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Historic Preservation Commission 

Minutes of December 16, 2019 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Michael Erquiaga  

Shanda K. Horner  

Christopher McSwain, Chair 
Richard Morris 

Shaun Spencer-Hester 
 

MEMBERS ABSENT: 
Elizabeth Doucette 

Emmett Lifsey 

 
OTHERS PRESENT: 

Ms. Victoria Glasgow, Secretary to the Historic Preservation Commission; Ms. Eve Mergenthaler, Planning 
Technician; and the public.  

 

ROLL CALL: 
 

After a quorum was established, Vice-Chair Morris called the meeting to order at 4:02 p.m.   
 

1.  CONSENT AGENDA: 
 

Commissioner Horner made a motion, which was seconded by Commissioner Spencer-Hester, to accept 

the consent agenda, which passed by a unanimous vote. 
 

2.   Old Business: 
 

a) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Lifsey): Request of Clarey Ellis-Stretch to repair her 

concrete steps with Lynchburg Greenstone at 1115 Harrison Street. (HPC1910-0018)  
  

Ms. Clarey Ellis-Stretch called in over the phone to represent the application. She purchased the house 
almost a year ago in March. The intent was to fix up the stairs because they were a safety concern. A 

local individual came over to look at doing a few things inside the house and in the yard. He was going to 

fix the stairway and had the idea to introduce the green stone. The greenstone is native to Lynchburg. 
She apologized for not following the procedure for getting the Commission’s approval but explained that 

she was excited about the prospect of using the greenstone and making the stairway more attractive. 
Work on the stairwell has already begun. 

 
Ms. Victoria Glasgow stated that Commissioner Lifsey met with Ms. Ellis-Stretch and shared his 

comments.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey’s comments: “I would vote to approve what has been done and is proposed to be 

done. Repairs are required for the concrete structural retaining elements and railing elements to be safe. 
They are adding a range of stone materials to animate the steps – basically all concrete before – but one 

can find all grades of sizes and textures of stone stairs on Harrison and the District. For me, this work is 

in keeping with the whole of the District. Yes, it’s not an exact replica of the existing, but I see historic 
districts as vibrant zones of varying materials so am fully comfortable with what is happening to the 

steps.”  
 

Commissioner Morris stated that he does not personally feel that the greenstone steps meet the 
guidelines. There are no other steps that look like that in the historic district.  
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Commissioner Erquiaga shared his agreement and stated that if this approach was going to be used he 
would have liked to see some more uniformity in application. There is a wide diversity and some areas 

use flakes of greenstone while others use large stepping stones. That being said, it is already in concrete. 
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked if it was just one set of steps. 

 
Ms. Glasgow responded that it is just one set of stairs.  

 
Commissioner Morris stated that the best solution for this would have been to repair them in-kind and to 

keep it simple. He then reiterated the discussion for Ms. Ellis-Stretch and asked if all of the steps are 
done. He recommended cleaning the risers and keeping the pavers on the concrete. 

 

Ms. Ellis-Stretch asked for clarification that greenstone on the steps need to be removed and remain only 
on the risers.  

 
Commissioner Morris responded that is not what he is recommending. The commission is discussing the 

possibility of removing the greenstone from the risers and leaving it on the treads, or the part of the 

stairs that people walk on. There only seem to be four (4) risers visible from the street and those should 
be repaired as concrete. He then asked if that would be amenable to Ms. Ellis-Stretch.  

 
Ms. Ellis-Stretch responded that a lot of work has already been done to the stairs. 

 
Commissioner Morris stated that the Commission understands that and that is why they are trying to 

reach a compromise. 

 
Ms. Ellis-Stretch stated that she does not work with masonry and asked how the stairs with the 

greenstone should be repaired from this point. 
 

Commissioner Morris responded that the greenstone should be removed.  

 
Ms. Ellis-Stretch stated that there was one stair that had a large hole. A large piece of greenstone was 

placed there before the cement was repaired. Removing the greenstone might be problematic but putting 
concrete over the greenstone might be a possibility. 

 

Commissioner Morris responded that putting concrete over the top of the greenstone will make the risers 
too long on one end and too short on the other. The greenstone needs to be removed. The Commission 

has not made a final decision yet though.  
 

Ms. Ellis-Stretch stated that she met with Commissioner Lifsey. Numerous neighbors also indicated that 
they thought the stairs were looking good and the repairs were making a big difference. 

 

Commissioner Morris responded that the Commission had reviewed Commissioner Lifsey’s comments but 
he was unable to attend the meeting.  

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester shared her agreement with Commissioner Morris and stated that a good 

approach to this would be to replace the risers and keep the stair treads. Putting concrete over the risers 

with the greenstone would make them too fat and change the dimensions of the stairs though.    
 

Chair McSwain arrived and entered the meeting. 
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Commissioner Spencer-Hester made a motion that the stair risers be replaced to a solid concrete front 

and that the stair treads be accepted as presented with the greenstone pavers. The motion was 
seconded by Commissioner Horner and it passed by the following vote: 

 
AYES: Erquiaga, Horner, Morris, and Spencer-Hester           4 

NOES:                       0 

ABSTENTIONS: McSwain                 1 
ABSENT: Doucette and Lifsey                2 

   
b) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Lifsey): Request of Colin Anderson, on behalf of 

Sherri and Thomas Meyer, to 1) replace three windows on the front of the house with 
aluminum-clad wooden windows and 2) create new egress on each gable end of the 

house (2 total) and install aluminum-clad wooden windows. (HPC1911-0001) 

 
Mr. Colin Anderson was not present to represent the application. 

 
Ms. Victoria Glasgow stated that Mr. Anderson was present last month and there are time constraints 

written in the Code. This petition must be approved or denied at this meeting. It cannot be tabled again.  

 
Chair McSwain asked for clarification that this was the petition having to do with windows. 

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester noted that work has already begun. 

 
Commissioner Morris stated that the windows and upper sashes should not be separate. It should not be 

a window and a half round window on top of that. It should be one unit. The upper sash should be part 

of the arch.  
 

Ms. Glasgow shared Commissioner Lifsey’s comments from his visit with the contractor. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey’s written comments were as follows: “New window on the Rivermont side is 

expanding an arch window down to become a full double hung window as required to meet Code 
required egress out of a new bedroom (attic being upgraded to accommodate two BRs). Arch top will 

match original, width of this window will match the existing arch top / masonry opening. Will be a match 
in terms of other windows in the house / 6over6, wood (I think aluminum-clad wood as submitted, which 

matches other windows in the house). He notes that front windows/facing Oakwood were replaced 

“about 8 years ago” with aluminum clad wood, same being used now. There are two 6over6, double 
hung, wood windows on the stair landing leading up to the attic on the rear of the house, plus three 

wood, 6over6, double hung dormer windows on the front/Oakwood side. He noted that the stair landing 
windows “have already been approved to be replaced with the aluminum-clad wood to match.” I don’t 

know about that approval (he noted that they received a building permit, started work, and were then 
stopped with an HPC review required). They want to replace three dormer Oakwood Pl. facing windows 

with new aluminum clad wood to match. The existing windows are in good shape and could be painted 

with storms added. This house has wholesale window replacements of the aluminum-clad wood windows 
on all floors below the attic, has been heavily modified with additions over time, faces a side street, and 

are attic windows. I personally would approve these five replacement windows, but certainly see them as 
easy repair with storms. The new egress window I would vote to approve as it is a Code-required egress 

element and will match the remainder of the house.” 

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked if fire escapes were being put in. 

 
Chair McSwain responded that was just the contractors’ entrance. 
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Commissioner Morris reiterated that the arch and lower window need to be one (1) unit not two (2) 

separate windows. If there was anything up there it would have been a one (1) unit window. The front 
dormer windows can be repaired and don’t need to be replaced.  

 
Commissioner Erquiaga asked if two (2) windows would be noticeably different from a one (1) unit 

window.    

 
Chair McSwain and Commissioner Morris both responded that it would be noticeable because of the 

horizontal line separating the two (2) windows and the framing. 
 

Commissioner Morris made a motion to deny the application as submitted. The motion was seconded by 
Commissioner Erquiaga. 

 

Commissioner Erquiaga stated that the Commission does not have any more information than they had 
last meeting when the item was tabled. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked what the procedure for cases like this is. 

 

Ms. Glasgow responded that sixty (60) days after the original application has been heard by the Historic 
Preservation Commission the Commission must make a decision. After this meeting, the sixty (60) days 

will not extend to the January meeting so a decision must be made at this meeting. 
 

Chair McSwain asked for clarification on Commissioner Lifsey’s comment about the egress window. 
 

Commissioner Morris responded that it would still be an egress window. The egress is from the bottom 

sash. 
 

Chair McSwain asked if that applied to both sides of the building. 
 

Commissioner Morris responded that it did. 

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester noted that only one (1) window is visible but it should match on both 

sides.  
 

Commissioner Morris responded that both windows are visible. 

 
Chair McSwain asked if anyone would like to revise the motion to approve the work on the dormers. 

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester responded that she would agree to that except for the egress windows.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked if the motion should include what would be acceptable. 

 

Commissioner Erquiaga responded that the application can be approved in part and denied in part. 
 

Commissioner Morris made a motion to approve the stair landing windows as submitted, to deny the 
replacement of the front dormer windows; they should remain and be repaired, to approve the side 

window opening but deny the two (2) window units submitted; the arch of the upper sash must be an 

integral part of the whole unit and be submitted to the Commission before installation, and to approve 
the addition of storm windows to any window. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Spencer-

Hester and it passed by the following vote: 
 

AYES: Erquiaga, Horner, McSwain, Morris, and Spencer-Hester        5 
NOES:                       0 
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ABSTENTIONS:                     0 

ABSENT: Doucette and Lifsey                2 
                          

3. New Business: 
 

a) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Spencer): Request of Josef Shalev to 1) replace the 

wooden siding on the sides and rear of the house with HardiePlank and 2) create a 
new window opening in the back of the house to match the neighbor’s and install a 

Vinyl double-hung window at 1316 Pierce Street. (HPC1911-0003) 
 

Mr. Josef Shalev was present to represent the application. He is tired of the appearance of the house. 
The siding needs to be changed. There is original siding and cheap siding present on the house. He 

would like to replace it with something permanent. The application was originally for HardiePlank but that 

is “a piece of junk” too. The siding will be replaced with a lap siding that is one hundred (100) percent 
wood and specified for outside use. The lap siding is made with solid wood and not OSB. 

 
Chair McSwain asked what size the lap siding will be.  

 

Mr. Shalev responded that the lap siding will be six (6) inches, the same size as the current siding.   
 

Commissioner Morris asked how thick the lap siding will be versus how thick the lap siding currently on 
the house is. 

 
Mr. Shalev responded that the current siding is another sixteenth (1/16) or an eighth (1/8) of an inch 

thicker than the siding that will be used to replace it. As soon as you step two (2) feet away from the 

house though, any difference is not able to be seen. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked if the house bows. 
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester responded that the house has foundation problems. 

 
Mr. Shalev responded that the house has a lot of issues and then pointed out an example of siding on the 

house that is the same thickness as the replacement siding will be.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked if that example is wood. 

 
Mr. Shalev responded that it is composite and falls apart. It has not been properly painted or sealed. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked if the siding has been sanded or scraped down on the house. 

 
Mr. Shalev responded that he scraped it down before putting on a primer to seal it.  

 

Commissioner Morris stated that if the siding were scraped off completely and painted with an oil-based 
primer, it would last much longer. There’s no rot on the bulk of the house. The issue with the proposed 

siding is that it has a different profile and is thinner. It creates a different shadow line and makes the 
house look less historic. Other types of siding are allowed usually on the backs or the sides of houses or if 

it is really needed. 

 
Mr. Shalev responded that the picture Commissioner Morris is referencing is before any of the siding was 

lifted and any changes were made to the leveling of the house. As soon as the house is leveled inside, 
most of the siding will crack. He could not find the original siding to replace the current siding with. 
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Commissioner Morris asked if Mr. Shalev was talking about regular wood siding and asked if he had tried 

Taylor Brothers Lumber. 
 

Mr. Shalev responded that he had tried every single store and the proposed lap siding is the closest one 
he could find. 

 

Commissioner Morris asked Mr. Shalev if he couldn’t find cedar siding. 
 

Mr. Shalev responded that he found cedar siding but the original siding was not cedar. Cedar siding is 
also thicker on the end than the original siding. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked what year the house was built.  

 

Mr. Shalev responded that he did not know. 
 

Commissioner Morris stated that it looked like it was from the early 1900s and probably has pine siding. 
 

Mr. Shalev responded that the siding is definitely pine. The lower siding rotted out and was previously 

replaced.  
 

Commissioner Morris stated that the Commission is not saying the siding can’t be replaced but are 
deciding what to replace it with. 

 
Mr. Shalev responded that he needs the Commission’s help and will replace the siding with whatever they 

decide. 

 
Commissioner Morris stated that the siding should be replaced with wood but Mr. Shalev has stated that 

he can’t find any. He just did a house and replaced the siding with pine siding but that was in Savannah, 
Georgia. It is hard to imagine that pine lap siding can’t be found here. 

 

Mr. Shalev responded that he would be happy if Commissioner Morris could check on the availability of 
pine lap siding here. He could also ship it from Savannah. The second part of the application is adding a 

window to the back of the house. The neighbor’s house is identical to this one. The added window will be 
a kitchen window behind the sink.  

 

Commissioner Morris asked what is on the upstairs of the house where there is a tarp.  
 

Mr. Shalev responded that where the tarp is located is a bedroom. To the right of the bedroom is a 
bathroom. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked what was being done with that.  

 

Mr. Shalev responded that is a good question but he doesn’t want to put a door where the toilet is but on 
the neighbor’s house there is a door. It might be covered and turned into a window. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked what is there now and then noted that Mr. Shalev is asking about the 

downstairs. He stated that he does not have an issue with a window. 

 
Mr. Shalev responded that there is a window there now. 

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked if there was a window on the side like the neighbor’s house that 

brought light into the kitchen. 
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Mr. Shalev responded that there is a window on the left.  

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked if a window could go back on the left to make it original. 

 
Mr. Shalev responded that there is already a window on the left side.  

 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked for clarification that Mr. Shalev is asking to put another window in 
where the tarp is. 

 
Mr. Shalev responded that he wants to put a window in where the tank is behind the sink. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked for clarification that the window would be vinyl. 

 

Mr. Shalev responded that the window would be the same dimension and that there is already vinyl 
there.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked when the vinyl was installed and noted that it was probably put in without 

permission. 

 
Ms. Victoria Glasgow stated that the guidelines say “The use of vinyl windows for replacement of 

deteriorated windows is not generally acceptable. Although discouraged, they may be considered for use 
at rear facades not readily visible from the street.” She also stated that the addition of new window 

openings on rear facades may be acceptable. 
 

Commissioner Morris stated that he does not have a problem with that and asked how soon Mr. Shalev 

wanted to do the siding. 
 

Mr. Shalev responded that he would not begin on the siding until the spring.  
 

Commissioner Morris made a motion to approve the window as submitted and to table the siding until 

next month.  
 

Mr. Shalev asked if he could remove the chimney. 
 

The Commission responded no. 

 
Mr. Shalev asked if he could leave it from the attic up and if he needed permission to do that. 

 
Commissioner Morris responded that he could do that but would need to get a building permit. 

 
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Erquiaga and it passed by the following vote: 

 

AYES: Erquiaga, Horner, McSwain, Morris, and Spencer-Hester        5 
NOES:                       0 

ABSTENTIONS:                     0 
ABSENT: Doucette and Lifsey                2 

 

Mr. Shalev asked if the plywood could be replaced with the new siding. 
 

Chair McSwain responded that it could be replaced. 
 

b) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Spencer): Request of James Warinner to 1) add 
porch railings to the 2nd story of the rear porch where there currently are none and 
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2) coat the standing seam roof with an elastomeric roof coating at 1500 Madison 

Street. (HPC1911-0008) 
  

Mr. James Warinner was present to represent the application. There is a porch in the back on the second 
story that does not have any railings. The railings from the front porch will be matched and added to the 

back porch. They will have to be elongated to work for the dimensions of the back porch.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked for clarification that the railings would be added to the rear porch and not the 

side porch. 
 

Mr. Warinner responded that the side porch is concrete and they are not doing anything to that porch but 
repairing the window. 

 

Commissioner Morris asked what was being done to the roof. 
 

Mr. Warinner responded that he thought the roof was metal but it actually has fiber underneath.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked Mr. Warinner if he was referencing the porch roof because the main roof is 

slate. 
 

Mr. Warinner responded that the main roof is slate and the back roof is metal. The front porch roof has 
been redone but there are areas that need to be built up. An acrymax roof coating is preferable but 

Sherwin Williams makes a comparable roof coating. The acrymax coating is an actual system and has 
been used for metal roofs historically in other states. There are two (2) different ways to use it 

depending on how bad the metal is.  

 
Commissioner Morris stated that one way to use it is to put a mesh down and go over that.  

 
Mr. Warinner responded that is the method to use if the metal is really bad. It can also be used to spot 

fix in areas that are rusted. For holes and to build areas up a Kevlar infused material is put down, then 

the mesh, then the acrymax coating. This has been used for years. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked what the pitch on the roof is. 
 

Mr. Warinner responded that it is almost flat and that the acrymax roof coating is made for roofs like this. 

It covers just about every roof.            
 

Commissioner Morris asked if the porch roof is visible from the up the street. 
 

Mr. Warriner responded that the edge of the roof is visible.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked what color the roof will be.  

 
Mr. Warriner responded that the roof will be black and some areas will be padded to prevent standing 

water.    
 

Commissioner Morris made a motion to approve the application as submitted. The motion was seconded 

by Commissioner Spencer-Hester and it passed by the following vote: 
 

AYES: Erquiaga, Horner, McSwain, Morris, and Spencer-Hester        5 
NOES:                       0 

ABSTENTIONS:                     0 
ABSENT: Doucette and Lifsey                2 
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c) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Spencer): Request of Greg Brochon to build a 600 
square feet, 12’ high two-car wooden detached garage in the side yard at 478 

Rivermont Avenue. (HPC1911-0010) 
 

Mr. Greg Brochon was present to represent the application. He wants to build a two (2) car detached 

garage on his property. It will be a wooden building with gables to match the house. It will be sided with 
cedar or clapboard depending on what the Commission recommends and availability. There will be two 

(2) windows on the side and wooden, square, barn style doors. 
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked if there was a drawing.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked how Mr. Brochon was able to get a building permit without getting approval 

from the Historic Preservation Commission.  
 

Mr. Brochon responded that he previously had a permit but did not read it carefully enough and assumed 
it would still be good currently, which is why he started work on it. 

 

Commissioner Erquiaga stated that Mr. Brochon has not stopped work on the garage.  
 

Mr. Brochon responded that once the work began, he had to put sheeting on it so the wind wouldn’t 
knock it over.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked if the pad is in the right setbacks. 

 

Mr. Brochon responded that the pad was approved in the original permit. 
 

Chair McSwain asked for clarification that the original permit is being followed but is just out of date. 
 

Mr. Brochon responded that is the case. There have been some slight interior changes but no exterior 

changes. 
 

Commissioner Morris stated that his recommendation is to draw an elevation of at least the front and side 
that look like an architectural drawing of the garage. Other information to be included should be type of 

windows, who is the manufacturer, and garage door specifications. 

 
Chair McSwain asked if the garage doors would be custom made.  

 
Mr. Brochon responded that the garage doors will be custom made but the main door will be a pre-hung, 

wooden door. 
 

Commissioner Morris stated that if Mr. Brochon is custom making the doors then he should include a 

blow-up elevation of the doors with all of the specifications and materials.  
 

Mr. Brochon noted that he has not decided if the doors will be sliding barn doors.  
 

Commissioner Morris stated that Ms. Glasgow can show Mr. Brochon the sliding barn door he submitted 

previously if he needs an example. 
 

Commissioner Erquiaga stated that the siding should match the house as much as possible.  
 

Mr. Brochon joked that is what his wife wanted so that’s what it was going to be. 
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Commissioner Morris asked what kind of siding is on the house.  

 
Mr. Brochon responded that the house has cedar shake siding.  

 
Commissioner Morris stated that the siding doesn’t have to be cedar shake siding but it would be nice if it 

looked like the house. The pitch of the roof is important too. 

 
Mr. Brochon responded that the roof is a 5/12 pitch.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked what the pitch of the roof on the house is. 

 
Mr. Brochon responded that it is either a five (5) or a six (6). It looks dead on.  

 

Commissioner Morris stated that should get done before it is submitted. Commissioner Horner can look at 
it or he could look at it since he’s an architect and help make sure he is on the right track before he 

comes in a second time. 
 

Commissioner Morris made a motion to table the application until the next month so that the owner can 

supply a set of architectural drawings to scale and a materials list. The motion was seconded by 
Commissioner Erquaga and it passed by the following vote: 

 
AYES: Erquiaga, Horner, McSwain, Morris, and Spencer-Hester        5 

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                     0 

ABSENT: Doucette and Lifsey                2 

 
d) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Spencer): Request of Michelle Perry to restore the 

chimney at 1013 Jackson Street. (HPC1908-0002) 
 

Ms. Michelle Perry was not present to represent the application. 

 
Ms. Victoria Glasgow stated that this is a stop work order project. A lightning bolt struck the chimney and 

a neighbor called to notify the City that the rest of the chimney was being removed so a stop work order 
was issued. Deadlines have been missed and the case is going to court on Friday, December 20. It would 

have been helpful if she had shown up to discuss the case before court with the Commission.  

 
Commissioner Erquiaga asked if the chimney has been taken down. 

 
Ms. Glasgow responded that’s what it appears to be. 

 
Commissioner Morris stated that it is pretty clear cut. 

 

Ms. Glasgow stated that in the application it seems Ms. Perry was applying to repair/restore the chimney.  
 

Commissioner Morris responded that it is fine if she wants to repair the chimney and asked for 
clarification why she is going to court. 

 

Ms. Glasgow responded that Ms. Perry is going to court for working without a Certificate of 
Appropriateness and with a stop work order. 

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked if Ms. Perry can rebuild the chimney back.  

 
Commissioner Morris shared his agreement. 
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Ms. Glasgow responded that is the intention included in the application. 
 

Commissioner Horner asked for clarification about why Ms. Perry is going to court. 
 

Ms. Glasgow responded Ms. Perry did work without a Certificate of Appropriateness and missed several 

deadlines for Historic Preservation Commission meetings. It is a code violation to do work without 
applying for it. The Commission reviews multiple after-the-fact cases but usually the petitioner will apply 

by the next meeting’s deadline after talking with staff. If multiple deadlines are missed, as in this case, 
the case may move forward to court. 

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked how long this has been going on. 

 

Ms. Glasgow responded that the notification email came in on or the site was visited on August 5th. 
 

Commissioner Horner asked what will happen in court if court happens. 
 

Ms. Glasgow responded that court will happen. If the Certificate of Appropriateness is approved then staff 

can say that the case went before the Commission, Ms. Perry applied to restore the chimney, and has 
been given the COA. The judge may dismiss it. 

 
Chair McSwain asked if the application can be approved as submitted in her absence so that she can 

have it going in to court. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked for clarification that Ms. Perry is applying to repair the chimney and noted 

that the application is a little vague. 
 

Commissioner Morris made a motion to approve the restoration of the chimney in-kind. 
 

Commissioner Erquiaga asked if the motion included roof gutters since those were included in the 

application. 
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester shared agreement. 
 

Commissioner Horner noted that the bricks from the chimney landed on the roof gutters. 

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester noted that Ms. Perry does not have the money right now to do the repairs. 

 
Chair McSwain responded that with a Certificate of Approval, Ms. Perry will have one (1) year to save her 

money and do the repairs. 
 

Commissioner Morris noted that he doesn’t understand why insurance would not cover a chimney struck 

by lightning. 
 

Commissioner Erquiaga responded that it may not be insured. 
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked if Ms. Perry is living in the house. 

 
Ms. Glasgow responded that she has been reached at that address previously. 

 
Commissioner Morris stated that since there is no information on the gutters, where she’s planning on 

putting them, or the style of gutter, that portion of the application would not be approved until more 
information has been submitted.  
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Chair McSwain stated that Commissioner Morris could limit the motion to an in-kind repair of the gutters. 
It is unlikely that Ms. Perry would change only one section of the gutters to something different. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked if there are existing gutters on the house. 

 

Chair McSwain responded that there are gutters already there and bricks fell off of the chimney and 
damaged some sections. 

 
Commissioner Morris stated that was fine then. 

 
Commissioner Morris made a revised motion to approve the restoration of the chimney, roof, and 

gutters in-kind.  

 
Chair McSwain noted that if Ms. Perry wants to deviate from in-kind materials, the application will need to 

come back before the Commission. 
 

The motion was seconded by Commissioner Spencer-Hester and it passed by the following vote: 

 
AYES: Erquiaga, Horner, McSwain, Morris, and Spencer-Hester        5 

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                     0 

ABSENT: Doucette and Lifsey                2 
 

4. NEXT MEETING DAY: 

The next regular meeting is scheduled for January 27, 2019. 
 

5. ADJOURNMENT: 
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 5:05 p.m. 

 

 
               

                 
ATTEST: ____________________________________ ATTEST:_________________________________ 

                              Secretary                                                        Chair  

 


