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Historic Preservation Commission 
Minutes of September 16, 2019 

 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Elizabeth Doucette  

Michael Erquiaga  

Shanda K. Horner 
Emmett Lifsey 

Christopher McSwain, Chair 
Richard Morris 

Shaun Spencer-Hester 

 
MEMBERS ABSENT: 

 
 

OTHERS PRESENT: 
Ms. Victoria Glasgow, Secretary to the Historic Preservation Commission; and the public.  

 

ROLL CALL: 
 

After a quorum was established, Chair McSwain called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m.   
 

1.  CONSENT AGENDA: 

 
Commissioner Horner made a motion, which was seconded by Commissioner Doucette, to accept the 

consent agenda, which passed by a unanimous vote. 
 

2.   New Business: 

 
a) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Spencer-Hester): Request of Steve Lawson to 

replace his damaged standing seam tin roof with polymer slate shingle at 2800 
Rivermont Avenue. (HPC1906-0016). 

 
Mr. Steve Lawson was present to represent the application. After a storm in May, he received a phone 

call from a neighboring property owner to let him know that a tree had fallen onto the house. The tree 

took several days to remove with the use of cranes. It caused a great deal of damage and broke several 
windows, the front door, the slate green stone foundation, the steps, the porch, and other items. The 

limb that fell on the roof was about forty (40) inches wide. The property manager reviewed the damage 
immediately and saw that the tree had gone through the tin roof in several places. Covers were placed 

over the damage to keep the rain out until repairs could be approved by the Commission. The item did 

not go before the Commission at the June meeting due to missing the deadline and it did not go before 
the Commission in August because Mr. Lawson was on vacation. The house was built around 1920 and 

was remodeled approximately five (5) to six (6) years ago. The remodeling consisted of heat pumps, tile 
floors, hardwood floors, updated electrical work, buried power lines, and other work. The tin roof is about 

one hundred (100) years old and had been painted and patched before the tree fell on it. Mr. Lawson 
spoke with Woodall & Lang Inc. and they do not work with tin at this time. He also spoke to a roofer 

from Buckingham who gave him an estimate of approximately fifteen thousand dollars ($15,000.00) for 

ten squares of tin. This roofer also offered to do a galvanized roof but paint has trouble adhering to 
galvanized material and it would need to be repainted frequently. Tin is not a common material anymore 

and is cost prohibitive. Mr. Lawson sent other materials to the Commission for review. One of these was 
StormMaster Slate, which is better than asphalt, and another was Davinci Slate, which was used by 

Lynchburg College and on a house on Rivermont Avenue that had fire damage. These materials run 

between one hundred dollars ($100) and five hundred dollars ($500) a square. The roof on the house is 
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in excess of fifty (50) squares and may be larger. Loudon insurance noted that since replacement of the 

same material is not an option, it is likely that the entire roof could be replaced with a different material.  
 

Chair McSwain asked if Mr. Lawson’s preference was to use the polymer slate. 
 

Mr. Lawson responded that he has two preferences. He presented the Commission with samples of the 

Davinci Slate and the StormMaster Slate. He would prefer to use the Bellaforte, a Davinci Slate, to 
replace the entire roof but the StormMaster Slate is less expensive. He has not yet received approval 

from the insurance company to use either of these materials. 
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester stated that she had driven past the property and looked at the roof 
materials used on surrounding properties. There are slate and metal materials. Randolph College is also 

next to the property and they use slate. She likes the idea of a slate look and the National Historic 

Districts are beginning to consider the use of polymer materials as an option because of the cost. She is 
in favor of Mr. Lawson’s first choice, the Bellaforte Slate. 

 
Commissioner Doucette asked what the original material on the roof was.  

 

Mr. Lawson responded that the original material was tin. The house was built around 1920 and he has 
owned it for approximately thirty six (36) years. There is a neighboring property that was donated to the 

college that has an addition with a copper roof. The property directly across has a slate roof and another 
nearby property has an asphalt roof that was put on in the past few years.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked Mr. Lawson if the tin roof was original to the house.  

 

Mr. Lawson responded that he doesn’t know if the tin roof is original to the house. There are no records 
showing the history of the roof so he is making an educated guess. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked for clarification that the rest of the roof has leaks and other problems 

anyway. 

 
Mr. Lawson responded that there are several places he has patched on the roof. The entire house was 

repainted approximately six (6) years ago along with several other repairs and remodels.  
 

Commissioner Morris noted that the roof should be repaired in-kind with metal due to the age of the 

house and the money from the insurance company. 
 

Mr. Lawson responded that repairing the roof in-kind, as it is now, would be too expensive.  
 

Commissioner Morris responded that the Davinci Slate would be more expensive than a metal roof. He 
just had a metal roof put on a house that is forty eight (48) feet long by twenty four (24) feet wide for 

sixteen thousand dollars ($16,000). Metal is a common material for roofs.  

 
Mr. Lawson noted that he has seen the metal roof on the recreation area in Appomattox and does not 

like the way it looks. It does not look historic. He had a difficult time finding materials to use. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked if Mr. Lawson had a quote for a metal roof. 

 
Mr. Lawson responded that the price point he received, for a galvanized tin roof, was about fifteen 

thousand ($15,000) dollars to repair the area. This price did not include painting and the paint will have a 
hard time sticking to the material.  
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Commissioner Lifsey stated that the roof has always been tin and should remain tin. Replacing the metal 

roof with a completely different material is not historically appropriate.  
 

Commissioner Doucette offered to give Mr. Lawson names of contractors who work with tin roofs in 
Lynchburg. 

 

Mr. Lawson responded that he spoke to three (3) or four (4) who could not give him information. 
 

Commissioner Morris clarified that the Commission is not asking Mr. Lawson to duplicate the old-style tin 
roof exactly but to keep the material as metal. Metal roofs are common.  

 
Mr. Lawson responded that he does not like the metal roofs that he has seen and does not think they 

look historical.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey stated that personal taste is somewhat irrelevant in the historic district. 

 
Mr. Lawson stated he did not want to put something he did not like on just because it is metal. 

 

Commissioner Morris responded that historic preservation is not about personal taste and is about 
keeping the historical, original aspect of the house and following the guidelines. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey noted that recently there have been contractors before the Commission who were 

working on tin roofs that were approved by the Commission. Metal roofs are common in the historic 
district but it is not the old turn metal. Follansbee metal is no longer made but there are new metal roofs 

that would emulate the current roof. Low, one (1) inch joints should be used. The metal will be pre-

finished so it won’t require painting and it shouldn’t need to be repainted every few years like the 
galvanized. It will come with a long term warranty. The house has an existing tin roof that appears to be 

original so it needs to be replaced in-kind and not switched to a completely different material. 
 

Mr. Lawson responded that the material change would match the surrounding properties. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey stated that the material of the surrounding roofs is irrelevant to the need to replace 

in-kind for this property.  
 

Mr. Lawson responded that he is not sure the house did not originally have a slate roof but he is 

doubtful. The insurance company gave him names of contractors to contact and they were not able to 
match the existing roof or give him suggestions.  

 
Chair McSwain noted that the Commission should be able to provide resources to Mr. Lawson that the 

insurance company may not have had. 
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked Mr. Lawson if he had looked at the information about the property 

online. The house was built in 1905 and the original roof was metal.  
 

Commissioner Morris noted that the metal seems to have been long lasting.  
 

Mr. Lawson responded that he thought the house was built in the 1920s and the information must have 

been updated. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that the Commission has seen several tin replacement roofs in recent months 
and should be able to go back through records to provide Mr. Lawson with some contractors. 

 
Commissioner Doucette noted that Craftsman Roofing works with tin roofs. 
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Commissioner Lifsey suggested that Mr. Lawson research contractors a bit more. 
 

Mr. Lawson responded that if the Commission has recommendations for contractors, he’d be willing to 
call them. He has been waiting seventy five (75) days with a hole in his roof and one (1) tenant has 

already moved out because of it. It will be additional time and effort to get quotes for tin roofs but he 

has already put the research in to the synthetic slate material. He understands that the Commission 
wants the replacement roof to be tin. 

 
Commissioner Morris noted that the look of the replacement tin roof will be very similar to the existing 

roof but the process is different. There’s a locking system now. There are also different variations to tin 
roofs and the specifics of the roof will need to be approved by the Commission. 

 

Mr. Lawson responded that he knows there are many different types but he has not seen anything quite 
like his current roof. 

 
Commissioner Doucette noted that if the entire roof is replaced, the replacement does not have to exactly 

match the existing roof. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey stated that the current roof is a hand crimped roof from one hundred (100) years 

ago but Mr. Lawson can get a modern version that will work well. 
 

Chair McSwain and Commissioner Morris both agreed that a metal roof would be less expensive than the 
synthetic slate. 

 

Ms. Glasgow noted that the guidelines state that the replacement should match as close as possible to 
the original but do not say the original must be replicated.  

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked for clarification that Mr. Lawson wanted to repair the damage to the 

roof but not replace the whole roof. 

 
Mr. Lawson responded that the insurance company may help pay for the replacement of the entire roof, 

which would be his preference. If the insurance company is not willing to pay for the entire replacement, 
he will just repair the damage. The undamaged portion of the roof does not look great but it does not 

leak at this point in time. 

 
Chair McSwain asked if the replacement of the roof could be approved administratively, in the interest of 

time, if it were an in-kind repair of metal and was guided by the Commission with the suggestion of 
contractors to use. 

 
Ms. Glasgow responded that roof replacement is categorized as major work but if the Commission gives 

approval with specific conditions, like using one of the listed contractors to make it a metal standing 

seam roof, then it would be possible. 
 

Chair McSwain questioned how imperative it is for the Commission to review the final replacement versus 
staff due to the time constraints. 

 

Commissioner Morris noted that the replacement will not be in-kind because an in-kind replacement 
would have to be the old style, hand crimped metal, which is not in production anymore. The Commission 

can approve the replacement of a metal roof but the specifications like the ridge cap, the height of the 
legs, the ribs, etc. need to be reviewed. He suggested Mr. Lawson look at the roof that he himself just 

put on. The contractor used was very reasonable. Craftsman Roofing and Perimeter Roofing also work 
with metal roofs. 
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Mr. Lawson responded that he would love a list of recommended contractors to call.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey noted that there was a metal roof approved just last meeting. 
 

Discussion ensued about who the contractor is and who the owner of that property is.  

 
Chair McSwain stated that there will have to be a vote to approve or deny the COA as submitted. 

 
Ms. Glasgow stated that the Commission could also approve the replacement on the condition that he 

uses metal as a material. She then asked Chair McSwain if it was possible to have another condition that 
the final review and approval is done by a Commissioner. 

 

Chair McSwain responded that it will probably have to come back before the Commission. 
 

Commissioner Morris noted that he understands the dilemma of time and suggested that the Commission 
could approve the replacement without needing it to come back if it was the same roof specifications as 

another recently approved project. It would only need to come back then if Mr. Lawson wanted to 

deviate from that plan. 
 

Commissioner Doucette asked if the specifications from the Harrison Street house would work for this 
house. 

 
Commissioner Morris responded that the Harrison Street house is probably not finished yet but Mr. 

Lawson could use the specifications from his house that was approved and has a similar look to Mr. 

Lawson’s house. 
 

Ms. Glasgow asked Commissioner Morris if he recalled the specifications from his house. 
 

Commissioner Morris responded that he did. It had a one (1) inch leg, low profile, ridge cap on top of the 

leg, and no ribs. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey noted that at the last meeting there was a discussion about ribs. The Commission 
agreed not to do extra ribs in the middle.  

 

Commissioner Morris stated that the house is on G Street off of Cabell Street and is a carriage house with 
a red roof. The reason for the ribs is to give the roof strength. When the ribs are not there, the roof will 

oil can. The oil canning is visible on the carriage house and is not aesthetically pleasing but it is more 
historical. Oil canning can be avoided by using twenty-four (24) gauge metal, which is stronger. 

             
Mr. Lawson stated that he appreciates the Commission’s effort to speed up the process but he has to go 

back to Greensboro, North Carolina where he lives immediately and he doesn’t have the ability to take off 

more time so he was hoping for an immediate decision. He then read from the guidelines and asked for 
clarification that it didn’t say it had to be a metal roof. 

 
Commissioner Doucette stated that it would have to be proven to be impossible to not use the metal. 

 

Mr. Lawson responded that it is impossible to do what is currently on the roof.  
 

Commissioner Morris stated that it is impossible to do what currently exists, but it is not impossible to 
replace the roof with the same material. The Commission understands that the replacement roof will not 

be exactly the same. 
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Mr. Lawson asked if having a portion of the roof with different ribs and a different color would “look 

good”. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that the guidelines referring to in-kind determine that the roof should remain 
metal. The roof was not originally slate and therefore should not be replaced with synthetic slate. 

 

Mr. Lawson stated that the guidelines do not say it has to be in-kind, only to replace in-kind if it is 
possible. 

 
Commissioner Morris noted that the guidelines say that because there are all types of circumstances but 

in this particular case, it is known that the roof has always been metal so it needs to be preserved as 
metal. 

 

Ms. Glasgow asked if there was a motion to approve the replacement as metal with the specifications of 
Commissioner Morris’ carriage house. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked what width would be most appropriate. 

 

Commissioner Lifsey noted appropriate width was discussed last meeting and the narrower width is more 
appropriate depending on what system is purchased.  

 
Ms. Glasgow stated that a citizen called to complain about the approval of twenty-four (24) inch width 

and say that twenty-two (22) inches would be more appropriate. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that twenty-two (22) inches should be a maximum and the sixteen (16) to 

eighteen (18) inches is the appropriate range for residential properties. 
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked if the current roof has a color.  
 

Mr. Lawson responded that the roof is black. The house is smoky gray with white trim. 

 
Ms. Glasgow noted that roof colors can be administratively approved as they are but if the applicant 

wishes to change them it goes before the Commission. 
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester stated that to be consistent, the Commission needs to consider the color. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey responded that black or gray would be appropriate and could be an administrative 

approval.                          
 

Commissioner Morris made a motion to deny the application as submitted but to approve, for expediency 
and its repair, a metal roof with one (1) inch legs, low profile, ridge cap, if used, no ribs in the middle, 

and a width not to exceed twenty-two (22) inches. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Lifsey. 

 
Commissioner Erquiaga asked if the other pieces of the house, the eaves, the soffits, etc. that were 

damaged would be repaired in-kind.  
 

Mr. Lawson responded that those pieces would be replaced in-kind. There was some damage under the 

roof and in other areas of the house that would need to be repaired. 
 

The motion passed by the following vote: 
 

AYES: Doucette, Erquiaga, Horner, Lifsey, McSwain, Morris, and Spencer-Hester    7 
NOES:                       0 
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ABSTENTIONS:                     0 

ABSENT:                     0 
   

b) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Spencer-Hester): Request of Rodney Foster to 
replace windows and siding damaged by fire with custom frame-by-frame wooden 

windows as-was (originally proposed as 1 wood, 2 vinyl replacements) at 2436 

Rivermont Avenue. He is also applying to replace the windows with 1 wood and 2 
vinyl should insurance not cover his first proposal. (HPC1908-0004) 

 
Mr. Rodney Foster was present to represent the application. There was a fire that damaged both the side 

and the back of the building and several windows were damaged. The insurance company has been 
asked if all of the windows may be replaced instead of just the damaged windows but they have not 

given approval at this time. The siding will be repaired, the holes in the slate roof will be repaired with 

slate, and the windows will be replaced. A solid wood, double hung window with SDL will be used as a 
replacement so it will have a similar look to the windows that were previously there.     

 
Chair McSwain asked if the holes in the roof were caused by the fire escaping. 

 

Mr. Foster responded that the holes are small and were not noticeable until the ceiling was gone.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked if Mr. Foster had a picture of the replacement windows. 
 

Mr. Foster showed the Commission pictures of windows recommended by the insurance company. He 
noted that these windows are double hung and do not have the ropes but they will allow for better 

insulation. These windows are also able to mimic the pattern of the windows currently on the house.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked for clarification that the replacement windows will match the existing 

windows. 
 

Mr. Foster responded that one of the damaged windows was vinyl but will be replaced with wood. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked if the existing windows were one-over-ones. 

 
Commissioner Morris responded that the front windows are two-over-twos. 

 

Mr. Foster restated that the windows recommended by the insurance company can mimic the pattern of 
the existing windows.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked again for a picture of the replacement windows. 

 
Mr. Foster responded that the only sample pictures available were clad windows.  

 

Commissioner Lifsey noted that clad windows may be used as long as they are not just vinyl. Aluminum 
clad wood windows may be used.  

 
Mr. Foster noted that he was looking at rock proof wood. 

 

Commissioner Lifsey responded that rock proof wood is a good material to use particularly if it is going to 
be painted. He also noted that the clad might be a good option if insurance is willing to pay for the full 

replacement.  
 

Mr. Foster noted that the current windows are wood but the rock proof wood replacement windows 
would not be far off in price from the wood windows.  
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Commissioner Lifsey stated that it is important that the profiles of the windows match in terms of same 
size, pattern, narrow muttons, and divided lights. 

 
Mr. Foster responded that the replacement windows will have the simulated divided light. 

 

Commissioner Morris stated that the windows still on the house seem repairable. The windows destroyed 
in the fire can be replaced with Jeld Wen windows or Sierra Pacific windows. They may be aluminum clad 

but they have to be simulated divided light and match the same profile and shadow lines of the original 
windows.  

 
Mr. Foster asked Commissioner Morris for clarification that even if the insurance company was willing to 

replace all of the windows on the house, the remaining windows should not be replaced. 

 
Commissioner Morris responded that was correct. The remaining windows do not need to be replaced 

and are in good shape.  
 

Mr. Foster stated that the front of the house is not damaged but some of the windows on the side of the 

house may need to be replaced. 
 

Commissioner Morris responded that the back windows, the kitchen window, and the second floor 
window should be replaced but everything else should be repaired. If there are additional windows that 

need to be replaced, Mr. Foster will need to come before the Commission again. 
 

Mr. Foster responded that there is a window on the right side that is in bad shape and may need to be 

replaced. 
 

Commissioner Morris responded that the good thing about wood windows is that each of the pieces can 
be repaired and repair is preferred to replacement. He then asked Mr. Foster if the windows were two-

over-two.  

 
Mr. Foster responded that they were.  

 
Commissioner Morris stated that when windows are replaced, one-over-one windows are allowed. 

 

Mr. Foster noted that the existing windows were a “hodge-podge” of patterns. 
 

Commissioner Morris noted that one-over-one windows as a replacement are generally used to 
differentiate new windows from the old windows but it is not required. 

 
Mr. Foster responded that he is not sure what all of the windows that are gone looked like before but 

their appearance is not as important since they are located at the rear of the house. There was one vinyl 

window before but the insurance company has agreed to replace it with a wood window.    
 

Commissioner Morris made a motion to approve the replacement of windows beyond repair, which at this 
point seems to be the rear portion of the house, with Jeld Wen, Sierra Pacific windows, or aluminum clad 

windows as long as they match in profile and are simulated divided light: the windows on the side should 

match the original as two-over-two and the windows at the rear may be one-over-one. The motion was 
seconded by Commissioner Doucette and passed by the following vote: 

 
AYES: Doucette, Erquiaga, Horner, Lifsey, McSwain, Morris, and Spencer-Hester    7 

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                     0 
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ABSENT:                     0 

 
3. Roof Discussion: 

 
a) DISCUSSION: Discuss the use of different appropriate roof coatings for the draft of a 

roof material sheet. 

 
Ms. Victoria Glasgow stated that the focus of the discussion is not on the materials of the roof but on the 

historically correct, commercially available roof coatings that can be considered for repairs. The guidelines 
say that there is a list of these but no such list exists. The national secretary standards for Historic 

Preservation are not clear on roof coatings either so this is up to the discretion of the Commission.  
 

Chair McSwain noted that precedent should be considered. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked for clarification on roof coatings. 

 
Ms. Glasgow responded more specifically, commercially available roof coatings for standing seam metal. 

 

Commissioner Lifsey recalled the last time an application came in for roofing, the leg height was a big 
part of discussion. Commercial roofing has a leg height of one and a half (1.5) inches or two (2) inches 

but residential roofing should be one (1) inch. The ridge is always an issue because none of the current 
commercial companies do just a single seam, continuous ridge like the historic houses did in the past. 

Now to get a non-leak warranty, a big cap is required. Homeowners are not favorable to getting a roof 
without a warranty. 

 

Commissioner Morris noted that he just replaced a smaller roof on his property and didn’t have that 
problem. The roof is still vented. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey noted that the size difference and particular manufacturer might affect ability to 

offer a warranty. The Commission might need to examine this further and see what the options are. 

Another item discussed in the last roof application was panel width. Typically, the stock panel width is 
between sixteen (16) to eighteen (18) inches. The contractor for the previous application said the stock 

panel width available to him was between nineteen (19) to twenty four (24) inches. A range of 
manufacturers should be reviewed to see who offers the narrower panel width versus who offers the 

wider panel width. The Commission should be able to make informed recommendations to petitioners 

about manufacturers who offer appropriate materials. 
 

Commissioner Morris noted that in the first item of the current meeting, the petitioner was requesting 
Davinci Slate but that would be more expensive than a metal roof. 

 
Commissioner Doucette shared her agreement. 

 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that in terms of metal roofs, there are some nuances and detail that he is 
more concerned about than he is about “coatings”.  

 
Commissioner Doucette also noted that she was not concerned about coatings. 

 

Commissioner Morris stated that metal roofs have a specific baked on enamel and come in different 
colors.  

 
Ms. Glasgow noted that it was written in 2007 and may have been more of a concern back then.  
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Commissioner Lifsey noted that the first item of the current meeting also mentioned the possibility of a 

galvanized roof to match. He could get a metal roof that is galvanized and not prefinished and not have 
to paint it as often.  

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester stated that the Anne Spencer Museum had a rubber coating put on the 

metal roof and color was able to be mixed into the coating. The coating has a lifetime warranty. She 

offered to find out what the coating is. 
 

Chair McSwain shared agreement that she should find out what the coating is and asked if the coating 
was rolled on or sprayed on.  

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester could not recall how it was applied but the coating has been on the roof 

for at least four (4) years and has maintained its color.  

 
Commissioner Doucette shared agreement that Commissioner Spencer-Hester should find out what the 

coating is. 
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester stated that she found one roof coating called Conklin roof coating that 

might be the coating used at the Museum. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey asked for clarification that the Commission should be seeking consistency as a result 
of this discussion. 

 
Ms. Glasgow responded that the sheet could be expanded to include specifications about more than just 

coatings. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey noted that in-kind repairs are particularly important. Synthetic slates are being 

allowed in historic districts all over to replace other materials. 
 

Commissioner Doucette asked if the use of synthetic slate has been approved before. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey responded that it has. 

 
Commissioner Erquiaga responded that use of synthetic slate has been approved to replace slate. 

 

Chair McSwain noted that the asphalt shingles that look like slate have also been approved for use 
before. 

 
Ms. Glasgow responded that the asphalt shingles were approved for use on a City owned structure that 

would not have been able to physically stand the weight of slate because the underlying wood had 
deteriorated too much. 

 

Commissioner Morris recalled that prior to the approval of the asphalt shingles for the City owned 
structure, there was a house on Rivermont Avenue that had an asbestos shingle roof, which looked like a 

mix of slate and asphalt. The owner wanted to replace the roof with metal but the Commission 
recommended that it be replaced with a Grand Manor shingle roof since it was cheaper and more area 

appropriate than metal. Most of the surrounding properties had slate roofs. That approval was a special 

case though. 
 

Commissioner Doucette noted that when she replaced her slate roof, she did not know there were 
alternative materials available for use.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey noted that it can get “pricey” if you are replacing the slate roof for the entire house. 
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Commissioner Doucette stated that slate is a recyclable material so she was able to salvage and sell some 
of the old material. She then asked what the difference in price is between synthetic and real slate. 

 
Commissioner Morris responded that the price depends on the type of synthetic slate that is used. There 

are so many varieties of synthetic slate to choose from.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey responded that consumers need to be careful with the type of synthetic slate that is 

chosen because certain types curl, pop, and delaminate after only a few years.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked Commissioner Doucette who did her roof. 
 

Commissioner Doucette responded Craftsman Roofing. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey noted that Craftsman Roofing replaced a roof in-kind on a house that had clay tile. 

He then asked Ms. Glasgow which other Historic Preservation Commissions’ materials were reviewed.  
 

Ms. Glasgow responded that Alexandria, Charlottesville, and the national standards were reviewed. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey stated that it is always good to review the standards of others, especially in areas 

where there are high caseloads. 
 

Commissioner Doucette stated that the Commission wants to rewrite the specifications about metal roofs. 
She then asked if such changes require a vote and/or public notice.  

 

Ms. Glasgow responded that changes to the guidelines need to go before City Council. There is a running 
list of changes to be made that will go before Council at the same time. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey noted that there needs to be changes to the guidelines having to do with demolition 

by neglect. 

 
Ms. Glasgow responded that the discussion about demolition by neglect is rescheduled for the next 

meeting. 
 

4. NEXT MEETING DAY: 

The next regular meeting is scheduled for October 21, 2019. 
 

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

 
               

                 

ATTEST: ____________________________________ ATTEST:_________________________________ 
                              Secretary                                                        Chair  

 


