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Historic Preservation Commission 
Minutes of September 17, 2018 

 
MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Michael Erquiaga 
Shanda K. Horner 
Emmett Lifsey 
Christopher McSwain, Chair 
Richard Morris 
 
MEMBERS ABSENT: 
Mark Little, Vice-Chair  
 
VACANCIES: 
One 
 
OTHERS PRESENT: 
Ms. Anne Nygaard, Secretary to the Historic Preservation Commission; Ms. Robin Craig, 
Planning Technician, and the public. 
 
ROLL CALL: 
 
After a quorum was established, Chair McSwain called the meeting to order at 3:45 p.m.   
 
1.a.  CONSENT AGENDA: 
 
 Commissioner Horner made a motion, which was seconded by Commissioner Erquiaga, to 
accept the consent agenda. 

 
 (2)  ACTION AGENDA: 
 
 (a) ACTION:  Request of Gregory Bentz to replace the currently boarded up 
window on the second floor of 808 Rivermont Avenue to match the same window at 
816 Rivermont Avenue. The existing frame will be reused. The portion of application 
pertaining to paint will be approved administratively: 
 
 Mr. Gregory Bentz was present to represent the application.  Commissioner Horner does not 
think the original window would have been a solid plate glass window.  Commissioner Horner 
does not think the window at 816 Rivermont Avenue is an appropriate window either and would 
not suggest doing the same window on this house.  The commissioners feel the original window 
would have been a double hung window.  There was discussion about the appropriate window, 
since there are multiple styles of windows on the house.  Commissioner Morris made a motion 
to restore the window to its original dimensions (the original framing dimensions should be 
found after the board is removed) double hung, one over one sash, wood or aluminum clad:. 

 

 There was some discussion about another opening where a sheet of plexiglass was placed 
and installed with caulk.  Ms. Nygaard indicated that if he were to replace it with glass, she 
could approve the application administratively. 
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 The motion passed by the following vote: 
 
 AYES:    Erquiaga, Horner, Lifsey McSwain and Morris        5 

NOES:  0 
ABSTENTIONS:  0 
ABSENT: Little 1 
VACANCIES:    1 
 

 (b) ACTION:  Request of David and Debbie Saunders to replace wood siding on 
the rear of the house at 920 Federal Street: 
 
 Mr. David Saunders was present to represent the application.  Commissioner Lifsey 
indicated that he visited the property.  This area of the house is not visible from any street.       
Mr. Saunders indicated that the cedar siding is deteriorating and he would like to replace it with 
a composite product that will have the same four inch (4”) reveal.   
 
 Commissioner Lifsey made a motion to approve the application based on the lack of 
visibility.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Morris and passed by the following vote: 
 
 AYES:    Erquiaga, Horner, Lifsey McSwain and Morris        5 

NOES:  0 
ABSTENTIONS:  0 
ABSENT: Little 1 
VACANCIES:    1 
 

 (c) ACTION:  Request of Stephen Stafford to install a driveway to 317 Cabell 
Street either from D Street or across City property at 308 and 310 D Street with the 
entrance on Hancock Street.  The D Street option requires the removal of about 
fourteen feet of a stone wall and the Hancock Street option requires the removal of 
about five feet of a stacked stone wall and fourteen feet of another stone wall (a 
continuation of the D Street wall that is not readily visible). 
 
 Mr. Stephen Stafford was present to represent the application.  He would like the driveway 
and parking because it will be safer for his children.  This house is right at the intersection of 
Cabell and D Streets.  He explained that one option is to put a driveway in directly across from 
his neighbor’s driveway on D Street.  It would be smaller since the driveway across from his 
property was used for commercial purposes.  It would require him to remove a portion of a 
stone wall and do a pretty significant curb cut. 
 
 The second option is to put a driveway across City property on Hancock Street.  To the 
right, there is a little bit of space.  He has spoken to Public Works staff and they indicated it 
would require about fourteen feet of width.  Mr. Stafford had indicated on a photo how much of 
a stacked stone wall he would need to remove.  He would actually turn the stone inward.  It 
would also not require him to remove any significant City landscaping.   
 
 Commissioner Horner indicated she would like to see a drawing because she is having 
difficulty placing where this driveway would be in relation to the stop sign and traffic light on 
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Hancock Street.  Mr. Stafford indicated that this was his initial step to see which option the 
commission would like him to pursue.  There will be survey work and consultation with City 
staff if they would like him to go with this option.  Commissioner Morris thought he needed to 
hire a landscape architect that would show how the wall will be curved in, the slope of the 
driveway and what landscaping will remain.  It does not have to be detailed at this point and 
Commissioner Morris felt he would need a drawing anyway to show City staff and help them 
determine how much property he needs to buy from the City. 
 
 The commissioners were in agreement that they would prefer the Hancock Street option 
rather than the D Street option.  There was discussion about tabling the application but it was 
decided they should deny the application to give the applicant time to work with an architect 
and the City.  There is no way to get through that entire process within 60 days (the time frame 
the commission has to act on an application). 
 
 Commissioner Morris made a motion to deny the application as presented because they 
would like to see a sketch drawing.  The commission does prefer the Hancock Street driveway 
entrance option.  The commission would like to see the layout, materials and the landscaping.  
Normally the commission does not review landscaping, but in this case, the applicant may be 
disturbing City landscaping.  The commission would have no purview over the landscaping if it 
ends up becoming part of Mr. Stafford’s property after the sale has occurred.  The 
commissioners were in agreement that this driveway will be within the entrance to Daniels Hill 
and it is important to make sure the integrity of that entrance is maintained.  It was mentioned 
that he also needs to include what will happen to the historic wall on his property (toward the 
back of the proposed driveway).  The applicant indicated he plans to turn that one inward as 
well.  Chair McSwain suggested he may need a retaining wall on the side where the chain link 
fence is located.  That will be up to his landscape architect to determine whether or not that will 
be necessary.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Horner and passed by the following 
vote: 
 
 AYES:    Erquiaga, Horner, Lifsey, McSwain and Morris        5 

NOES:  0 
ABSTENTIONS:  0 
ABSENT: Little 1 
VACANCIES:    1 
 

 (d) Request of Jackson III, LLC to remove what remains of the “Virginia School 
of the Arts” lettering and replace vinyl windows with aluminum.  More information, 
including submittals to the Department of Historic Resources (DHR), on the window 
replacement has been requested but not received.  Roof replacement, paint and 
restoration of the doors will be approved administratively, as in-kind work        
(2244 Rivermont Avenue): 
 
 Mr. Scott Brooks, the site manager and Mr. Mitch Namrow, one of the owners, were present 
to represent the application.  Mr. Brooks indicated they do not plan on changing any of the 
sizes, shapes or dimensions of the windows.  The windows are all vinyl Victor Appel was 
present to represent the application.  A representative from the window company was present 
with a sample of the Architectural series window they are proposing.   
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 Commissioner Lifsey asked if they had any photographic evidence of what kind of windows 
were there before the vinyl ones.  Neither of the applicants had been able to find any photos 
that showed the windows up close enough to be of any assistance.  All of the windows are 
different as well.  The commissioners were interested in what DHR had instructed them to use.  
Mr. Brooks said they can either use all solid wood or aluminum clad.  This window sample 
meets their requirements.  DHR did not have any requirements for the number of panes.  Their 
DHR submittal showed one over one configuration and that was approved.  There was 
clarification that the wood on the outside between the windows will remain. 
 
 Commissioner Morris made a motion to approve the application as submitted with the 
following condition, the window replacements must all fit within the existing openings and meet 
the Secretary of the Interior’s guidelines.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Horner 
and passed by the following vote: 
 
 AYES:    Erquiaga, Horner, Lifsey, McSwain and Morris        5 

NOES:  0 
ABSTENTIONS:  0 
ABSENT: Little 1 
VACANCIES:    1 

 
 (d) Request of Elizabeth Sheehan to install a long shed dormer addition to the 
rear of the house at 1711 Rivermont Avenue.  The roof replacement will be 
approved administratively. 
 
 Ms. Elizabeth Sheehan, the owner, and Mr. Joseph Monille, the contractor, were present to 
represent the application.  There was some discussion about whether the addition will be 
visible.  It will not be visible due to the fact that the property is heavily wooded.  The 
commissioners had no comments of concern.  Chair McSwain made a motion to approve the 
application as presented.  The motion was seconded by Commissioner Horner and it passed by 
the following vote: 
 
 YES:    Erquiaga, Horner, Lifsey, McSwain and Morris        5 

NOES:  0 
ABSTENTIONS:  0 
ABSENT: Little 1 
VACANCIES:    1 

 
 d) Request of Jae Clebourne to demolish and reconstruct a garage and paint the 
house at 1361 Rivermont Avenue: 
 
 Ms. Jae Clebourne, the owner, and Mr. Bob Flint, the contractor, were available to represent 
the application.  She would like to replace a garage that was damaged by a neighbor’s tree.  
She has had an engineer look at it and he determined it has broken rafters and has been 
knocked somewhat off kilter from its foundation.  She would build it back with the same 
materials and dimensions with newer windows and lighting.  She would like the garage to be a 
functional structure.  Further, the garage is in danger of falling onto a new deck that she had 
replaced last year.  Ms. Clebourne indicated that she has the original bi-fold garage doors in her 
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basement.  Ms. Clebourne indicated that the inside walls are constructed of brick and she will 
reclaim the brick and use it somewhere else on the property. 
 
 Commissioner Morris indicated that they typically find any means possible to restore a 
building, if at all possible.  However, Commissioner Morris spoke with Gary Loomis, the engineer 
that Ms. Clebourne hired and he explained a couple of the challenges this garage has in terms 
of its construction and the severe rot that has started from the ground.  Commissioner Morris 
would suggest that she have a draftsman document this garage at least the front and a side 
elevation.  She can then show the commission a drawing showing what she will be doing 
differently in terms of windows, etc. Commissioner Lifsey asked if she had enough good siding 
to reuse.  Ms. Clebourne indicated that she does because she has some from the house as well. 
 
 Commissioner Morris made a motion that demolition is only permitted if structure is rebuilt.  
Demolition is not permitted until drafted, dimensional drawings of the front and side elevations 
are submitted and approved, properly documenting the existing shed.  Reconstruction requires 
review of architectural plans by the HPC noting the differences between the old and new sheds.  
The motion was seconded Commissioner Erquiaga and it passed by the following vote: 
 
 YES:    Erquiaga, Horner, Lifsey, McSwain and Morris        5 

NOES:  0 
ABSTENTIONS:  0 
ABSENT: Little 1 
VACANCIES:    1 
 

 The commission discussed the paint colors for the house.  They did not make any decision 
and asked that she paint some samples on the house.  Ms. Nygaard will let them know when 
the colors are ready for viewing.  Ms. Nygaard indicated the commission does not need to make 
a motion.  She can approve the paint colors administratively.  If she is not comfortable doing 
so, she will have Ms. Clebourne come back to the commission for approval. 

 
3.   Old Business: 
 
 a. ACTION:  Previously tabled request of Carrie and Victor Appel to replace the 
windows of the home at 123 Cabell Street with wood replacements, Jeld Wen 2500 
series: 
 
 Mr. Victor Appel was present.  He indicated that he felt that many of the windows would 
have to be completely rebuilt and he was told this by his contractor.  Mr. Appel would like to 
replace them all with double hung windows that will look the same from the street.  
Commissioner Morris asked what he meant by a complete rebuild.  Mr. Appel said the sashes 
are rotted, the frames are rotted and many are not square and would have to be resquared.  
One window broke just from vibration.  Many of the sills are rotted. 
 
 Commissioner Morris indicated that sills are another story.  Mr. Appel said the whole bottom 
part of some of the windows is rotted.  The commissioners looked at the photos that Mr. Appel 
provided to show the conditions of the windows.  Commissioner Morris said he did not see any 
of this when he went to the property.  Commissioner Morris had asked the contractor to show 
him the worst of the windows when he visited the property.  Commissioner Horner verified that 
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she and Commissioner Morris were there for twenty minutes or more.  Mr. Appel’s contractor 
told him that the commissioners looked at one window and left.  Commissioner Morris indicated 
he looked at all the windows downstairs.  He did not look at a window upstairs that Mr. Appel is 
indicating in a photo is in terrible condition. 
 
 Chair McSwain indicated that he and Commissioner Lifsey looked at almost every window in 
the home.  Chair McSwain thought that the windows were heavily damaged but he is not an 
expert in window restoration.  Chair McSwain noted that all new framing has been done, which 
will make window restoration difficult at this point because it will all have to be removed.  
Commissioner Morris said it was totally unnecessary to take all the weight outs of the windows.  
Mr. Appel said the building code required him to do this; Commissioner Morris said he did not 
know his code.  According to Virginia Rehabilitation Code, “repairs to any portion of a historic 
building or structure shall be permitted with original or like materials and original methods of 
construction, subject to the provisions of this chapter.”  Commissioner Morris stated that the 
headers were not required.  Commissioner Morris said he spoke to the building inspector about 
this and knows that Mr. Appel’s contractor did not have to do that. 
 
 Commissioner Morris said he brought a contractor there that is well known in Lynchburg for 
restoring windows.  He gave an estimate of $800 to restore a window.  Commissioner Morris 
asked Mr. Appel if he is willing to do one window to see how it would look and feel to satisfy 
Mr. Appel and the commissioner.  Mr. Appel said absolutely not.  Mr. Appel said he does not 
want single pane windows.  Commissioner Morris said he can have single pane windows with 
storm windows.  Mr. Appel said he now has the cost of restoring windows plus the cost of storm 
windows.  Commissioner Morris said storm windows are relatively inexpensive.  Mr. Appel 
indicated the window he is proposing to them is $700. 
 
 Commissioner Morris said they are dealing with sustainability.  Green building is very 
popular.  We are dealing with a historic structure.  These windows have been in this house for 
over a hundred years.  They are heart pine.  You have to go through extreme conditions to 
destroy these wood windows.  Admittedly, some of the windows have been.  Mr. Appel said 
most of them have been.  Commissioner Morris said the bottom rails can be replaced.  He 
suggested that Mr. Appel needs to have an assessment done.  Commissioner Morris said if 
these windows are restored properly, they would be there for another 100 years, if properly 
maintained.  The windows Mr. Appel have a thirty-year warranty.  Commissioner Morris said   
Mr. Appel would be taking heart pine windows that you cannot even buy anymore and throw 
them away.  Mr. Appel said he would not throw them away.  He could use them to enclose the 
back patio.  Mr. Appel thought it was a pretty big assumption that the new windows would have 
to be replaced in thirty years.  Commissioner Morris meant that the Argon gas has a thirty-year 
warranty.  They fog up and then you have to replace them. 
 
 Commissioner Lifsey thinks that the problem is that from the beginning, the approach on 
the renovation of the house has not been from the viewpoint of the historic district.  It is very 
clear that the construction was more of a new construction approach.  From the standpoint of 
the framing, a contractor that was in tune to a historic structure would have understood the 
existing conditions and would have approached it differently.  The jack studs and headers did 
not have to be put in and were a cost that did not have to happen. Their purview is the exterior 
of the house but when they visited, it was clear that the approach to the house was more of a 
new construction, a suburban, if you will.  The center stair that is so prominent to a house like 
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this is gone and rebuilt in a different format.  The layout of the rooms is different.  The mantels 
are gone.  He thinks that the windows are just the next step of that whole process and 
approach that is different than a historic house in a historic district.  This house is across the 
street from one of the most prominent museum houses in town. 
 
 Mr. Appel would like it to look the same without falling down.  Mr. Appel saw water coming 
in and fire damage.  He had a roof that was four inches down and walls that were unsupported 
and swinging free.  The beams that were supporting the staircase were going through the floor 
and the whole thing was coming off the wall.  Commissioner Lifsey said that the reality is that it 
could have been restored.  Mr. Appel said with enough money it could have been.  
Commissioner Lifsey commented it is a historic house in a historic district and it has to have a 
different mentality and a different approach than that of new construction.  Mr. Appel said he 
wants it to look the same.  The windows they are proposing look identical.  Commissioner Lifsey 
said he is missing the point of historic district, historic house and historic materials.  If it’s in 
bad shape and I want to replace it is taken to heart, then anything that is old could be replaced 
and justified because one is using newer and “better” materials. 
 
 Mr. Appel said he would love to keep the windows.  Commissioner Lifsey said the reality is 
that he can.  Mr. Appel asked at what price though.  Mr. Appel wanted to know if he just needs 
to board it up and leave it vacant.  Commissioner Morris said Mr. Appel is totally opposed to 
having someone come in and restore one window.  Mr. Appel said they are asking him to spend 
$1,000 on one window that he might or might not like because it is Commissioner Morris’ 
personal desire.  Commissioner Morris said it is not his personal desire.  Chair McSwain said it is 
the City’s guidelines.  Commissioner Morris said he is suggesting it because Mr. Appel is very 
adamant about not restoring them.  Mr. Appel said he is getting advice from other individuals 
who say that it won’t be $800 a window; it will be more like $2,000 a window. 
 
 Commissioner Morris said the contractor he showed pictures of Mr. Appel’s window to has 
extensive experience in window restoration.  Commissioner Morris has done window 
restoration.  He speaks to Mr. Appel with personal experience.  It took a long time to get his 
windows restored and they were in much, much worse condition than Mr. Appel’s windows.  
Commissioner Morris restored them himself.  It probably would have cost a lot of money to 
have someone else restore them; however, when you buy a house in a historic district, you take 
on that responsibility.   
 
 Mr. Appel thinks he is maintaining the look of the house and is using historic materials by 
using wood windows.  Commissioner Lifsey said he is saying that every homeowner of a house 
in a historic district can ask for a new window that is more functional and energy efficient and 
therefore, I get to do it.  Mr. Appel thinks these windows are destroyed from neglect, abuse 
and water damage.   
 
 Commissioner Horner indicated that the commissioner feels the windows can be restored. 
Heart pine lasts forever.  She does not think you can destroy it.  Commissioner Morris thinks 
that if his contractor understood historic structures and the proper way to restore windows.  
Commissioner Morris would suggest a window inventory just like what would be done if you 
were ordering new windows.  He also mentioned that there are products that you can use to 
repair rot that work very beautifully.  Mr. Appel thought it sounded very labor intensive, which 
will mean it will be expensive.  Commissioner Morris said it is actually not that labor intensive. 



8 

 

Commissioner Morris said window restoration can get costly but cost is not the concern of the 
commission.  When a person buys a historic home, they have to understand that it can cost 
more and cannot look at it as new construction.  There are guidelines for them to follow in a 
historic neighborhood.  The commission is there to make sure the guidelines are followed.  He 
has seen windows in much worse shape than his restored. 
 
 Commissioner Erquiaga said he has struggled with this one.  We have said that if money is 
not an obstacle, most anything can be repaired.  He doesn’t think that always new is the right 
answer.  Commissioner Erquiaga thinks that some of the windows are far gone and some are 
not too bad.  Mr. Appel thinks that some of the windows will require 75 percent restoration.  He 
would like to know what the commission’s number for when a window is not repairable.  
Commissioner Morris said he needs to see what Mr. Appel is talking about because 
Commissioner Morris did not see this extent of damage when he visited the property. 
 
 There was some discussion if he could replace any of the windows because they are not 
visible.  Ms. Nygaard said visibility is not a standard for whether or not something gets 
reviewed.  Items need to be approved on a case by case basis.  Visibility is a difficult call 
because something might be visible in the winter and not in the summer.  Something might not 
be visible from the street but may be visible from a neighboring property. 
 
 Commissioner Horner made a motion to deny the application.  The motion was seconded by 
Commissioner Morris.  Commissioner Lifsey offered to Mr. Appel that he could get someone 
with credentials in historic restoration to do a window survey.  The survey should state a 
percentage of repair needed per window.  That way the commission and the homeowner would 
be able to see which windows are viable for restoration and which ones need to be replaced.  
That would be better than just saying every window needs to be replaced.  Commissioner Lifsey 
commented that the commissioner is charged by City Council with upholding the historic district 
guidelines.  They cannot say just go ahead and replace everything.  Commissioner Lifsey said 
they are not being hardheaded; they are following the code. 
 
 Commissioner Morris suggested he and Commissioner Lifsey could meet the owner there 
and do a window by window assessment. Commissioner Lifsey commented that as 
commissioners they are not there to provide architectural services to the community on a 
volunteer basis.  There are qualified contractors that approach windows in a historic home with 
a viable understanding of the materials, the reparability and the restoration process.  When a 
person buys a historic home, it is an undertaking of a duty.  Mr. Appel said it was not their 
primary approach but at that time they were not aware of how many of the windows were so 
extensively damaged.  They were given the guidance that repair was not a viable option.  
Commissioner Lifsey said they have not been convinced that the guidance is correct.  
Commissioner Lifsey indicated that when they look at the approach to the rest of the house, it 
is clear that it is a different approach than restoring a historic home maintaining every detail 
that we can and repairing from inside out sometimes.  That leads Commissioner Lifsey, when 
he sees the other things that have happened in the house, to want to question this more.  He 
would like Mr. Appel to convince them by using someone else who knows windows in this type 
of situation.  If he brings in a window schedule from someone that has experience with historic 
window restoration, then they will listen to that.  So far, Commissioner Lifsey has not been 
convinced that there are a number of windows that are not viable for restoration.  From the 
cursory look in the field, he is not convinced that these nice heart pine windows cannot be 
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restored.  Commissioner Lifsey has been doing this for 30 years.  He has seen worse and has 
seen them restored. 
 
 Commissioner Morris said they need to hear from someone who has experience in restoring 
windows.  Commissioner Morris knows of only one person in Lynchburg who is qualified.  There 
may be more.  Unfortunately, the builder Mr. Appel is using may be very good with new 
construction but he really doesn’t understand historic restoration.  Commissioner Morris brought 
one to the property and he can give Mr. Appel his name.  Maybe he will come back and say 80 
or 90 percent of the windows are bad.  DHR may have a list of contractors that are qualified.  
Mr. Appel said he would spend his money on this type of a survey as opposed to restoring one 
window. 
 
 Commissioner Horner withdrew her motion and made a motion to table this item until the 
October 15, 2018 meeting, pending information from an authority on windows.  The motion 
was seconded by Commissioner Lifsey and passed by the following vote: 
 
 YES:    Erquiaga, Horner, Lifsey, McSwain and Morris        5 

NOES:  0 
ABSTENTIONS:  0 
ABSENT: Little 1 
VACANCIES:    1 

  
4. NEXT MEETING DAY: 

 The next regular meeting is scheduled for September 17, 2018. 
 

 

5. ADJOURNMENT: 
     There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 5:45 p.m. 

 
 

 
 

ATTEST:_____________________________________ATTEST:__________________________________ 

                              Secretary                                                               Chairman 

 


