevard Historic District, but the Commission decided to cancel the contract 

and not adopt the guidelines.  The guidelines prepared by the consultant are very 

detailed, thorough, and fully consistent with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards.  

The failures of these guidelines seem to be their utility in facilitating design 

review by a lay commission and the capabilities of applicants to understand and 

apply the criteria to their projects.  The guidelines appear to be written for historic 

preservation professionals and architects grounded in historic building design.    

 

 The function of the Commission includes duties in addition to project 

reviews, but review consumes almost all of its energies.  Public education and 

advisory assistance to property owners are perhaps equally important functions 

that can benefit the preservation of these areas.  To fulfill their public obligations, 

Commission members are in continuous need of training in historic preservation 

and public outreach methods.  Members should be required to complete City 

orientation sessions and annual training sessions.   

 The Historic Sign Review Committee operates independently of the HPC.  

This Committee consists of five members.  The membership includes two 

members of the Historic Preservation Commission: a regular member and an 

alternate.  The Mayor appoints the remaining four members.  Members should 

have knowledge and experience in historic preservation, architecture, and sign 

manufacturing and be a property or business owner within the historic district.  

The current membership includes an architect experienced in historic 

preservation, three sign industry representatives, and one HPC member.  

Meetings take place twice a month immediately after the HPC meetings.  

Although this Committee operates effectively with outstanding customer service, 

its function could be absorbed by the HPC by including representation by the 

sign industry. 

 

d. Staffing of the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC).  The City’s Department 

of Planning and Development Services administers and oversees the historic 

preservation program and review processes.  The Director supervises 

department staff assigned to assist with historic preservation activities.  An 

Administrative Assistant serves the HPC, and the Director has devoted a Planner 

within the Long Range Planning Division to focus on historic preservation and 

provide professional staff support to the HPC.   

 

The Planner works closely with two individuals from the State Historic 

Preservation Office to fulfill the 11.1 and MOA requirements.  The staff size is 

adequate to handle the customer service demands.  In the last three years, the 

City has instituted new professional qualifications required for Planners.  

Consequently, staff is well-grounded in core planning principles and practices, 

but specialized continuing education for the Planner in historic preservation and 
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downtown development is essential to the effective administration of the program 

and delivery of superior customer service.  Upon expiration of the MOA at the 

end of this year, the need for specialized staff expertise will increase significantly, 

as the City’s review responsibilities increase under the 11.1 standards.  The City 

will rely less on the SHPO for decision making support and shift to an advisory 

HPC review function with administrative authority to act on permits to be 

assumed by City staff. 

 

e. Historic Preservation as an Economic Development Tool.  The National Main 

Street Center programs help link historic preservation to commercial economic 

development in downtown locations.  First initiated as a demonstration project of 

the National Trust for Historic Preservation in 1980, the Main Street Approach 

has evolved into a nationwide center encompassing more than 2,000 programs 

and leaders who use the Main Street approach to create “sustainable, vibrant 

downtown centers” within communities throughout the nation.  It presents a 

formalized approach to downtown development with a nationwide network of 

successes.   

 

 The comprehensive Main Street approach integrates downtown 

development with historic preservation and is very appropriate for Downtown 

Rapid City’s continuing economic development. In particular, “Design” is one of 

the elements of the four-point Main Street Approach: “Organization, Promotion, 

Design, and Economic Restructuring.”  Main Street encourages design review 

and the creation of design guidelines for preservation of historic buildings, in 

addition to non-historic rehabilitations and new construction.   

 

 The linkages between historic preservation and economic development 

are equally important but differ within the primarily residential West Boulevard 

District.  To sustain this neighborhood’s economic development and vitality, 

historic preservation should foster investment.  Reasonable and cost-sensitive 

standards for rehabilitation should stimulate neighborhood investment in home 

repairs and improvements, without compromising historic integrity.   

 

 Review criteria and rehabilitation standards imposed through the 11.1 

review process must be cognizant of costs.  Although it is desirable to restore all 

elements of a historic building to its original materials and character, there are 

costs associated with such an objective.  The “prudent and feasible alternative” 

must remove excessive impediments to neighborhood investment.  For example, 

the exact replacement of a deteriorated window in an 80 year old historic home 

might require the costly skill of a craftsman.  A very similar replacement window 

that is significantly less costly and much more energy efficient could be 

purchased at a home improvement store and achieve the same appearance from 

the public view.  A simple change in a design standard, as shown in this 

example, could create an economic stimulus that fosters rehabilitation rather than 
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hinders it.  Design guidelines should identify such examples of appropriate 

replacement materials within each historic district.  

 

Finally, Rapid City lacks local financial incentives for historic preservation, 

such as, donations of façade easements, grants for historic building 

rehabilitations, and competitive façade improvement grant awards.  Examples of 

these incentive programs can be found elsewhere in South Dakota.   

 

Positive aspects and opportunities 

 

a. Preservation of Rapid City’s unique heritage is of paramount importance to the 

community and its elected officials. 

b. Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) members are enthusiastic and 

committed to preservation.   

c. The City’s planning staff offers in-house professional planning services.   

d. The City’s staff provides outstanding customer service to applicants and through 

its administrative support to the HPC.  The staff keeps the historic preservation 

program well organized and on schedule. 

e. The planning staff has an excellent working relationship with the staff of the State 

Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). 

f. Outstanding rehabilitation examples in both historic districts demonstrate past 

successes of historic preservation review by the HPC.  

g. Destination Rapid City and the Rapid City Downtown Association offer ongoing 

opportunities to sustain the vitality and preservation of Downtown. 

h. The expiration of the MOA at the end of this year creates an opportunity for the 

City to enact its own unique 11.1 review process by ordinance.  

i. The City’s new Comprehensive Plan calls for a specific plan for downtown 

development.  The timing of the Comprehensive Plan recommendation fits the 

recommendations concerning downtown development in this report.  

 

Negative aspects and issues 

 

a. Although the HPC has been in existence for almost 40 years, the Commission 

has never adopted clear guidelines for design review.  HPC members are divided 

on their interpretations of the Secretary of Interior’s Standards, with directly 

opposing positions.  One faction is very strict in the application and interpretation 

of the Standards, and the opposing faction is very accommodating to working out 

“prudent and feasible alternatives.”  Design review guidelines can provide clear 

and consistent interpretation of the Standards. 

b. The review and approval processes for applicants are perceived as vague, 

complex, cumbersome, lengthy, arbitrary and often costly.  These difficult 

processes thwart attempts by staff and HPC members to facilitate customer 

service.   
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c. Even the most simple and obvious approvals must undergo a rigorous process of 

public review under existing processes.   

d. Excessive rehabilitation standards hinder investment in historic residential 

properties. 

e. Excessive rehabilitation standards - whether written, interpreted, or based on 

personal preference - hinder investment in historic residential properties. 

f. Despite the longstanding historic preservation efforts in the West Boulevard 

Historic District, the overall impacts on neighborhood investment and improved 

design are not as expected.  Many properties are in marginal condition.  In many 

instances, the exterior features that are exempt from review (colors, fencing, etc.) 

detract for the overall neighborhood attractiveness and historic integrity of the 

District.   

g. The City has not taken advantage of financial incentives used by other South 

Dakota communities to foster rehabilitation of historic property, such as donation 

of historic façade easements and façade improvement grants. 

h. Historic preservation review is not integrated into the Zoning Ordinance.  The 

only local ordinance is the 1975 ordinance creating the Rapid City Historic 

Preservation Commission.  The City has no ordinance that prescribes the review 

process; the City authority is based upon the MOA with the SHPO and State law. 

i. The Downtown Historic District comprises a small area of Downtown.  The review 

process does not cover other vital areas of concern for impending Downtown 

redevelopment.   

j. The present organization of the HPC does not fully recognize the distinct 

differences between the essentially commercial Downtown District and the 

essentially residential West Boulevard District.  

k. The existing HPC membership does not adequately represent stakeholders and 

property owners who have direct interests in design review and planning 

activities within each historic district. 

l. Despite the rigorous review processes involving the SHPO, the HPC, planning 

staff, and the public, the City Council can, upon appeal, overturn any final 

determination. 

m. The Commission is focused almost entirely on its review function without much 

effort given to other preservation activities, such as public outreach, workshops, 

displays, awards, and other worthwhile activities to promote preservation. 

n. Although the Historic Sign Review Committee offers excellent customer services 

and functions extremely well, its functions could be absorbed by the HPCs. 

 

Section 4. Recommendations 
 

a. Terminate the Memorandum of Joint Agreement (MOA) between the State and 

the City, which is set to expire on December 31, 2014.  This would allow the City 

to put the proper ordinances and administrative procedures in place ahead of 

expiration date. The flow diagram in Figure 4-1 on the following page generally 

describes the required 11.1 process without the MOA. The SHPO typically 
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responds to projects between one and five days, even though State law allows 

them up to 30 days. (also refer to Appendix D -“Proposed Historic Preservation 

Review Procedures”): 
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Figure 4-1. Diagram of Proposed Review Process without MOA 

Note:  The SHPO typically 

responds to project notifications 

within one to five days, even 

though State law allows up to 30 

days. 
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b. Adopt the recommended ordinance in Appendix E.  The proposed ordinance 

would establish the authority for historic preservation and design review within 

the Rapid City Zoning Ordinance and comply fully with the requirements of SDCL 

1-19A-11.1 and 1-19B.  The changes proposed by this recommended ordinance 

would dramatically improve customer service by delegating most decisions to 

City planning staff. Figure 4-1 above and Appendix D describe the streamlined 

historic preservation review procedures under the recommended ordinance. 

 

In summary, the ordinance would make the following changes to the scope and 

extents of historic preservation and design review: 

 

 The ordinance would create two new “Design Review Overlay Zoning 

Districts” for the West Boulevard Neighborhood Conservation Overlay 

Zoning District and the Downtown Development Overlay Zoning District.   

 Separate Design Review Boards of five members and one alternate for 

each Board would be created for each district and serve as separate 

Historic Preservation Commissions.  

 Board membership will be appointed by the Planning Commission and 

approved by the City Council.   This creates a vital tie between 

comprehensive planning and historic preservation. 

 As drafted, Board members will serve three year terms, but a restriction 

on reappointments should be considered.  Consider adding a provision 

that allows Board members to serve two consecutive terms but no more 

without an absence of one year. 

 Design review within the West Boulevard District will be limited to the 

Historic District and its environs and select residential properties that are 

individually-listed on the National Register.   

 The extents of design review within the Downtown would be enlarged 

beyond the Downtown Historic District to encompass all of the Business 

Improvement District (except where it overlaps the West Boulevard 

Historic District).   

 Interior changes to a building would be exempt from design review. 

 The Historic Sign Review Board responsibilities will be reassigned to the 

two Design Review Boards and include all signs within the entire overlay 

district boundaries.  This extends sign approvals to a much broader area 

of Downtown beyond the Downtown Historic District to include the 

Business Improvement District.   

 The ordinance would delegate the City’s final authorization to act on an 

application to the Planning Director or an individual designated by the 

Planning Director.  A Planner could be dedicated to this role. 
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 The Historic Preservation Commissions shall serve in an advisory role to 

the Director (or designee) in conjunction with the SHPO on proposals that 

could have an adverse impact.  

 Minor proposals that are in accordance with approved guidelines, such as 

replacement of deteriorated windows, siding, or roofing, would be acted 

upon administratively, within the limitations of approved guidelines and 

with SHPO concurrence.  

 New permitting and review procedures would be instituted to include a 

Design Review Compliance Certificate required as proof that the project 

has been approved through the design review process before a building 

or other permit could be issued.     

c. Prepare and adopt design review guidelines.  The guidelines are essential for 

improving customer services among the applicants, City staff, and the HPC 

(proposed Design Review Boards).  District-specific guidelines should be 

developed for the West Boulevard Historic District, the Downtown Historic 

District, and the extended Downtown locations proposed for the Downtown 

Development Overlay Zoning District.  These guidelines should be prepared by 

an expert consultant. 

d. Prepare and adopt staff guidelines for administrative approvals of minor exterior 

improvements.  “Minor exterior improvements,” as defined within the ordinance, 

can be administratively approved without HPC review and comment.  These 

include such improvements as “installation of fences, construction of small 

sheds/outbuildings, construction of small decks/patios, and similar exterior 

improvements.”  These guidelines should be prepared by staff, reviewed and 

approved by the SHPO, and adopted by the City Council for staff use in 

administrative reviews and advising applicants of compatible design.  These 

guidelines should be clear, concise, illustrated, and simple for applicants to 

understand.  The staff should also have manufacturers’ samples on hand of 

acceptable siding and roofing materials and product brochures for windows to 

advise applicants.   

e. Provide professional-level continuing education in historic preservation, urban 

design, and main street management to the Planner.  The Planner would be 

designated by the Director to administer the historic preservation and downtown 

development programs and should receive training to maintain proficiency in 

these specialized areas of professional planning practice. 

f. Provide ongoing training for members of both Design Review Boards (HPCs).  

Board members should be trained in the application of the City’s adopted design 

review guidelines. 

g. Develop a comprehensive historic preservation public education program and 

annual action program of activities.   Under the proposed ordinance, the primary 

role of the Design Review Boards will shift from one of review to public 

education.  City staff, in conjunction with SHPO liaisons, should work closely with 

the Boards to develop a wide range of public outreach activities. 
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h. Establish an awards program.  The Design Review Boards should work together 

to recognize exemplary project designs and outstanding individual contributions 

in historic preservation, neighborhood conservation, and downtown development.  

Perhaps the program could be conducted at an annual awards banquet. 

i. Establish a Main Street Program.   The City should work with Destination Rapid 

City and the Rapid City Downtown Association to participate in the National Main 

Street Centers as a designated Main Street Program and encourage the SHPO 

to set up a statewide program, as well.  The Downtown Association is a 501(c)(3) 

tax exempt organization that offers an established framework for the program.  

The Association should be reorganized along the four-point Main Street 

Approach for Organization, Design, Promotion, and Economic Restructuring.  A 

City partnership could provide professional planning support to the program. 

j. Prepare and adopt a Downtown Development Plan.  The City’s recent 

Comprehensive Plan recommends this area-specific plan to address 

opportunities for development and redevelopment within the Downtown Business 

Improvement District.  The City’s long range planning staff should work in 

conjunction with a reorganized Downtown Development Association, Destination 

Rapid City, and the new Design Review Board to develop this plan.  The Design 

Review Guidelines should be incorporated into this plan. 

k. Prepare and adopt a West Boulevard Neighborhood Conservation Plan.  This 

plan should be developed by the City’s long range planning staff under the 

direction of the Design Review Board and in association with the West Boulevard 

Neighborhood Association.  The Design Review Guidelines should be made a 

part of this plan, and the plan should analyze and identify economic opportunities 

to stimulate neighborhood investment. 

l. Create financial incentives to foster rehabilitation of historic property. Examples 

of incentives used by other South Dakota communities include programs to allow 

for tax deductible donations of historic façade easements and competitive grants 

for façade improvements and building rehabilitation.   

 

 

  



 

23 
 

 

Appendices 

 
 

A   - SDCL 1-19A-11.1.  Procedures of Preservation of Historic Property 

 

B   - ARSD 24:52:07:03.  State Standards for Case Report 

 

C   - State Attorney General’s Opinion 

 

D   -   Proposed Historic Preservation Review Procedures 

 

E   - Recommended Ordinance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

24 
 

 

  



A-1 
 

Appendix A – 

 

SDCL 1-19A-11.1.  Procedures for Preservation of Historic 

Property  



 

A-2 
 



 

A-3 
 

1-19A-11.1.   Preservation of historic property--Procedures. The state or any political 

subdivision of the state, or any instrumentality thereof, may not undertake any project 

which will encroach upon, damage or destroy any historic property included in the 

national register of historic places or the state register of historic places until the Office of 

History has been given notice and an opportunity to investigate and comment on the 

proposed project. The office may solicit the advice and recommendations of the board 

with respect to such project and may direct that a public hearing be held thereon. If the 

office determines that the proposed project will encroach upon, damage or destroy any 

historic property which is included in the national register of historic places or the state 

register of historic places or the environs of such property, the project may not proceed 

until: 

             (1)      The Governor, in the case of a project of the state or an instrumentality 

thereof or the governing body of the political subdivision has made a written 

determination, based upon the consideration of all relevant factors, that there is no 

feasible and prudent alternative to the proposal and that the program includes all 

possible planning to minimize harm to the historic property, resulting from such use; and 

 

             (2)      Ten days’ notice of the determination has been given, by certified mail, to 

the Office of History. A complete record of factors considered shall be included with such 

notice. 

 

     Any person aggrieved by the determination of the Governor or governing body may 

appeal the decision pursuant to the provisions of chapter 1-26. 

 

     The failure of the office to initiate an investigation of any proposed project within thirty 

days from the date of receipt of notice thereof is approval of the project.  

 

     Any project subject to a federal historic preservation review need not be reviewed 

pursuant to this section. 
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ARSD 24:52:07:03.  State Standards for Case Report   
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ARSD 24:52:07:03.  Standards for case report. If a state entity or a political 

subdivision of the state is required by law or rule to report possible threats to the 
historical integrity of a property on the state register, the threat must be reported by 

means of a case report that meets the requirements of this section. 
 

 Case reports must provide the Office of History with sufficient information for the 

office to make an independent review of effects on the historical integrity of historic 
properties and shall be the basis for informed comments to state entities and the public. 

Case reports shall thoroughly examine all relevant factors involved in a preservation 
question. They must contain the following: 

 

 (1)  A description of any impending project which may adversely affect historic 
property; 

 
 (2)  Photographs, maps, or drawings showing the existing project site, the extent of 

projects, and details of the proposed projects, which may include three-dimensional 

models or accurate computer-generated representations of proposed new construction. 
Models or representations must clearly show the visual impacts of new construction on 

surrounding neighborhood or landscapes; 
 

 (3)  The planning and approval schedule for projects which may adversely affect 

historic property; 
 

 (4)  A statement explaining how projects adversely affecting the historic property 
were brought to the attention of a state entity or political subdivision;  

 

 (5)  A description of potentially affected historic property with any relevant 
physical, economic, or situational information on the property; 

 
 (6)  A description of the potential effects of a proposed project on historic property 

and the basis for the determinations of effect; 

 
 (7)  A historic preservation plan or description and evaluation of all feasible and 

prudent alternatives which a state entity or political subdivision proposes in order to 
minimize adverse effects of a project on historic property and alternatives which the state 

entity or political subdivision has examined and rejected. The reasons for rejection must 

be included. This section of the case report must clearly substantiate that all possible 
efforts to minimize harm to the historic property have been undertaken. Alternatives to 

aspects of the project which may adversely affect the historic property must: 
 

  (a)  Receive consideration based on factual reports, research, tried methods, and 

professional and lay preservation advice; 
 

  (b)  Explore alternatives beyond the immediate project, taking into account 
broad community or regional issues in which the historic resources may play a 

contributing role; 
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  (c)  Take into account the impact of potential adverse effects on surrounding 
historic resources, community preservation plans, and long-range community 

opportunities; 
 

  (d)  Be based on professional assessments of the value and basic structural 

condition of the affected property and estimates of a range of rehabilitation or mitigative 
options prepared by people experienced in historical preservation work; and 

 
  (e)  Provide adequate periods of time for information to be prepared and for 

preservation options to be attempted; 

 
 (8)  Documentation of consultation with the Office of History regarding the 

identification and evaluation of historic properties, assessment of effect, and any 
consideration of alternatives or mitigation measures;  

 

 (9)  A description of the efforts of a state entity or political subdivision to obtain 
and consider the views of affected and interested parties; 

 
 (10)  Documentation that a local historical preservation commission constituted 

under SDCL 1-19B with jurisdiction in the city or county where the affected historic 

property is located was provided a specified period of time to examine plans for proposed 
projects. Official comments of the commission must be included. The Office of History 

shall specify periods of time not to exceed 180 days to be given local historical 
preservation commissions to examine plans and may specify such periods for each set of 

revised plans submitted for a project. The commission shall: 

 
  (a)  Agree with the findings of the case report; 

  (b)  Disagree with the findings of the case report; or 
  (c)  Decline to comment on the findings of the case report; 

 

 (11)  Copies of written views submitted by the public to the state entity or political 
subdivision concerning the potential adverse effects of projects on historic properties and 

alternatives to reduce or avoid those effects. 
 

 The Office of History may require an abbreviated case report if, in its opinion, less 

than a comprehensive review of a preservation issue is needed. The office shall determine 
the elements needed for an abbreviated case report case by case. 

 
 Source: 16 SDR 239, effective July 9, 1990; 21 SDR 50, effective September 21, 

1994; 24 SDR 73, effective December 4, 1997. 

 General Authority: SDCL 1-19A-5, 1-19A-11, 1-19A-29. 
 Law Implemented: SDCL 1-19A-5, 1-19A-11.1. 

 

  



C-1 
 

Appendix C – 

State Attorney General’s Opinion 

  



 

C-2 
 

 

  



 

C-3 
 

 

  



 

C-4 
 

 

  



 

C-5 
 

 

  



 

C-6 
 

 



 

C-7 
 

 



 

C-8 
 

 



 

C-9 
 

 



 

C-10 
 

 

  



 

C-11 
 

 



 

C-12 
 

 



 

C-13 
 

 



 

C-14 
 

 



 

C-15 
 

 

 
 

  



 

C-16 
 

 

 

  



D-1 
 

Appendix D –  
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Proposed Historic Preservation Review Procedures  

Step 1: Determination of historic preservation review required. The Building 

Official or designee determines that the permit requested has an impact on a 

historic property, district, or environs.  If so, the applicant schedules a pre-

application conference (Step 2). 

Step 2: Pre application conference. The applicant confers with the designated 

Planner regarding historic preservation approval procedures and conformance 

with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards and the City’s design guidelines.   

Step 3: Application submission. The applicant submits a project application for a 

Design Review Compliance Certificate. The Planner checks the application for 

completeness and determines the level of review required for the proposed 

project. Projects that are eligible for administrative approval are limited to roofing, 

windows, siding, or any minor exterior maintenance improvement which require a 

building permit, provided such changes meet the Secretary of Interior’s 

Standards and City’s design guidelines. Administrative approvals proceed to 

Step 4 and all other projects proceed to Step 5. 

Step 4a: Administrative approval. The Planner may grant administrative approval 

to certain projects that have been determined to have no adverse effect on 

historic property. These projects that are eligible for administrative approval are 

limited to roofing, windows, or any minor exterior maintenance improvement 

which require a building permit, provided such changes meet the Secretary of 

Interior’s Standards and City’s design guidelines. If approved administratively, 

the applicant may proceed with the improvements, provided the necessary 

building permits have been submitted and approved by the City. The Planner 

reserves the right to withhold the administrative action on any application and 

require referral to SHPO as outlined in Step 5.    

Step 4b: Administrative determination of adverse effect.   The Planner 

determines that the project has a potential adverse effect and, as a result of that 

determination, cannot issue an administrative approval.  The Planner  notifies the 

applicant in writing of the reasons for its determination of its adverse effect.   

Within five business days of an administrative determination of adverse effect, 

the applicant may: (a) withdraw the application, (b) revise and resubmit it to 

address the staff written comments (Step 3) or (c) disagree with the staff 

determination and request that the application proceed to an initial SHPO  review  

(Step 5).  Note:  an appeal to the Zoning Board of Adjustment cannot bypass the 

initial SHPO review and subsequent steps. 

 

Step 5: Initial SHPO review. Where the Planner determines that a project has the 

potential to damage, destroy, or encroach upon historic property, the Planner 

prepares a summary staff report of the project with potential adverse effects 
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described. The staff report and project application are sent to the SHPO for 

review. The SHPO, in turn, reviews the project file and reports its findings back to 

the Planner, as summarized in Step 6. 

Step 6a: SHPO determination of no adverse effect. Where the SHPO finds the 

project will have no adverse effect, the SHPO submits its determination in writing 

to the Planner, and the application proceeds to Step 9. 

Step 6b: SHPO determination of potential for adverse effect. Where the SHPO 

finds the project may have an adverse effect, a written notification is sent to the 

Planner to prepare a Case Report for submission to the Historic Preservation 

Commission, and a public hearing is scheduled as outlined in Step 7.  

Step 7: Historic Preservation Commission review and public hearing. The Historic 

Preservation Commission reviews the project application and Case Report at a 

public hearing. The Commission makes a determination, based upon all relevant 

factors, of whether there are no feasible and prudent alternatives to the proposed 

project and whether it includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the 

historic property.  Further, the Commission comments on the Case Report by 

agreeing, disagreeing, or declining to comment on its findings. The Commission 

may also include additional comments, including proposed conditions for 

approval. The project application, Case Report, and Historic Preservation 

Commission’s determination, findings, comments and conditions are sent to 

SHPO for their final determination in Step 8. 

Step 8: Final SHPO determination. SHPO reviews the record of the Historic 

Preservation Commission’s hearing, the Case Report, and the project file to 

make its recommendation to the City for approval or denial.  For approval, the 

SHPO prepares a written determination that, based upon all relevant factors, 

there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the project, and the project 

includes all possible planning to minimize harm to historic property.  If the SHPO 

cannot make such a determination, it makes a recommendation for denial by the 

City.   The SHPO may also recommend feasible and prudent alternatives to 

mitigate the adverse effect or may find no possible alternatives that are feasible 

and prudent to mitigate the adverse effect.  The SHPO sends a written summary 

of their determination, including any recommendations or conditions for approval, 

to the City. 

Step 9: Final   City review.  The Planner performs a final review of the complete 

project file to consider all relevant factors from the application, SHPO, and the 

Historic Preservation Commission, when applicable, before taking final action to 

approve or deny the proposed project.   

Step 10a: Final City approval. Where the City has received a written 

determination of no adverse effect by the SHPO (Step 6a) and the Planner 

grants approval or approval with conditions, the applicant is issued a Design 
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Review Compliance Certificate and may proceed with obtaining required City 

permits.  For approved projects subject to a final SHPO determination (Step 8), 

the Planner transmits a record of the City’s final approval to the SHPO by 

certified mail, and no permit may be issued by the City until ten days after the 

SHPO has received the certified mailing. 

 

Step 10b: Final City denial. If the City’s final determination is to deny the project 

application, the applicant may resubmit a revised application (Step 3) or appeal 

to the Zoning Board of Adjustment within 30 days for the denial.  
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Recommended Ordinance 
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Recommended Ordinance 

Creating New Design Review Overlay Zoning Districts, Granting Authority for the 

Newly-Created Design Review Boards to Serve as Separate Historic Preservation 

Commissions, Revising the Scope and Extents of Design Review by Enlarging the 

Downtown Area Subject to Design Review and Authorizing the Design Review 

Board to Act on Sign Permits, and Modifying Review and Permitting Procedures.   

 

I. Repeal Title I Chapter 2.68 “Historic Preservation Commission” of the Rapid City 

Municipal Code in its entirety.  

 

II. Amend Section17.06.010  “Zoning districts–Established” of the Rapid City Zoning 

Ordinance by adding two new overlay zoning districts for the DD Downtown 

Development Overlay Zoning District and the WB West Boulevard Neighborhood 

Conservation Overlay Zoning District. 

 

III. Establish authority for the Design Review Boards to approve all signs within the 

Design Review Overlay Zoning Districts by amending Section 17.50.080, paragraph 

Q, of the Rapid City Zoning Ordinance, to read as follows: 

 

Q.   Sign review district requirements. 

1.   Purpose. This section creates sign review districts that correspond to the same 

boundaries of all Design Review Districts established under Chapter 17.62. 

2.   Design Review Board approval. Approval for any sign located within a 

Design Review District shall be granted by applicable Design Review Board. 

3.   In considering proposed signs within sign review districts, the Design Review 

Board shall consider the following criteria: size and position, projection, 

color, message, texture, materials, illumination and lettering style for the 

historic era for which the building or structure was constructed. In order to 

adequately review these factors, the applicant for a sign permit must, in 

addition to the requirements of §17.50.0801., submit the following: a 

photograph of the property and structure, a photograph or scaled drawing of 

the property or structure with the proposed sign sketched on it, color chips or 

color samples of the same colors that are to be used for the sign, and a scaled 

drawing of the proposed sign depicting the sign fonts and other attributes as 

they will actually appear on the sign. 
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4.   Each Design Review Board may adopt rules in accordance with this section 

and design guidelines for appropriate signage that is compatible with the 

character of each Design Review District.  

5.   If the Design Review Board approves an application for a sign which meets the 

criteria established by this section, then a Design Review Compliance 

Certificate shall be issued by the Director, and a sign permit may be obtained 

by the applicant.  In order to ensure compliance with the provisions of this 

section, the Board may approve applications with stipulations. If the Board 

denies an application for a sign which does not meet the criteria established by 

this section, the applicant shall be notified in writing as to the reasons for 

denial. Decisions of the Design Review Board may be appealed to the Zoning 

Board of Adjustment, as authorized by Sec. 17.54.010 B.3. 

IV. Identify the existing overlay zoning districts as Geographic Overlay Zoning Districts 

and reorganize into Chapter 17,60 of the Rapid City Zoning Ordinance, as follows: 

 

CHAPTER 17.60:   GEOGRAPHIC OVERLAY ZONING DISTRICTS 

Section 

   17.60.010   General provisions.  

   17.60.020   CL Canyon Lake Overlay Zoning District. 

   17.60.030   FS Fifth Street Overlay Zoning District. 

   17.60.040   MH M Hill Overlay Zoning District. 

 

17.60.010  General Provisions.   

A.  Purposes.  The Geographic Area Overlay Zoning Districts are hereby created to 

advance special public interests of select geographic areas within the City by 

creating standards that supplement the requirements of the underlying zoning 

districts.   

B.  Overlay District Requirements.  The requirements of these overlay districts 

supplement the requirements of the underlying district.   If the overlay zoning 

district imposes a greater restriction than the underlying zoning district 

regulations, the overlay zoning district shall control.    

C.  Zoning Designation.  The zoning designation of a property within a Geographic 

Overlay Zoning District shall combine the designations of the underlying and 
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overlay districts by adding a suffix to denote the designated overlay district, e.g. a 

residential property zoned LDR-1 shall be designated LDR-1-CL within the 

Canyon Lake Overlay Zoning District, LDR-1-FS within the Fifth Street Overlay 

Zoning District, and LDR-1-MH within the M Hill Overlay Zoning District.  The 

boundaries of each Geographic Overlay Zoning District shall be depicted on the 

official Zoning Map.  

17.60.020   CL Canyon Lake Overlay Zoning District. 

17.60.030   FS Fifth Street Overlay Zoning District 

17.60.040   MH M Hill Overlay Zoning District. 

V. Create Design Review Overlay Zoning Districts that regulate the exterior design of 

development projects within designated areas of special public interest, including the 

Downtown Development Overlay Zoning District and West Boulevard Neighborhood 

Conservation Overlay Zoning District, by adding a new chapter 17.62 to the Rapid 

City Zoning Ordinance to read as follows: 

 

Chapter 17.62 

DESIGN REVIEW OVERLAY ZONING DISTRICTS 

Sections: 

17.62.010  General Provisions.   

17.62.020  DD Downtown Development Overlay Zoning District. 

17.62.030  WB West Boulevard Neighborhood Conservation Overlay Zoning 

District.   

 

17.62.010  General Provisions.   

A.  Purposes.  The Design Review Overlay Zoning Districts are hereby created to 

advance special public interests of select areas of the City which have unique 

character of design and recognizable attributes of buildings, streetscapes, and 

environmental design features that are in need of protection.  These areas include 

Historic Districts and Historic Properties, the City center, and other areas of the 

City that give Rapid City its unique identity.  The regulations in these overlay 

districts, therefore, are intended to protect and enhance these special attributes and 

improve the quality of city living for all of Rapid City’s citizens.  
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B.  Design Review Overlay Zoning District Requirements.  The requirements of these 

overlay districts supplement the requirements of the underlying district by 

enacting procedures for review of certain building developments, in accordance 

with the procedures set forth in Section 17.54.010 E. Design Review Boards of 

this Zoning Ordinance.  The land use, dimensional, and other zoning ordinance 

requirements of the underlying districts remain.   

C.  Zoning Designation.  The zoning designation of a property within a Design 

Review Overlay Zoning District shall combine the designations of the underlying 

and overlay districts by adding a suffix to denote the designated overlay district, 

e.g. a residential property zoned LDR-1 within the West Boulevard Neighborhood 

Conservation District shall be designated LDR-1-WB, and a commercial property 

zoned CB within the Downtown Development District shall be designated CB-

DD.  The boundaries of each Design Review Overlay Zoning District shall be 

depicted on the official Zoning Map.  

D. Applicable Definitions.  The following definitions apply when used in this 

Chapter:  

1. Adverse Effect. Any project that will encroach upon, damage, or destroy any 

Historic Property. 

 

2. Alteration. Any exterior change to a building that requires a building permit, 

sign permit, demolition permit, or other construction permit.  Such alterations 

include any changes to exterior building components, such as, but not limited 

to, siding, roofing, windows, and signs; new construction of additions; and 

demolition.  Routine maintenance and repairs, however, as defined in this 

Section, shall not be considered an alteration. 

 

3. Case Report. The means of reporting possible threats to a historic property to 

the South Dakota Office of History, State Historic Preservation Office, the 

standards for which are established in ARSD 24:52:07:03.  “Standards for 

Case Report.” 

 

4. Demolition.  Any act that destroys in whole or in part a building or structure 

that requires a demolition permit. 

 

5. Design Guidelines.  For historic properties, the Secretary of Interior’s 

Standards and any supplemental guidelines approved by the Common Council 

for the review of projects, or for properties that are not historic properties but 

subject to design review, the guidelines approved by the Design Review 

Board.   
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6. Design Review Compliance Certificate.  A document, issued by the Director, 

that certifies that the work to be done on property within a Design Review 

Overlay Zoning District complies with all design guidelines.  No building 

permit, sign permit, demolition permit, or other construction permit can be 

issued for a project unless a Design Review Compliance Certificate has first 

been obtained. 

 

7. Director.  The Director of Community Planning and Development Services or 

his/her designee. 

 

8. Environs. The area surrounding Historic Property within which a project 

could have an impact upon that property.  The environs include any property 

or portion thereof that adjoins a Historic Property and also includes any 

adjacent property or portion thereof that is separated by a street, alley, or other 

public rights-of-way.  

 

9. Historic Property. Any property that is listed on the National or State 

Registers of Historic Places. 

 

10. Historic District. An area listed on the National or State Registers of Historic 

Places that contains Historic Properties. 

 

11. Minor Exterior Improvements. Improvements to a residential building deemed 

minor by the Director but which require a building permit, such as, but not 

limited to, installation of fences, construction of small sheds/outbuildings, 

construction of small decks/patios, and similar exterior improvements.  

 

12. National Register of Historic Places. The register created by the National 

Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. 

 

13. New Construction. An addition to an existing building or structure or the 

erection of a principal or accessory building or structure. 

 

14. Project.  Any of the following undertakings, all of which are subject to 

historic preservation or design review: (a) an alteration or new construction 

conducted on or within the environs of a Historic Property or within a Historic 

District; (b) an undertaking that meets the conditions of SDCL § 1-20-22 

regarding projects endangering archaeological sites; (c) an alteration or new 

construction in a non-historic location but within a Design Review District; or 
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(d) demolition of a building on or within the environs of a Historic Property, 

within a Historic District, or in a non-historic location but within a Design 

Review District. 

 

15. Routine Maintenance and Repairs. Work that corrects any deterioration or 

damage to a building or structure in order to restore it to its condition prior to 

the deterioration or damage. The work does not require a permit and does not 

involve a substantive change, as determined by the Director, in the design, 

material, or outer appearance of the building or structure. 

 

16. Secretary of Interior’s Standards.  The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 

for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, 

Rehabilitating, Restoring and Reconstructing Historic Buildings, 1995, 

National Park Service, U.S. Department of Interior. 

 

17. State Historic Preservation Office or SHPO.  The South Dakota Office of 

History charged with the administration and enforcement of the historic 

preservation provisions of SDCL § 1-19A-11.1. 

 

18. State Register of Historic Places.  The State register prepared by the South 

Dakota Office of History. 

 

E. Historic Preservation Review and Permitting Procedures.  The Common Council 

hereby appoints the Director of Community Planning and Development Services 

or his/her designee (the “Director”) to administer these procedures in accordance 

with the requirements of SDCL § 1-19A-11.1.  Any alteration to an existing 

building or new construction within a Historic District and its environs or to an 

individually-listed Historic Property and its environs shall be subject to these 

historic preservation review and permitting procedures (except as provided below 

for signs and exempt projects in paragraphs 1a and 1b).  No permit can be issued 

by the City unless the applicant has completed the approval process and the 

Director has first authorized the issuance of a permit, as provided here: 

1. Determination of required historic preservation review.  The Director shall 

determine whether the proposed project affects a Historic Property or its 

environs. A permit for alteration of a property within a designated historic 

location, shall first obtain a Design Review Compliance Certificate, except as 

follows: 

 

a. A sign permit has been authorized by the Design Review Board as 

provided in Section 17.50.080, paragraph Q, or  
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b. A project is specifically made exempt from historic preservation review, 

as provided under paragraph G of this Section 17.62.010 below, any 

person applying for Pre-application conference. 

 

2. Pre-application conference.  The applicant for a Design Review Compliance 

Certificate shall first confer with the Director regarding historic preservation 

review procedures and conformance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards 

and the City’s design guidelines. 

3. Submission of Application for Design Review Compliance Certificate.   

Following the pre-application conference, the applicant shall submit a 

complete application for a Design Review Compliance Certificate to the 

Director.  The application requirements may vary from case to case but must 

clearly depict the proposed project and its impacts on surrounding properties 

through the use of such means as building elevations, construction plans, 

drawings, illustrations, photographs, or other means necessary to allow the 

City to adequately assess the conformity of the proposed project with the 

Secretary of Interior’s Standards and the City’s design guidelines. The 

Director shall advise the applicant of required submissions and determine the 

completeness of an application.  If an application is subject to Design Review 

Board action, the Board may request additional application information.  

Upon review of a complete application, the Director shall determine its level 

of review required for approval.   

4. Administrative actions of certain residential projects.  Administrative action 

may be taken by the Director for certain residential projects, limited to 

roofing, windows, or siding or minor exterior improvements, as defined 

herein.  The Director reserves the right to withhold administrative action on 

any application and refer any project to the SHPO for review and comment.  

For such residential projects, the Director may either issue an administrative 

approval or a determination of adverse effect, as follows: 

 

a. Administrative approval.  The Director may approve an application for a 

project determined to have no adverse effects on Historic Property, 

provided such changes do not have potential to damage, destroy, or 

encroach upon Historic Property and meet the Secretary of Interior’s 

Standards and the City’s design guidelines.  If approved administratively, 

the applicant may proceed with the improvements, provided the necessary 

building permits have been approved by the City.   
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b. Administrative determination of adverse effect.  In cases where the 

Director determines that the project does not meet the Secretary of 

Interior’s Standards and the City’s design guidelines and, consequently, 

has an adverse effect on Historic Property, that is, the potential to damage, 

destroy, or encroach upon Historic Property, administrative approval 

cannot be issued.  The Director shall notify the applicant in writing for 

his/her reasons for a determination of adverse effect.  Within five business 

days of the Director’s notification, the applicant may:  (1) withdraw the 

application, (2) modify and resubmit the application, or (3) disagree with 

the Director’s determination and request initial SHPO review of the 

application, as required by paragraph 5 below.   

 

5. Initial SHPO review.  Where the Director determines that a project has the 

potential to damage, destroy, or encroach upon Historic Property, the Director 

must prepare a summary report of the project with potential adverse effects 

described and send the project file, including the summary report and 

application, to the SHPO for an initial review.  The SHPO, in turn, will review 

the project file and report its findings back to the Director.  

6. SHPO determination.  Following its review of the project file described in 

paragraph 5 above, the SHPO shall make a written determination to the 

Director, as follows:  

 

a. SHPO determination of no adverse effect.  Where the SHPO issues a 

written determination that the project will not damage, destroy, or 

encroach upon Historic Property, the Director shall approve the project.  

The applicant may then proceed with the improvements, provided the 

necessary building permits have been approved by the City.   

 

b. SHPO determination of adverse effect.  Where the SHPO issues a written 

determination that the project may damage, destroy, or encroach upon 

Historic Property, the Director shall prepare a Case Report, as defined 

herein, for submission to the Design Review Board for its review and 

response and schedule a public hearing.  

7. Design Review Board review and public hearing. The Director shall submit 

the project file, including the application, the Case Report, and the written 

SHPO determination of adverse effect to the Board for a public hearing.  The 

Board shall make a determination, based upon all relevant factors, of whether 

there are no feasible and prudent alternatives to the proposed project and 

whether it includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the historic 
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property, in compliance with the requirements SDCL § 1-19A-11.1.  The 

Board shall comment on the Case Report by agreeing, disagreeing, or 

declining to comment on the Case Report’s findings and may include 

additional comments, including proposed conditions for approval.  The project 

application, Case Report, and Design Review Board’s determination, findings, 

comments and conditions are sent to SHPO for their final determination, as 

described in paragraph 8 below. 

 

8. Final SHPO comments.  Following its review of the record of the Design 

Review Board hearing, the Case Report, and the project file the SHPO will 

issue its final recommendation to the City for approval or denial of the project 

application.  For a recommendation for approval, the SHPO has determined 

that based upon all relevant factors, there is no feasible and prudent alternative 

to the project, and the project includes all possible planning to minimize harm 

to historic property.  If the SHPO cannot make such a determination, its 

recommendation is for denial by the City.    

 

9. Final review by the City.  Following receipt of the final written SHPO 

determination, as described in paragraph 8 above, the Director shall perform a 

final review of the complete project file to consider all relevant factors from 

the application, SHPO, and the Design Review Board, and other relevant 

considerations, before taking final action to approve or deny the proposed 

project.   

 

10. Final action on behalf of the City.  The Director, following review of the 

complete project record, shall take final action on behalf of the City, as 

follows: 

 

a. Final City approval. Where the City has received a written determination 

of no adverse effect by the SHPO, as described in paragraph 6a above, and 

the Director grants approval or approval with conditions of the project 

application, the Director shall issue a Design Review Compliance 

Certificate, and the applicant may proceed with obtaining required City 

permits.  For approved projects subject to a final SHPO determination, as 

described in paragraph 8 above, the Director shall transmit a record of the 

City’s final approval to the SHPO by certified mail, and no permit may be 

issued by the City until ten days after the SHPO has received the certified 

mailing. 

 

b. Final City denial. If the Director denies the project application, the 

applicant may accept the denial, resubmit a revised application, or appeal 
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to the Zoning Board of Adjustment within 30 days of the denial, as 

authorized by Sec. 17.54.010 B.3. 

 

F.  Design Review Procedures in Non-Historic Downtown District Locations.  The 

Common Council hereby appoints the Director of Community Planning and 

Development Services or his/her designee (the “Director”) to administer these 

procedures.  Any alteration to a building or new construction that is within the 

Downtown Development District but not identified as a Historic Property or 

within the environs of a Historic Property shall be subject to these design review 

procedures (except as provided below for signs and exempt projects in paragraphs 

1a and 1b). No permit can be issued by the City unless the applicant has 

completed the approval process and the Director has first authorized the issuance 

of a permit, as provided here:  

1. Determination of required design review.  The Director shall determine 

whether the proposed project is located within a designated non-historic 

location but within the Downtown Development District.  A permit for 

alteration of a property within such locations shall first obtain a Design 

Review Compliance Certificate, except as follows: 

 

a. A sign permit has been authorized by the Design Review Board as 

provided in Section 17.50.080, paragraph Q, or  

 

b. A project is specifically made exempt from design review, as provided 

under paragraph G of this Section 17.62.010 below, any person applying 

for Pre-application conference. 

 

2. Pre-application conference.  The applicant for a Design Review Compliance 

Certificate shall first confer with the Director regarding design review 

procedures and conformance with the Downtown Development District design 

guidelines.   

3. Submission of Application for Design Review Compliance Certificate.  

Following the pre-application conference, the applicant shall submit a 

complete application for a Design Review Compliance Certificate to the 

Director.  The application may vary from case to case but must clearly depict 

the proposed project and its impacts on surrounding properties through the use 

of such means as building elevations, construction plans, drawings, 

illustrations, photographs, or other means necessary to allow the City to 

adequately assess the conformity of the proposed project with the Downtown 

Development District design guidelines.  The Director shall advise the 
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applicant of required submissions and determine the completeness of an 

application.  If an application is subject to Design Review Board action, the 

Board may request additional application information. 

4. Administrative reviews of minor projects in non-historic locations.  In cases of 

minor projects that have minimal or no impacts on the urban design character 

and economic vitality of the Downtown Development District, the Board may 

authorize administrative action by the Director.  The Director may issue an 

administrative approval when the project is clearly consistent with the 

Downtown Development District design guidelines or defer action on any 

project to the Board for final action.  Where a project conflicts with Board 

design guidelines and has a clearly detrimental impact on the urban design 

character and economic vitality of the Downtown Development District, the 

Director may deny a project or defer it to the Board for final action. 

5. Appeals.  An administrative appeal of any final action may be made to the 

Zoning Board of Adjustment, as authorized by Sec. 17.54.010 B.3. 

G.  Exemptions from Historic Preservation and Design Review.  The following 

projects shall be exempt from historic preservation and design review: 

a. Projects which do not require a building permit or other construction permit 

required by the City, including, but not limited to, landscaping, fencing, and 

painting. 

b. Projects which affect only a building interior; 

c. The routine maintenance and repairs of an exterior feature of a building, 

which does not involve a substantive change, as determined by the Director, in 

its design, material, or outer appearance; 

d. The installation, replacement, and repairs and routine maintenance and repairs 

of public infrastructure, except for buildings, such as, traffic control devices, 

utilities, street lights, sidewalks, streets, alleys, public parking areas, 

driveways, drainage structures, and the like.  Infrequent, large scale 

infrastructure improvements, however, that are exempt from these zoning 

provisions for historic preservation review may be subject to SHPO review in 

accordance with the requirements of SDCL § 1-19A-11.1; and 

e. In any case where the Building Official determines that there are emergency 

conditions dangerous to life, health, or property, the Building Official shall 

order the remedying of these conditions without review approval.  
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H. Prevention of Demolition by Neglect. Any owner of a property within a Design 

Review District shall not permit the deterioration of the property by intentional 

neglect, such that a building on the property may be threatened with demolition 

because of this deterioration. Where appropriate, the Design Review Board 

governing the location of the neglected property may request a meeting with the 

owner in order to discuss the condition of the property and the means to restore its 

condition. Such neglect shall constitute a violation of this Ordinance and be 

subject to Section 17.54.070 Penalties. 

I. Conformity with the Approvals Given.  All work performed pursuant to these 

historic preservation and design review approval procedures of this Section shall 

conform to the provisions of the approval.  

17.62.020  DD Downtown Development Overlay Zoning District. 

A.  District Intent.  This overlay Design Review District encompasses Downtown 

Rapid City, the historic center of business, retail trade, banking, governmental 

services, entertainment, recreation, cultural facilities and community institutions 

serving the region.  These Design Review District regulations are designed to 

supplement the underlying Zoning District use regulations and development 

standards by helping to preserve and enhance Downtown’s unique historical and 

architectural integrity, thereby fostering its continuing vitality as the regional 

center of Rapid City. 

B. District Boundaries.  The boundaries of the DD Downtown Development District 

shall follow the boundaries of the Business Improvement District for Downtown 

Rapid City, except for that portion which lies within the limits of the West 

Boulevard Historic District. The district boundaries shall be depicted on the 

official Rapid City Zoning Map. 

C. Downtown Development District Design Review Board.  The Board, created by 

Section 17.54.010 E. Design Review Boards, shall oversee these Design Review 

District provisions and be responsible for advancing the District Intent of this 

Downtown Development District. 

D. Required Historic Preservation Review.  The Board shall perform historic 

preservation review in accordance with the procedures set forth in Section 

17.65.010 E. Historic Preservation Review and Permitting Procedures.   

E.  Required Design Review in Non-Historic Locations.  The Design Review Board 

for the Downtown Development District shall undertake measures to protect and 

enhance the urban design character and economic vitality of non-historic 

Downtown Development District locations.  These are locations within the 
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Downtown Development District that are not subject to required Historic 

Preservation Review described in paragraph B. above.  To achieve the Board’s 

goal and further advance the District Intent of the Downtown Development 

District, the Board is hereby authorized to perform design review of applicable 

projects and alterations that affect the exterior public view of a building, in 

accordance with the procedures set forth in Section 17.65.010 F. Design Review 

Procedures in Non-Historic Downtown District Locations.   

17.62.030  WB West Boulevard Neighborhood Conservation Overlay Zoning 

District   

A.  District Intent.  The intent of the West Boulevard Neighborhood Conservation 

District is to conserve the historic residential character of Rapid City’s original 

housing settlement.  These overlay district regulations are designed to supplement 

the underlying Zoning District use regulations and development standards.  These 

provisions are designed to encourage attentiveness and concern by property 

owners and residents to the integrity of neighborhood design, the neighborhood 

investment value for historic rehabilitation, and the conservation of homes and the 

neighborhood for future generations.  

B. District Boundaries.  The boundaries of the WB West Boulevard Neighborhood 

Conservation District shall follow the limits of the West Boulevard Historic 

District.  The district boundaries shall be depicted on the official Rapid City 

Zoning Map. 

C. West Boulevard District Design Review Board.  The Board, created by Section 

17.54.010 E. Design Review Boards, shall oversee these Design Review Overlay 

District provisions and be responsible for advancing the District Intent of the 

West Boulevard Neighborhood Conservation District. 

D. Required Historic Preservation Review.  The Board shall perform historic 

preservation review in accordance with the procedures set forth in Section 

17.65.010 E. Historic Preservation Review and Permitting Procedures.   

VI. Establish a Design Review Board and Historic Preservation Commission to conduct 

historic preservation activities and perform design review of exterior changes to 

development projects within each of the Design Review Districts by adding a new 

part E to section 17.54.010 Organization of the Rapid City Zoning Ordinance to read 

as follows: 

 

17.54.010  Organization. 

E.    Design Review Boards.  
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1.  Created. 

Separate Design Review Boards for each of the Design Review Districts are 

hereby created.  These Boards are authorized to perform design review of 

alterations to and demolitions of buildings and serve as the Historic 

Preservation Commissions, as authorized by SDCL § 1-19B-2, for the 

Downtown Historic District and West Boulevard Historic District listings on 

the National Register of Historic Places.  All properties within the Downtown 

Historic District are assigned to the Design Review Board of the Downtown 

Development District, and all properties within the West Boulevard Historic 

District are assigned to the Design Review Board of the West Boulevard 

Neighborhood Conservation District.  Historic Properties that are individually 

listed on the National Register shall be assigned to the Design Review Board 

for the District listed on the following table: 

Table of Individually-Listed Historic Properties 

Address 
Property 

Name 

Assigned to  

Downtown 

Development 

District 

Assigned to West 

Boulevard 

Neighborhood  

Conservation 

District 

918 5th Street 

Church of the 

Immaculate 

Conception 

x   

717 Quincy Street 

Emmanuel 

Episcopal 

Church 

x   

715 Kansas City 

Street 

First 

Congregational 

Church of 

Christ 

x   

604 Kansas City 

Street 

Rapid City 

Carnegie 

Library 

x   

320 7th Street 
Rapid City 

Fruit Company 
x   

306 7th Street 

Milwaukee 

Road Freight 

House 

x   
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Address 
Property 

Name 

Assigned to  

Downtown 

Development 

District 

Assigned to West 

Boulevard 

Neighborhood  

Conservation 

District 

329 Main Street 

Midwest Tire 

(Dean Motor 

Company) 

x   

4121 Canyon Lake 

Road 
Cassidy House   x 

827-829 Main Street 
Rapid City 

Garage 
x   

728 6th Street 
Michael Quinn 

House 
x   

312 Main Street 
Rapid City 

Laundry 
x   

402 Saint Joseph 

Street 

Motor Service 

Company 
x   

822 Main Street 

Gambrill 

Storage 

Building 

x   

515 West Boulevard 

Rapid City 

Historical 

Museum 

x   

328 E New York 

Street 
Feigel House x   

818 Saint James 

Street 

Zack Holmes 

House (Barney 

House) 

  x 

101 E Quincy Street 
Maurice 

Nelson House 
  x 

2101 West 

Boulevard 

Black Hills 

Model Home 

(Wilkins 

House) 

  x 

940 Skyline Drive Dinosaur Park x   

832 Saint Joseph 

Street 

Nichols 

Funeral Home 
x   
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Address 
Property 

Name 

Assigned to  

Downtown 

Development 

District 

Assigned to West 

Boulevard 

Neighborhood  

Conservation 

District 

803 West Street 
Glenn W. 

Shaw House 
  x 

415 Main Street 

Casper Supply 

Company of 

SD 

x   

601 12th Street 

Swander 

Bakery 

Building 

x   

307 Saint Joseph 

Street 

Pennington 

County 

Courthouse 

x   

201 Main Street 

Fairmont 

Creamery 

Company 

Building 

x   

615 Columbus 

Street 

Dakota Middle 

School (Rapid 

City High 

School) 

x   

222 New York 

Street 

Pap Madison 

Cabin 
x   

3788 Chapel Lane 
Chapel in the 

Hills 
x   

 

2.  Number of Members; Qualifications; Compensation. 

a. Regular Members.  Each Design Review Board shall be composed of five 

(5) members, all of whom shall be legal residents of the city and who shall 

serve without pay. At least one of the members on each of the Design 

Review Boards shall be professionally-qualified as a licensed architect 

within the State of South Dakota and meet the additional Secretary of 

Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards in Historic Architecture or 

be professionally-qualified in Architectural History in accordance with the 
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Secretary’s Professional Qualifications Standards.  At least one of the 

members of the Design Review Board for the Downtown Development 

District shall be a representative of the sign industry.  Moreover, it is 

preferred that members appointed to the Design Review Board for the 

Downtown Development District be stakeholders in Downtown Rapid 

City, that is, property owners, merchants, business owners, developers, 

investors, active members of a downtown organization, such as 

Destination Rapid City, and others with a direct stake in the vitality of 

Downtown Rapid City. Similarly, it is preferred that individual members 

appointed to the Design Review Board for the West Boulevard 

Neighborhood Conservation District be resident owners of homes within 

the neighborhood or stakeholders in the neighborhood, such as active 

members of the West Boulevard Neighborhood Association, neighborhood 

property owners, and others with a direct stake in the conservation of this 

historic neighborhood. In addition to the preferred qualifications described 

above, due regard should be given to proper representation of the 

remaining members from fields such as history, architecture, architectural 

history, urban planning, archaeology, paleontology and law.   

 

b. Alternate Members. There shall also be appointed at least one alternate 

member to each Design Review Board. The alternate members shall be 

appointed in the same manner as the regular members and shall have the 

same preferred qualifications. The alternate members may attend every 

meeting as though they were regular members. An alternate member, 

however, can only participate and vote at the meeting when there is an 

absence at the meeting that results in less than five (5) members being 

present. If a regular member should leave during a meeting and the 

alternate member is present but not already participating, then the alternate 

may fill the seat in the same manner as previously described. 

 

3.  Member Appointments and Terms. 

Design Review Board members shall be recommended by the Planning 

Commission for appointment by the City Council.  Members shall serve until 

expiration of their terms or until the members shall have resigned or been 

removed for cause.  Each member shall be appointed for a term of three (3) 

years; provided that, upon the initial organization of each Board, three (3) 

members and one (1) alternate shall be appointed for a three (3) year term and 

two (2) members shall be appointed for a two (2) year term.  Nevertheless, the 

Planning Commission may recommend appointments for shorter terms for the 
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purpose of establishing a rotational pattern whereby the terms of one or more 

members expire on January 1 of each year. 

4.  Vacancies. 

 

In case of any vacancy in membership of a Design Review Board due to 

death, resignation, or otherwise, a successor shall be appointed to fill the 

unexpired portion of the term of the member he or she replaces.  The Mayor, 

with the confirmation of the City Council shall, after a public hearing, have 

authority to remove any member of a Board for cause which cause shall be 

stated in writing and made a part of the record of the hearing.  Any member 

who is continuously absent from meetings without acceptable justification, 

may be removed by majority vote of the other Board members with the 

confirmation of the City Council. 

 

5. Officers. 

Each Design Review Board shall, at its first organizational meeting and at 

each first meeting in January of subsequent years, elect from its membership 

the officers it may deem necessary. 

6. By-Laws and Rules of Procedures. 

 

Each Design Review Board may adopt its own by-laws and rules of 

procedures, consistent with this Ordinance and the laws of the State of South 

Dakota. 

7.  Historic Preservation Commission powers and duties of the Boards.   

Each Design Review Board when acting in its capacity as the Historic 

Preservation Commission shall take actions necessary and appropriate in order 

to accomplish a comprehensive program of historic preservation that promotes 

the use and conservation of Historic Properties for the education, inspiration, 

pleasure, and enrichment of citizens of Rapid City and the state, consistent 

with SDCL § 1-19B-1.  These actions include, but are not limited to, the 

following responsibilities: 

i. To conduct surveys of local Historic Properties;  

ii. To participate in planning and land-use processes undertaken by the 

City;  

iii. To cooperate with the federal, state and county governments in the 

pursuance of the objectives of historic preservation; 
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iv. To contract, with the approval of the City Council, with the state or the 

federal governments; 

v. To promote and conduct an educational and interpretive program on 

Historic Properties and issues within the City; 

vi. To recommend ordinances and provide information for the purposes of 

historic preservation to the City Council; 

vii. To notify the Director of Equalization of the designation of any Historic 

Property by the City or by the U.S. Department of the Interior; 

viii. To adopt and maintain written design guidelines for making exterior 

changes to Historic Property; 

ix. To open discussions with owners of Historic Property and other 

interested persons when the Historic Property may be demolished, 

materially altered, remodeled, relocated or put to a different use; 

x. To assist the Historic District Study Committee when it investigates and 

reports on proposed Historic Districts or updates to existing Historic 

Districts; 

xi. To assist owners of Historic Property and buildings and structures in 

Historic Districts in preserving their buildings; 

xii. To assist in the review of projects on which review by the State Historic 

Preservation Office is required under SDCL § 1-19A-11.1; and 

xiii. To attend informational and educational programs covering the duties of 

the Commission and current developments in historic preservation. 

 

8.  State Review of Proposed Development Projects affecting Historic Properties.   

The State Office of History, State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), shall 

review proposed development projects that could have an adverse effect on 

Historic Properties, in compliance with the requirements of SDCL § 1-19A-

11.1.  The Secretary of Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 

Property, revised 1990, shall be applied to historic design review.  All such 

proposals must first be submitted to the City for a Case Report of findings to 

the SHPO.  The SHPO will determine whether a project has no potential 

adverse effect or could have a potential adverse effect.  Where a potential 

adverse effect has been determined, the SHPO may recommend feasible and 

prudent alternatives to mitigate the adverse effect. 

9. Meetings. 

Each Design Review Board shall meet at least once a month at a regular time 

and place to be set by the Board. 
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10. Reporting requirements. 

Each Design Review Board shall make an annual report to the City Council 

on or before July 1 of each year, and at such other times as the Council may 

direct. 

VII. Amend the Rapid City Zoning Map by delineating the extents of the design review 

overlay districts, as described as follows: 

 

A. DD Downtown Development District.  The boundaries of the DD Downtown 

Development District shall follow the boundaries of the Business Improvement 

District for Downtown Rapid City, except for that portion which lies within the 

limits of the West Boulevard Historic District, as shown on Exhibit A, which is 

attached hereto and made a part of this Ordinance.  Changes to the boundaries of 

the Business Improvement District and that portion of the West Boulevard 

Historic District that lies within the Business Improvement District on the 

effective date of this Ordinance will necessitate a Zoning Map amendment to the 

Downtown Development District boundaries.   

 

B. WB West Boulevard Neighborhood Conservation District. The boundaries of 

the WB West Boulevard Neighborhood Conservation District shall follow the 

limits of the West Boulevard Historic District, as shown on Exhibit A – Map of 

Design Review Districts, which is attached hereto and made a part of this 

Ordinance.  Changes to the boundaries of the West Boulevard Historic District on 

the effective date of this Ordinance will necessitate a Zoning Map amendment to 

the West Boulevard Neighborhood District  

 

C. District Designations of Individually-Listed Historic Properties.  Additional 

historic properties that are individually listed on the National Register of Historic 

Places shall be assigned to the Design Review Districts listed below in Exhibit B 

– Table of Individually-Listed Historic Properties.  Historic properties that are 

essentially residential in character and design shall be assigned to the West 

Boulevard Neighborhood Conservation District, and all remaining Historic 

Properties that are non-residential shall be assigned to the Downtown 

Development District, as listed in Exhibit B and shown on Exhibit C – Map of 

Individually-Listed Historic Properties, which are attached hereto and made a part 

of this Ordinance.  Changes to the listing of individual Historic Properties on the 

effective date of this Ordinance will necessitate a Zoning Map amendment to the 

respective Design Review District 
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Exhibit A - Map of Design Review Districts
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Exhibit B - Table of Individually-Listed Historic Properties 

Exhibit 

C Map 

Key 

Number 

Address 
Property 

Name 

Assigned to  

Downtown 

Development 

District 

Assigned to West 

Boulevard 

Neighborhood  

Conservation District 

1 918 5th Street 

Church of the 

Immaculate 

Conception 

x   

2 717 Quincy Street 

Emmanuel 

Episcopal 

Church 

x   

3 
715 Kansas City 

Street 

First 

Congregational 

Church of 

Christ 

x   

4 
604 Kansas City 

Street 

Rapid City 

Carnegie 

Library 

x   

5 320 7th Street 
Rapid City 

Fruit Company 
x   

6 306 7th Street 

Milwaukee 

Road Freight 

House 

x   

7 329 Main Street 

Midwest Tire 

(Dean Motor 

Company) 

x   

8 
4121 Canyon Lake 

Road 
Cassidy House   x 

9 827-829 Main Street 
Rapid City 

Garage 
x   

10 728 6th Street 
Michael Quinn 

House 
x   

11 312 Main Street 
Rapid City 

Laundry 
x   

12 
402 Saint Joseph 

Street 

Motor Service 

Company 
x   

13 822 Main Street 

Gambrill 

Storage 

Building 

x   
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Exhibit 

C Map 

Key 

Number 

Address 
Property 

Name 

Assigned to  

Downtown 

Development 

District 

Assigned to West 

Boulevard 

Neighborhood  

Conservation District 

14 515 West Boulevard 

Rapid City 

Historical 

Museum 

x   

15 
328 E New York 

Street 
Feigel House x   

16 
818 Saint James 

Street 

Zack Holmes 

House (Barney 

House) 

  x 

17 101 E Quincy Street 
Maurice 

Nelson House 
  x 

18 
2101 West 

Boulevard 

Black Hills 

Model Home 

(Wilkins 

House) 

  x 

19 940 Skyline Drive Dinosaur Park x   

20 
832 Saint Joseph 

Street 

Nichols 

Funeral Home 
x   

21 803 West Street 
Glenn W. 

Shaw House 
  x 

22 415 Main Street 

Casper Supply 

Company of 

SD 

x   

23 601 12th Street 

Swander 

Bakery 

Building 

x   

24 
307 Saint Joseph 

Street 

Pennington 

County 

Courthouse 

x   

25 201 Main Street 

Fairmont 

Creamery 

Company 

Building 

x   

26 
615 Columbus 

Street 

Dakota Middle 

School (Rapid 

City High 

School) 

x   
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Exhibit 

C Map 

Key 

Number 

Address 
Property 

Name 

Assigned to  

Downtown 

Development 

District 

Assigned to West 

Boulevard 

Neighborhood  

Conservation District 

27 
222 New York 

Street 

Pap Madison 

Cabin 
x   

28 3788 Chapel Lane 
Chapel in the 

Hills 
x   
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Exhibit C - Map of Individually-Listed Historic Properties 
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