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Historic Preservation Commission 

Minutes of October 21, 2019 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Elizabeth Doucette  

Michael Erquiaga  

Emmett Lifsey 
Christopher McSwain, Chair 

Richard Morris 
Shaun Spencer-Hester 

 
MEMBERS ABSENT: 

Shanda K. Horner 

 
OTHERS PRESENT: 

Ms. Victoria Glasgow, Secretary to the Historic Preservation Commission; Ms. Anne Nygaard, Planner II; 
Mr. Keith Wright, Neighborhood Services Manager; Ms. Eve Mergenthaler, Planning Technician; and the 

public.  

 
ROLL CALL: 

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

 
1.  CONSENT AGENDA: 

 

Commissioner Lifsey 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 Morris): Request of Victoria Bartholomew to 
remove asphalt siding and repair wood siding underneath at 109 Cabell Street. 

(HPC1909-0008) 
 

Ms. Victoria Bartholomew was present to represent the application. The whole house is being renovated 

and the demolition men removed the asphalt siding before the “official go-ahead” was given. The original 
wood siding is underneath the asphalt siding. The plan is to restore the wood siding using as much of the 

original intact siding as possible. The wood siding will be repaired where it is completely rotted out or 
broken apart.  

 
Commissioner Doucette stated that the application seemed very straight forward and restoring the 

original wood siding is preferred.  

 
Commissioner Erquiaga agreed and noted that he applauds the applicant’s efforts.  

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

seconded by Commissioner Erquiaga and it passed by the following vote: 

 
AYES: Doucette, Erquiaga, Lifsey, McSwain, Morris, and Spencer-Hester      6 

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                     0 

ABSENT: Horner                   1 
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b) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Lifsey): Request of Roberta Grooms to replace and 

repair her windows with wood at 810 10th Street. (HPC1909-0013)  
 

Ms. Roberta Grooms was present to represent the application. The original windows that came out on the 
10th Street side will be put back and the others will be replaced and repaired with wood. 

 

Commissioner Morris made a motion to approve the application as submitted to restore the existing 
windows.  

 
Ms. Anne Nygaard stated that the submitted application is for restoring the two (2) windows that were 

already replaced but also for replacing future windows in-kind.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked for clarification that the windows would be restored and not replaced. 

 
Ms. Nygaard responded that there was a mix of repair and replacement windows proposed as seen in the 

submitted chart. 
 

Commissioner Doucette noted that the replacements will be in-kind. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked which windows are being replaced.  

 
Chair McSwain responded that two windows on the Federal Street side and one on the Jackson Street 

side are being replaced with wood. 
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester noted that all of the replacements will be with wood. 

 
Chair McSwain stated that there are four in-kind replacements and four repairs.  

 
Commissioner Morris noted that he misunderstood the applicant and thought that all of the windows 

were being restored.  

 
Ms. Grooms responded that she previously replaced two windows with vinyl windows and she is now 

replacing those with wood windows.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked if the one that was already vinyl is being replaced and asked if that window is 

gone. 
 

Ms. Grooms responded that the vinyl window is being replaced and she still has it. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked for clarification that the original wood window was going back in place of the 
vinyl and then asked which windows were being replaced. 

 

Ms. Grooms responded that the original wood window is going back in place of the vinyl window and the 
windows being replaced are the ones with a broken sash. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked how many windows that is. 

 

Chair McSwain responded that there are four being replaced. 
 

Commissioner Morris stated that he misunderstood the application and did not look at the windows being 
replaced because he thought they were all being restored.  
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Ms. Grooms responded that the two (2) windows she was cited for were the windows she replaced with 

vinyl and the replacement of those two (2) is the purpose for coming before the Commission. The 
wooden windows that were originally in place of the vinyl will be repaired and put back. 

 
Ms. Nygaard asked for clarification that the application was also to work on the other windows. 

 

Ms. Grooms responded that it was. 
 

Ms. Nygaard stated that Ms. Grooms can put the old sashes back in the windows that were replaced 
anyway because that is correcting a violation of the zoning ordinance. What the Commission needs to 

consider is the application to repair and replace the other windows. 
 

It was clarified that Ms. Grooms is replacing four windows with new wooden windows. 

 
Commissioner Morris stated that he would like to look at the windows being considered for replacement 

to see what condition they are in and to see the windows that are to replace the existing ones. He then 
asked Ms. Grooms if she knew the make and manufacturer of the window she’ll be using as a 

replacement. 

 
Ms. Grooms responded that she doesn’t know the manufacturer but it will be the same wood windows as 

what is being replaced.  
 

Commissioner Morris responded that the exact window being used as a replacement needs to be 
reviewed by the Commission. There are certain types of windows that are accepted by historic standards. 

 

Ms. Grooms stated that she would like to know which types of windows are approved before she 
purchases any or has any made.  

 
Commissioner Morris responded that Jeld Wen windows are one approved window but only certain types 

are approved. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked if there has been a comprehensive list compile from past applications of 

windows types that are approved. 
 

Ms. Nygaard responded that there is a list of contractors but not a list of products because that is 

dependent on each specific case.  
 

Commissioner Morris noted that products change and historical standards change but there are a number 
of window manufacturers available to work with. One that is reasonable is Jeld Wen and they have a 

window that is accepted as a historic window. Anderson also makes one. Both of those are available for 
purchase at either Home Depot or Lowe’s. 

 

Commissioner Doucette asked if two (2) of the windows being replaced in the chart are the two (2) vinyl 
windows being replaced with the original wood windows.   

 
Ms. Nygaard responded that the two (2) windows on the Federal Street side listed in the chart as replace 

and paint are the vinyl windows being replaced with the original wood windows. 

 
Commissioner Doucette noted that there are only two (2) windows actually being replaced with new 

windows since the other two (2) are being replaced with the original windows.  
 

Discussion about the actual number of windows being replaced ensued.  
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Commissioner Morris asked where the two (2) new windows will be located on the building. 

 
Ms. Grooms responded that they will be on the Jackson street side. 

 
Ms. Nygaard responded that one (1) new window will be on the left side of the Jackson Street side and 

one (1) will be in the center on the 10th Street side.  

 
Discussion about the location of the windows ensued. 

 
Commissioner Morris noted that all three sides of the building are visible from 10th Street. The two (2) 

new replacement windows need to be reviewed by the Commission.  
 

Ms. Nygaard noted that on one (1) of the replacement windows just the bottom sash is being replaced.   

 
Commissioner Doucette noted that only one (1) window is being completely replaced. 

 
Commissioner Morris stated that there are craftspeople that can make just a new bottom sash. 

 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that if someone is making a matching new bottom sash, they should be able 
to also make a matching window for the one (1) that needs to be replaced completely. That would be the 

simplest and easiest course of action.  
 

Commissioner Morris noted that this would ensure consistency.  
 

Ms. Grooms responded that all of the windows will be consistent.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey made a motion to approve the replacement of the two (2) original windows on 

Federal Street, approve the sash being repaired to match, approve the remaining replacement window to 
match that same sash/existing windows, and to approve the repair in-kind of the remaining windows. 

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

 
AYES: Doucette, Erquiaga, Lifsey, McSwain, Morris, and Spencer-Hester      6 

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                     0 

ABSENT: Horner                   1 

 
c) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Doucette): Request of Isabelle McMahon to alter 

the chimney after-the-fact, keeping the ceramic pots, at 721 Court Street. (HPC1909-
0022) 

 
Ms. Isabelle McMahon’s representative Thomas Thompson was present to represent the application. 

According to the roofer, Troy Brown, they are not changing the chimney but are repairing the 

substructure underneath it. A few of the stacks were twelve (12) to thirteen (13) degrees vertical 
because the substructure had gotten so bad. The roofer is taking the pots off to repair the substructure 

and then the put the original masonry finish back on it and then reset the pots as they were before.  
 

Commissioner Doucette asked for clarification that the ceramic pots would not be replaced with metal. 

 
Mr. Thompson responded that they decided against the metal pots even though the originals are about 

three hundred (300) pounds apiece. Safety was a concern because of how much they were leaning due 
to the deterioration of the structure underneath. The substructure will be repaired and then the pots will 

be replaced with the finish that it was before. 
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Commissioner Morris asked how many pots there are. 

 
Mr. Thompson responded that there are three (3) pots on one pillar and two (2) pots on the other pillar. 

 
Commissioner Morris noted that the roofer is restoring the pots in kind. 

 

Mr. Thompson responded that the original pots will be used. They were able to take them down without 
doing any damage to them and as soon as the substructure is repaired they will be put back up. 

 
Chair McSwain asked if the pots would be functional. 

 
Mr. Thompson responded that the pots have never been functional.  

 

Chair McSwain asked if the chimney was sealed up. 
 

Mr. Thompson responded that the chimney was sealed up at some point. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked if the substructure had already been repaired. 

 
Mr. Thompson responded that work on the substructure is currently underway. If the substructure isn’t 

repaired, there is no point in doing the slate work beneath because the chimney stacks are in danger of 
falling over. 

 
Commissioner Morris noted that the mason should understand that this is probably a lime based mortar. 

 

Mr. Thompson responded that Calvin Nolan from LNN Masonry is doing the masonry work and he has 
done a lot of work on older buildings in the area.  

 
Commissioner Morris responded that if the mason isn’t aware of the lime based mortar he will have the 

same problem again. 

 
Mr. Thompson acknowledged the comments from Commissioner Morris.  

 
Commissioner Morris made a motion to approve the repair and restoration. 

 

Ms. Victoria Glasgow stated that the application is for an after-the-fact COA and that the work has 
already been done. It was the staff’s understanding that the ceramic pots were functional but were being 

replaced with non-functional, which is why the application went before the Commission. 
 

Mr. Thompson responded that the chimney stacks were from the original coal furnaces and those haven’t 
been used in many years. Even before Ms. McMahon owned the property it has used a HVAC system.   

 

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

AYES: Doucette, Erquiaga, Lifsey, McSwain, Morris, and Spencer-Hester      6 
NOES:                       0 

ABSTENTIONS:                     0 

ABSENT: Horner                   1 
   

d) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Horner): Request of Peter Bowman to install a 
21.5’ X 21” aluminum sign at 1206 Rivermont. (HPC1909-0019)  
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Mr. Peter Bowman was present to represent the application. He wants to install a sign on the building he 

uses as his “man cave” because it looks “ugly” without something in that indented space. The sign will 
make the building look like a period Harley-Davidson dealership and is being done by McBride Signs. It 

has been mocked up on a computer. The letters will be hand painted and the sign will be metal because 
wood signs are not available for the specified dimensions.  

 

Commissioner Morris asked if colors for the sign have already been submitted.  
 

Mr. Bowman responded that the colors are basically the same colors that are on the building itself or 
something very similar. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked if the colors in the mock up are the same colors that will be used. 

 

Mr. Bowman responded that they are and that the building is already painted so the only thing in the 
mock up that is photoshopped is the sign itself.  

 
Discussion about the paint on the building ensued. 

 

Chair McSwain asked what the fonts being considered are. 
 

Mr. Bowman responded that the fonts in the mock up are the ones that he wants to use and there is a 
combination of different fonts. 

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

by Commissioner Erquiaga and it passed by the following vote:   

 
AYES: Doucette, Erquiaga, Lifsey, McSwain, Morris, and Spencer-Hester      6 

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                     0 

ABSENT: Horner                   1 

 
e) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Morris): Request of Stephen and Danielle 

Kozikowski to add a support column to the rear porch and replace lattice “railing” 
with a matching porch railing at 218 Cabell Street. (HPC1910-0003) 

 

Mrs. Danielle and Mr. Stephen Kozikowski were present to represent the application. The back porch is 
sagging in the middle and might be unsafe. A support column will be added for safety and painted the 

same color as the existing porch. There are currently two different railings. The historical railing will be 
continued along the entire side to keep the historical features of the property. 

 
Chair McSwain asked if the historical railing needs repair. 

 

Mr. Kozikowski responded that it does.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked if the existing lattice will be removed. 
 

Mrs. Kozikowski responded that the lattice on the top portion of the porch will be removed. 

 
Mr. Kozikowski noted that they are trying to make the house historically accurate but the support column 

needs to be added for safety.  
 

Commissioner Morris made a motion to approve the application as submitted. The motion was seconded 
by Commissioner Doucette. 
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Chair McSwain asked if the support column would be in the middle of a walk space or if it would tie in to 
the railing.  

 
Mrs. Kozikowski responded that the column isn’t in the middle of a walk space and it doesn’t tie in to the 

railing either.  

 
Mr. Kozikowski noted that the column will be a couple of feet away from the railing but there is still ample 

walk space. 
 

Mrs. Kozikowski noted that they looked into tying the support column into the railing but that option 
would not provide enough support to the porch.  

 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that he would encourage them to think about where the column will come 
down on the porch. There will need to be something underneath it as well.  

 
Mr. Kozikowski responded that they have talked to a contractor about that. 

 

Commissioner Morris stated that there probably was something underneath it before the extension was 
added. 

 
Mrs. Kozikowski responded that it looks like there was something there before because there are nail 

marks from something.    
 

The motion passed by the following vote: 

 
AYES: Doucette, Erquiaga, Lifsey, McSwain, Morris, and Spencer-Hester      6 

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                     0 

ABSENT: Horner                   1 

   
f) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Spencer-Hester): Request of Tom and Holly Mellis 

to replace slatted porch ceiling with plywood and replace porch posts with wood and 
aluminum posts at the cottage house behind 3128 Rivermont Avenue. (HPC1909-

0016)  

 
Mrs. Holly and Mr. Tom Mellis were present to represent the application. On the cottage behind the main 

house there are three porches. There is the front entry porch, the sun porch, and a right porch. The right 
porch is the only one that does not have a slatted ceiling. In the other two, aggressive wasps make 

nests. The slatted ceilings will be replaced with solid wood to make the porches compatible and prevent 
the wasps from nesting there. There’s a map in the application that shows how far back the cottage is 

from the main house.  

 
Commissioner Doucette asked when the cottage was built. 

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that town records indicate it was built in 1955 and it doesn’t look anything like the 

shed or main house.  

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked again when the cottage was built. 

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that it was built in 1955 according to the town and tax records.  
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Commissioner Morris noted that was likely inaccurate. There were most likely modifications to the 

building in the 1950s and 1960s but other indicators show that the house was built when the original 
Victorian house was built. There are ghost lines of the straps that used to be for the carriage house doors 

and most of the windows on the house are pegged. After World War II, that type of window construction 
ceased. The slatted porch ceilings are also indicative of houses built around the late 1800s and are a 

defining feature of those houses of that period. Even if the house was built in 1955, it is still considered 

historic. Most likely though, this house was built with the original house as an outbuilding of some sort. 
The small upper windows and chimney in between them are 19th century architecture.  

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that they asked the town and many others for information on the age of the 

cottage but no one could produce information other than the tax records which showed information 
dating from 1955.  

 

Commissioner Morris asked if they looked at the Sanborn Map.  
 

Mrs. Mellis asked if that is the map that DHR has. 
 

Commissioner Morris responded that the Sanborn Maps are from the 1800s and were used for tax 

records. He noted that they are available at the Jones Memorial Library. The maps will show the original 
house and outbuildings. He reiterated that the cottage is older than 1955.  

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester clarified that an image of the building will not be visible but a footprint will 

be documented in that period on the map.  
 

Mrs. Mellis noted again that there are two porches with slatted ceilings and one with a solid ceiling.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey responded that the porch with a solid ceiling was probably added later on. The main 

house was modernized from its Victorian original construction in the 1940s and that is likely when the 
cottage was modernized as well.  

 

Mrs. Mellis responded that no one has permits on record for anything at this address except for the 
pieces that were burnt in an electrical fire.  

 
Commissioner Doucette asked if there was a possibility of putting something above the slatted ceiling. 

 

Commissioner Lifsey responded that if anything goes above the slats, it needs to be a screen. The slats 
are there to allow the wood to breathe. If the slats are replaced with solid wood, the space will become 

enclosed and hot. That will cause it to sweat and then it will rot from the inside out and the rot won’t be 
visible until the wood falls. A solid ceiling will create a future problem. If a screen is installed, it will 

prevent the wasps, maintain the image, and still allow the wood to breathe.  
 

Mrs. Mellis responded that the other porch ceiling would still be solid so it is inconsistent. There are a lot 

of inconsistencies on the cottage like the windows. 
 

Commissioner Morris noted the inconsistencies come from different work being done in different time 
periods prior to the historic district. 

 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that the porch with the solid ceiling is most likely a later addition installed 
during or after the renovations of the 1940s. 

 
Mrs. Mellis restated that the porches are all inconsistent and it doesn’t look nice.  
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Commissioner Doucette stated that the Commission is concerned with consistency in terms of the historic 

guidelines not overall consistency of the structure based on modern additions.  
 

Chair McSwain noted that the Commission can’t authorize a physical change to the look of the historic 
porches but can make a recommendation to put a screen on the inside of it to keep bugs out. 

 

Commissioner Morris stated that he worked on a porch with a slatted roof and understands that they are 
problematic. The slats are a defining feature though and are there for decoration and a purpose. Creating 

rot by enclosing the porch ceiling would be more devastating to the house than the wasps are.  
 

Mrs. Mellis responded that she has not seen any rot by the solid ceiling, only by the two slatted ceilings. 
 

Commissioner Morris noted that the different time periods, means of construction, and materials all 

contribute to that.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey noted that if the porch with a solid ceiling is gabled, there may be a vent. 
 

Mrs. Mellis stated that all three porches have flat ceilings.  

 
Commissioner Doucette stated that may cause problems still and recommended changing the solid roof 

to a slatted roof.  
 

Commissioner Morris stated it is never a good idea to enclose spaces like that.                   
 

Chair McSwain noted that the columns are the next topic of discussion. They are resting on either 

concrete or masonry and some may need to be replaced.  
 

Mrs. Mellis stated that there are two (2) different styles of posts. Some are original and some were added 
later. All of the posts are rotting at the bottom. 

 

Chair McSwain asked for clarification that all of the posts were rotting except for one (1) against the 
house. 

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that was correct.  

 

Commissioner asked if it was the bases of the posts that are rotting. 
 

Mrs. Mellis responded the bases are rotting and on two of the posts, the tops are splitting.  
 

Commissioner Morris noted that the preservationist he sent to look at the posts said they are repairable. 
The posts should be lifted up but can be trimmed, repaired, and put on a protective base. This would 

prevent rotting in the future.  

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that both gentlemen referred to them by Commissioner Morris came out to give 

them an opinion. One said that it would cost more to repair them than to replace them. Taylors Brothers 
have posts that could be used to replace the existing ones.  

 

Commissioner Morris stated that the posts may be original to the house so if the base is the only issue 
then they should be repaired. He does not believe it would be cheaper to repair than to replace and 

noted some contractors want to take the “easy way out”. The original material should always be 
preserved if possible and these posts are salvageable. He then asked what the second contractor said. 
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Mrs. Mellis responded that the contractor said to repair them would take a great deal of money and time 

and he would recommend aluminum on the bottom. The masonry would also need to be repaired.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that the posts look like they have already been addressed at some earlier 
point in time. They were most likely rotting before and the concrete bottoms were put in to get them off 

of the ground. The posts are very ornate at the top and look original to the building. He asked if the 

posts are repaired now, will the concrete be maintained or will they be repaired back to their original 
length.   

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that the entire porch is rotten. The framework is rotted and the wood is splitting. 

Nothing was pressure treated before being painted. They are looking for a solution so they don’t have to 
address the same issue every five (5) years.  

 

Commissioner Morris stated that the problem needs to be addressed again now because it was not taken 
care of properly the first time. The wood columns should not have been set on concrete.  

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that the posts on top of brick have the same problems as the ones on top of the 

concrete.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey stated that the posts on both the concrete and the brick need to have an aluminum 

or composite base. The wood needs to be separate from the wood. The moisture wicks straight through 
the masonry and up into the wood and causes rot. 

 
Commissioner Morris noted that it is most likely just a surface rot that can be cut off.  

 

Mrs. Mellis responded that the rot goes all the way through. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey asked how high up the rot goes.  
 

Mrs. Mellis responded that the rot is above the concrete at the bottom. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey stated that to be done correctly, the concrete needs to come out and the posts need 

to be returned to their original length.  
 

Chair McSwain noted that on the original post the bottom of the post most likely matched the top of the 

post. Continuing to cut off the rotten bottom is like authorizing butchering them. 
 

Commissioner Morris disagreed and stated that it will preserve the columns. He then asked what the 
dimensions of the columns are.  

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that they were seventy-two (72) or eighty (80) but it depends on if they are 

mounted on the wedge or not. 

 
Chair McSwain added that it probably also depends on how badly they are rotted. He noted that in the 

photographs, the columns are all different heights.  
 

Mrs. Mellis stated that they are all different. Every single post on the house is a different height.  

 
Chair McSwain noted that the concrete blocks were put in depending on how much rot was on  the 

column previously. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked if the concrete piers would be taken out.  
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Mrs. Mellis responded that all of the price quotes they have gotten for fixing the cottage cost more than 

what the realtor said the cottage would go for on the market. They are unable to put that much money 
into the structure. It would be irresponsible. There are repairs that need to be done on the main house 

as well like windows and waterproofing. To them it is putting “good money after bad”. 
 

Chair McSwain asked how tall the replacement columns are. 

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that the replacement posts come in six different heights.  

 
Chair McSwain asked if the concrete block would be removed. 

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that is a possibility if the posts are replaced. That’s what was done on the side 

porch and then the posts would all look the same. The posts on the side porch are the same style as the 

replacement posts from Taylor Brothers. 
 

Chair McSwain asked if the replacement posts are metal and wood.  
 

Mrs. Mellis responded that the bottom would be aluminum but the posts would be made of all wood.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked if the differently sized concrete piers under the posts would be removed. 

 
Mrs. Mellis responded if the posts can be replaced the concrete will be removed, which will cost less than 

repairing the posts.  
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked Mrs. Mellis if she had an estimate for replacing the posts. 

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that she did not have a written estimate. 

 
Commissioner Doucette asked for clarification that the concrete would be removed and the posts would 

be replaced so that they were all the same.  

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that was one option that was less expensive than restoring the posts. Every single 

post, except for one, is rotten.  
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked what the replacement posts would look like. 

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that the replacement posts would look like the posts on the side and front entry.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked what the posts would sit on if the concrete was removed.  

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that the posts would sit on the metal base on the existing brick floor. 

 

Commissioner Morris stated that the original posts are a distinct style. The replacement posts are “off the 
shelf”.  

 
Mrs. Mellis reiterated that the replacement posts are already on the front and side entrance but not on 

the sun porch.  

 
Commissioner Morris reiterated that the original posts are much more distinct and should be restored. 

The concrete piers should be removed and a new base should be married to the remaining top post.  
 

Mrs. Mellis responded that it would be noticeable that the base was married to the top because the 
original posts have been painted many times and the paint has been flaking.  
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Commissioner Morris stated that if the right person did the work, it would not be noticeable. 
 

Mrs. Mellis stated that the contractor said the amount of time it would take to scrape off the old paint to 
match the new base would cost an inordinate amount of money.  

 

Commissioner Morris responded that the Commission does not discuss the cost of things but interprets 
the guidelines.  

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that there are already four (4) posts that have the same style as the ones they 

want to use as replacements.  
 

Commissioner Erquiaga asked for clarification that there are already four (4) posts with the same style. 

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that the posts on the front and side entries are the same style as the replacement 

posts. There are four (4) of these existing posts total. 
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked how many posts would be replaced. 

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that there are seven (7) or eight (8) posts on the sun porch.  

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked if the sun porch is the one with the solid ceiling. 

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that the sun porch has a slatted ceiling.  

 

Discussion about identifying the porches ensued. 
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester pointed out the difference between the original and replacement posts. 
 

Discussion about identifying the original versus the replacement posts ensued. 

 
Chair McSwain noted that the original posts are very different from the posts on the front and side 

porches. The replacement posts were probably added at a later time when it changed from a carriage 
house to a cottage.  

 

Commissioner Morris asked for clarification that the replacement columns are the same as the existing 
columns on the front and side porch. He then noted that those existing columns are fine to be replaced. 

The original columns need more scrutiny. The original columns are on the screened porch with a slat 
ceiling, which indicates it is likely original to the structure.          

 
Commissioner Morris made a motion that the slatted porch ceilings be kept for their historical 

significance, the four columns that are not original to the house on the front and side porch may be 

replaced with columns that match, and the eight columns on the screened porch need to be restored 
because of their originality by cutting the rotten bottom off, replacing it with new square to match, and 

including a new aluminum base to separate the wood from the masonry.  
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked if Commissioner Morris wanted to include screening above the 

slatted ceiling.  
 

Commissioner Morris responded that the only solution to the wasp problem would be to install a screen 
on the upper side of the slatted ceiling. The ceiling would have to be taken down to allow the installation 

of the screen, which may be worth the effort because everything can be cleaned out while the slats are 
down. It shouldn’t be too expensive to do that.   
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The motion was seconded by Commissioner Lifsey and it passed by the following vote: 
 

AYES: Doucette, Erquiaga, Lifsey, McSwain, Morris, and Spencer-Hester      6 
NOES:                       0 

ABSTENTIONS:                     0 

ABSENT: Horner                   1 
 

g) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Spencer-Hester): Request of Tom and Holly Mellis 
to replace windows on rear cottage, roofs on all three structures, and ridge caps at 

3128 Rivermont Avenue. (HPC1910-0005) 
 

Mrs. Holly and Mr. Tom Mellis were present to represent the application. 

 
Chair McSwain asked which structures were referenced in the action item. 

 
Ms. Victoria Glasgow responded that structures meant the cottage, the house, and the shed. 

 

Mrs. Mellis stated that all of the windows, except the replacement windows, are out of plumb. Four (4) of 
the windows never had any storms and have rotting frames. They spoke to two (2) of the gentlemen 

recommended by Commissioner Morris. One of the contractors said that four (4) of the windows are 
beyond salvage. One (1) window has plywood covering where there was previously an air conditioner. To 

restore the windows would cost about four (4) times what a replacement window would cost. The two 
(2) big windows in the front are so far gone that the tenant put rags and cardboard in them to keep bugs 

and the air out. The two (2) front windows will be replaced with wood windows and the windows on the 

back and sides, that aren’t visible, will be replaced with vinyl.   
 

Chair McSwain asked for clarification that no portion of the cottage was visible from the street.  
 

Mrs. Mellis responded that was correct. 

 
Commissioner Morris stated that there were two (2) windows in the kitchen that may have been installed 

in the 1940s or 1950s.  
 

Mrs. Mellis responded that there are replacement windows in the back by where the bathroom is. Two (2) 

windows in the back of the house and one (1) window in the living room are all replacement windows.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked if they had a price on replacement windows. 
 

Mrs. Mellis responded they got a price to replace all of the windows. For repair, without screens, it would 
be up to $1,800.00 for each window.  

 

Commissioner Morris clarified that he was asking about the price of new windows. 
 

Mrs. Mellis responded that to replace with new windows the cost would be between $800.00 and 
$1,000.00. 

 

Commissioner Morris asked if that price was just to buy them. 
 

Mrs. Mellis responded that price was to buy them but did not include installation.  
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Commissioner Morris noted that to put a replacement window in the unsquared areas would not work 

well and would be expensive. He talked to the second contractor who went to the house and said that he 
gave them a price of $400.00 to $500.00 a window. 

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that price was conditional upon them taking the windows out and installing them. 

It also did not include storms. Restoring the windows also includes the labor to take them in, out, and 

bring them back. The contractor Commissioner Morris referenced was not going to do any of that. If they 
used that contractor, they would also need to hire someone to take the windows out, install them after 

restoration, and buy custom made storms. Almost $2,000.00 for each window for a cottage is too 
expensive. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked if they had talked to anyone about installing new windows.  

 

Mrs. Mellis responded that they had talked to both Marvin Windows and Sierra Pacific who both discussed 
an expansion pack that would accommodate unplumbed window frames. They also priced the sunroom 

windows which are settling and are out of plumb so they don’t close properly.  
 

Commissioner Morris stated that the majority of the windows on the cottage are period windows. They 

are pegged and mortise and tenon. The carpenter he talked to said all of the windows are restorable but 
again, it is a money issue.  

 
Mrs. Mellis stated that the tenant cannot open the windows to get fresh air. There is no mechanism to 

put a screen in them. The window in the kitchen is blocked by the countertop so the tenant can’t reach 
down to pick up the sash.  

 

Commissioner Morris noted that the window existed before the countertop.  
 

Mrs. Mellis responded that the kitchen is not functional that way.  
 

Commissioner Morris stated that it is not a functional kitchen but the Commission’s purpose is to look at 

the exterior of the building and look at the components of the building, what is original and what is not, 
what is restorable and what is not. After looking at the house and windows and speaking with the 

carpenter, he believes the windows can be restored.  
 

Mrs. Mellis asked which carpenter Commissioner Morris was referring to.  

 
Commissioner Morris responded that the window restorer he asked to visit their property is also a 

carpenter. He does many things. Some people only do window restoration. 
 

Mrs. Mellis noted that they spoke to both of the gentlemen Commissioner Morris referred them to. 
 

Commissioner Erquiaga stated that there is precedent for approving the replacement of windows when 

they are not visible. None of these windows are from visible from any street. 
 

Commissioner Morris responded that there is a side street that they are visible from. 
 

Mrs. Mellis stated that there is no side street but there is a private driveway. There is an easement with 

the property located behind them.  
 

Commissioner Morris stated that the precedent is to restore windows. 
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Commissioner Erquiaga responded that the Commission has approved replacement of windows that are 

not visible from the street. The Commission has also approved vinyl windows that aren’t visible from the 
street.  

 
Ms. 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.” 
 

Commissioner Erquiaga recalled a property that was approved to use vinyl windows. 
 

Commissioner Morris responded that the Commission approved the installation of vinyl windows because 
they were already existing vinyl windows or the Commission may not have known that the windows were 

vinyl. The Commission may have made a mistake on that decision. 

 
Commissioner Erquiaga agreed that decision was a mistake but reiterated that it did occur. 

 
Commissioner Morris reiterated that the Commission made a mistake and noted that they thought the 

windows were aluminum clad wood.  

 
Commissioner Doucette asked for clarification that some of the windows are beyond repair and then 

asked how many were beyond repair.  
 

Mrs. Mellis responded that four (4) are beyond repair and one has plywood. 
 

Commissioner Doucette asked how many windows there are total. 

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that there are eight (8) windows total. 

 
Commissioner Doucette stated that the four (4) windows beyond repair can be replaced but noted that 

the issue is what they are replaced with. 

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that the front windows would be replaced with wood since they are large and are 

the only ones that might be visible. Looking at the lot lines though, and where this structure is located on 
the property, this structure is not visible from any street whatsoever.  

 

Commissioner Doucette asked which of the windows the four (4) beyond repair were. 
 

Mrs. Mellis responded that the four (4) beyond repair include the two (2) windows at the chimney, the 
kitchen window, and a living room window. The other four (4) windows include two (2) for the bedroom 

and two (2) for the bathroom. There’s also a window with plywood. The two (2) front windows will be 
replaced with aluminum clad wood and the others will be replaced with vinyl. Two (2) windows in the 

back of the structure have already been replaced.  

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked which two (2) windows have already been replaced. 

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that the larger two (2) on the second story, on the right have already been 

replaced. On the lower level, the window on the right is the living room window and the window on the 

left is the kitchen window.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked how many windows are being replaced. 
 

Mrs. Mellis responded that there are seven (7) replacements. 
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Commissioner Morris asked for clarification that the windows being replaced are the ones on the back of 

the structure and the two (2) on the side of the structure.      
 

Mrs. Mellis responded the two (2) in the front for the living room and the kitchen. 
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester noted that those windows would be replaced with aluminum clad wood. 

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that was correct and the back and side windows would be replaced with vinyl. 

 
Commissioenr Spencer-Hester asked what the two (2) at the chimney would be replaced with. 

 
Mrs. Mellis responded those would be replaced with vinyl. 

 

Commissioner Lifsey noted that the big issue for him is the lack of visibility. He would love to see the 
windows remain original but in terms of the regulations, he isn’t sure if they need to remain original. 

 
Ms. Anne Nygaard responded that everything in the historic district is subject to review by the 

Commission whether or not it is visible from the street. The lack of visibility may change the 

Commission’s standards but there is no code that says if it isn’t visible, it can be vinyl.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that he did not like the vinyl windows as replacements and encouraged them 
to think about using aluminum clad wood replacements for all of the windows that need to be replaced. 

Over time, the vinyl windows will not have the same quality or energy performance as the aluminum clad 
wood replacements. The aluminum clad wood will also give a much more historical look and help in terms 

of renting the cottage out.  

 
Mrs. Mellis stated that another issue is that the cottage sits right on the lot line of the house behind 

them. Trying to clean or paint the rear windows is very difficult. The ground slopes so badly that forty 
(40) foot ladders would be needed to get to them. The rear windows are not functional and are not 

visible. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey stated that if the Commission approves vinyl replacements for the rear windows, the 

precedent is set for future requests for vinyl replacement windows. The guidelines also say that vinyl is 
not approved.  

 

Commissioner Morris disagreed and stated that whatever is approved for one house does not set 
precedent for future requests and other properties.  

 
Chair McSwain asked about the proximity of the neighbor’s property. 

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that the neighbor has two (2) vinyl clad sheds two (2) feet from each side of the 

cottage.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked what the difference in cleaning an aluminum clad wood window is from 

cleaning a vinyl window.  
 

Mrs. Mellis responded that the vinyl windows have models that can be picked up and flipped inward and 

that painting the windows is also a concern.  
 

Commissioner Morris responded that may also be done with aluminum clad wood windows. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey noted that the aluminum clad wood windows do not need to be painted. They come 
with a twenty (20) year baked on paint finish. 
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Mrs. Mellis responded that they wanted to do that for the two large windows on the front of the cottage. 
If any part of the structure were visible from the road, which it’s not at all, it’d be the front.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey stated that Mrs. Mellis needs to let go of the visibility factor, it is a non-issue in 

terms of the guidelines. The Commission cannot change the guidelines. 

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that they have read the guidelines thoroughly, found information indicating the 

building dated back to 1955, and looked at the location of the structure on the property to prepare for 
this meeting. They thought they understood what was recommended and required. They are frustrated 

that they are being asked to spend so much money for something that is not even visible. The expense 
that is required to bring the cottage up to the historical standards is not a good use of money. The 

cottage will not sell for the amount of money that it will take to repair it. They need to take account of 

the economics as well as the history of the cottage. It makes more sense to put money into the repair of 
the main house, which is very visible from Rivermont Avenue. 

 
Commissioner Morris stated that if they had read the guidelines then they would know that vinyl windows 

are not approved. 

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that the guidelines say that vinyl windows are discouraged and not generally 

approved. That does not sound absolute.  
 

Commissioner Morris stated that the one case where vinyl windows were approved, the structure already 
had vinyl windows so the replacement as vinyl was in-kind.  

 

Commissioner Doucette asked if someone would read page eighty-five (85) of the guidelines. 
 

Commissioner Erquiaga read the guidelines: “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.”  

 
Commissioner made a motion that the front windows be replaced with aluminum clad wood and the 

windows on the rear and sides be replaced with vinyl.  
 

Commissioner Morris stated that the application does not say the windows on the side will be replaced 

with vinyl.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey asked for clarification that it was five (5) windows on the rear and two (2) windows 
on the front being replaced.  

 
Chair McSwain responded that two (2) windows on the side near the chimney would also be replaced. 

 

Commissioner Erquiaga stated that the application refers to the location of the side windows as the rear 
and even though they are physically on the side of the structure, he interprets it as the rear of the 

property overall. 
 

Commissioner Morris disagreed and stated that the rear would be right up against the property line and 

that includes five (5) windows. 
 

Mrs. Mellis responded that two (2) of those windows had already been replaced before they took 
ownership of the property.  
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Chair McSwain asked if those windows would be replaced to match the new replacements or if they 

would remain.  
 

Mrs. Mellis responded that they will not be replaced but the style of them will be matched. 
 

Chair McSwain noted that only three (3) windows on the back of the structure would be replaced then. 

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester stated that the application does say at the rear or sides of the dwelling. 

 
Commissioner Erquiaga shared agreement and stated that the whole structure is at the rear of the 

property and is completely obstructed by the main house. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey asked for clarification that Commissioner Erquiaga’s motion is that the five (5) 

windows on the back and the two (2) windows on the side near the chimney will be replaced with vinyl 
as long as it matches the historic style visually and the two (2) windows on the front will be replaced with 

aluminum clad wood. 
 

Commissioner Erquiaga responded that was correct though he would encourage the applicant that all 

windows be replaced with aluminum clad wood.  
 

The motion was seconded by Commissioner Spencer-Hester. 
 

Commissioner Doucette stated that the windows on the side of the chimney are specialty windows and 
are historic. Those should also be replaced with aluminum clad wood windows. 

 

Chair McSwain asked if those were hinged windows.  
 

Mrs. Mellis responded that the windows are nailed shut so they don’t know which direction they open. 
 

Commissioner Doucette stated that those windows are characteristic of the time that house was built, 

which is older than the records they were able to find. The motion should be amended to include that the 
two (2) side windows by the chimney should be replaced with aluminum clad wood and not vinyl. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked for clarification that the two (2) small windows by the chimney are being 

replaced as well as the two (2) small windows that have plywood covering them. He noted there are 

actually four (4) small windows being replaced.  
 

Commissioner Doucette stated that all four (4) small windows should be replaced with aluminum clad 
wood. They are hinged windows and are characteristic of the time it was built. 

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked if the kitchen window is changing sizes.  

 

Mrs. Mellis responded that they would like to change the size. The same size can be replaced but the 
counter will still block the window making it difficult to open.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey stated that if the window is double hung the top part can come down.  

 

Mrs. Mellis responded that both window restorers said the top of the window is stationary.  
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester stated that if the window is replaced in the same size, it can be made 
double hung. Otherwise, if the window size is changed it would not look appropriate next to the living 

room window.  
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Commissioner Doucette shared agreement. 

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that it would cost even more money to change the size of the window so they are 

not doing that. 
 

Commissioner Erquiaga amended his motion: the five (5) windows on the back will be replaced with vinyl 

as long as it matches the historic style visually, the four (4) smaller windows on the side and two (2) 
windows on the front will be replaced with aluminum clad wood, and the kitchen window will keep the 

same footprint but can be double hung. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey asked Commissioner Spencer-Hester if she still seconds the motion. 
 

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

 
AYES: Doucette, Erquiaga, Lifsey, McSwain, Morris, and Spencer-Hester      6 

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                     0 

ABSENT: Horner                   1 

 
Mrs. Mellis stated that on the main house, there’s one metal roof over a rear porch that is really 

disintegrated and there’s a membrane roof that is very disintegrated. On the cottage there is a 
membrane roof that is very disintegrated. On the shed, there is a metal roof that is very disintegrated. 

The membrane roofs were approved to be replaced in-kind.  
 

Chair McSwain asked if the membrane roof replacements have been administratively approved. 

 
Mrs. Mellis restated that the roof on the rear porch of the main house is metal. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked if the metal roof is leaking. 

 

Mrs. Mellis responded that parts of the roof are leaking. Craftsman Roofing looked it over and said to 
unlock it and do patchwork would be almost the same price as a new roof. Also, patchwork would cause 

it to be mismatched.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey asked if the metal roof will be replaced with a membrane roof.  

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that the metal roof will not be replaced with membrane. The membrane roof 

replacement was a different part of their application.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey asked if the metal roof will be replaced in-kind with tin. 
 

Mrs. Mellis responded that it will be replaced with Galva Loom with a baked on black finish.  

 
Commissioner Doucette noted that it is otherwise an in-kind replacement. 

 
Commissioner Docuette made a motion to approve the back porch of the main house roof replacement 

application as submitted. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Morris and passed by the 

following vote:  
 

AYES: Doucette, Erquiaga, Lifsey, McSwain, Morris, and Spencer-Hester      6 
NOES:                       0 

ABSTENTIONS:                     0 
ABSENT: Horner                   1 
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Ms. Glasgow transitioned to the shed roof. 

 
Chair McSwain asked if this structure is partially visible from the street. 

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that it is partially visible from the street. 

 

Chair McSwain asked if this replacement would be with Galva Loom as well. 
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked if the color would be the same as the main house back porch. 
 

Mrs. Mellis responded that this would be the same but it would have snow guards because it is a higher 
pitch.  

 

Commissioner Lifsey made a motion to approve the shed roof replacement application as submitted. The 
motion was seconded by Commissioner Doucette and passed by the following vote:  

 
AYES: Doucette, Erquiaga, Lifsey, McSwain, Morris, and Spencer-Hester      6 

NOES:                       0 

ABSTENTIONS:                     0 
ABSENT: Horner                   1 

 
Mrs. Mellis stated that the cottage has a green metal roof only on the back portion of the roof. This green 

metal roof is in better shape than the original black metal roof. The roof over the front of the structure 
and the sun room will be replaced with green Galva Loom to match the existing green metal roof on the 

rear. The existing metal slate roof hips and ridges are rusted and pitted on the main house. There is 

leaking in the attic and emergency plugs have already been required.  
 

Commissioner Doucette asked if the ridge caps would be replaced.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked how many roofers have looked at the roof.  

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that three roofers have looked at it. They like Craftsman Roofing’s explanation and 

options the best.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey asked for Mrs. Mellis to be more specific in what will be replaced.  

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that the existing metal will be removed and replaced with one of two options. They 

can either replace with pre-painted metal with nails or copper with a welded seam. They would like to 
replace with the copper because it is not much more expensive than the pre-painted metal and the 

welding seam is better.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey asked how the profile will compare. 

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that the profile will be exactly the same. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked if the adjoining porch roof, which is being replaced with membrane, will be 

replaced at the same time as the metal. 

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that was correct.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey made a motion to approve the ridge cap replacement in-kind and membrane 

application as submitted. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Spencer-Hester and passed by the 
following vote:  
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AYES: Doucette, Erquiaga, Lifsey, McSwain, Morris, and Spencer-Hester      6 
NOES:                       0 

ABSTENTIONS:                     0 
ABSENT: Horner                   1 

 

Mrs. Mellis stated that there is one more roof, the cottage roof, to be approved.  
 

Chair McSwain asked for clarification that the rear, green metal roof stays but the sun porch roof and 
front roof will be replaced to match the back. He then asked what will happen to the side porch.  

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that was correct and that the side porch was a shingle roof that does not need 

repair or replacement. 

 
Chair McSwain asked if Hartford Green was the closest color to the existing green metal roof.  

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that the Hartford Green or the Classic Green would be the closest. Samples will 

have to be compared to the existing roof.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked for clarification that the big dormer on the cottage is green and that the front 

will be replaced with the Galva Loom in green.  
 

Mrs. Mellis responded that was correct. 
 

Chair McSwain asked if the first pitch on the backside was green as well. 

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that she believed it was green as well. They don’t have a large enough ladder to 

get up there to take pictures. Even from the neighbor’s yard, that part of the roof is not visible.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey noted that the green metal roof is inappropriate and they should all be black. He 

then asked if the green portion of the roof is so difficult to see, why not install a black metal replacement 
roof on the front and sun porch. 

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that when standing in front of the cottage, a green strip is visible and that would 

be inconsistent with the black metal roof.  

 
Chair McSwain shared agreement that the green cap is visible.  

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that the roofer from Craftsman Roofing felt the existing green roof was in good 

shape and would last at least another twenty (20) years.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked if the green cap could be replaced. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey noted it will need to be removed when the black metal roof is installed anyway to 

map in the front piece. The green piece will then not be visible. 
 

Mrs. Mellis stated that would be “tacky” and there is a big difference between the green and black. The 

green would still be visible from the side.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey asked if that side piece is the only visible green piece. 
 

Mrs. Mellis responded that the green roof is visible from the neighbor’s yard.  
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Chari McSwain asked if the roof of the cottage is visible from the second floor of the main house. 

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that it is.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked if that roof is leaking. 

 

Mrs. Mellis responded that it is and there are water stains up and down the walls and ceilings.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that the green piece isn’t leaking though. 
 

Commissioner Morris stated that the black metal roof is probably from the 1800s not 1955.     
 

Commissioner Lifsey made a motion to approve the cottage roof replacement with green Galva Loom as 

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

 
AYES: Doucette, Erquiaga, Lifsey, McSwain, Morris, and Spencer-Hester      6 

NOES:                       0 

ABSTENTIONS:                     0 
ABSENT: Horner                   1 

 
h) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Morris): Request of Anna Chytla and Elizabeth 

Baxter to install ADA ramps, railings, and window well grates as required by building 
code at 2001 Rivermont Avenue. (HPC1910-0007)  

 

Ms. Anna Chytla was present to represent the application. There are a number of window wells on the 
property. The window wells are sort of half circles and there are two (2) larger ones that are quite deep. 

The larger ones are over thirty (30) inches so building code requires some sort of protection on them. 
Railings and fencing were considered to maintain the historic character of the building and to make the 

protections as invisible as possible. Grates were determined to be the best option though because they 

are durable, sit right inside the brick, and cannot be seen from the street. The material for the grate is 
fairly heavy gauge steel and is very easy to work with and cut to size. 

 
Chair McSwain asked if the grate was smooth or serrated on top. 

 

Ms. Chytla responded that she was not sure but the grate might be serrated on top. She then referenced 
photographs of a sample grate installed on the property. 

 
Commissioner Morris made a motion to approve the window well application as submitted. The motion 

was seconded by Commissioner Lifsey and passed by the following vote:  
 

AYES: Doucette, Erquiaga, Lifsey, McSwain, Morris, and Spencer-Hester      6 

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                     0 

ABSENT: Horner                   1 
 

Ms. Victoria Glasgow asked the Commission how window well applications should be categorized in the 

future. 
 

The Commission responded that they should be categorized as changes to the building. 
 

Ms. Chytla stated that there are air conditioning units on the roof of the building and that City code 
requires protective guardrails in case someone has to work around the units so they don’t fall off of the 
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roof. The units are on the flat part of the roof over the classroom wing, which is tucked behind the 

historic building and on the furthest corner away from Rivermont Avenue. The units and the guardrails 
will not be visible from Rivermont Avenue and are minimally visible from other angles.  

 
Commissioner Morris noted that he would like to see photographs of where the air conditioning units are. 

 

Ms. Chytla referenced photographs of the property. From the back of the property, the units are 
somewhat visible. There will be a pipe type railing installed. 

 
Chair McSwain noted that the image being referenced is on the western side of the gym and wouldn’t be 

seen from the street. He then asked what the view from the street is like. 
 

Ms. Chytla noted that the classroom wing is parallel to Rivermont Avenue.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked how long the building is and asked for an aerial shot of the building.  

 
Discussion about the plans and the buildings layout ensued.  

 

Commissioner Morris asked in how many places the roof railings would be installed.  
 

Ms. Chytla responded that there are just two places and the classroom wing railings will not be visible 
from anywhere except behind the gym. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked if the Virginia Department of Historic Resources was comfortable with the 

installation of the railings and the visibility of the air conditioning units.   

 
Ms. Chytla responded that they were.  

 
Chair McSwain asked if the railing had to run the length of the building for safety even though the air 

conditioning units did not extend that far. 

 
Ms. Chytla responded that they did. 

 
Commissioner Morris noted that the units and guardrails would be visible from the side street. 

 

Ms. Chytla responded that the units are not visible from Rivermont Avenue because they are tucked 
behind the historic building but they are somewhat visible from the parking lot and Hawes Street. 

 
Chair McSwain asked what the units and railings will be on top of.  

 
Commissioner Doucette noted that the railings will not be any more visible than the air conditioning units 

already are.  

 
Ms. Chytla responded that the guardrails will just be a black line in terms of visibility, they are very 

minimalist.  
 

Commissioner Erquiaga noted that the guardrails are required so the Commission can’t necessarily deny 

their installation. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that tie off points are another OSHA option. This would allow workers to wear 
harnesses and anchor to the roof.  

 
Ms. Chytla responded that enforcing that may be difficult and she would prefer to have the railing. 
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Discussion about the tie off option ensued. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked how high the rail is.  
 

Ms. Chytla responded that the rail is around three (3) feet tall and that it is required by both OSHA and 

the City building code.   
 

Commissioner Lifsey noted that because the air conditioning units are already visible, the railing in front 
of them is a non-issue.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked how high the air conditioning units are from the deck. 

 

Ms. Chytla responded that she thinks the units are probably thirty-six (36) inches tall and some of them 
may be taller but the railing is the regular railing height found on walkways. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked what the railing will look like.   

 

Commissioner Morris made a motion to approve the HVAC rooftop railing application as submitted. The 
motion was seconded by Commissioner Erquiaga and passed by the following vote:  

 
AYES: Doucette, Erquiaga, Lifsey, McSwain, Morris, and Spencer-Hester      6 

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                     0 

ABSENT: Horner                   1 

 
Ms. Chytla stated that the ADA units will not be housed in the historic house because it would have 

required modifications that were not necessarily consistent with the historical structure. They will be in 
the 1960s addition and an ADA access ramp was constructed. Railings will need to be installed for the 

ramp. The ramp itself is made out of concrete and the railings are proposed to be made out of metal 

pipe. Only a top railing will be installed; a bottom railing is not required because the drop is only six (6) 
inches. The City Inspector recommends that the railing should have bars going up and down, four (4) 

inches apart.  
 

Commissioner Morris stated the “simpler the better” in reference to the ADA ramp railings. He then noted 

that the bars, four (4) inches apart shouldn’t be required unless the ramp goes up about thirty (30) 
inches.  

 
Ms. Chytla responded that the ramp does go up thirty (30) inches and is about a foot at the end.  

 
Chair McSwain asked if the bars would be required for the whole length of the ramp or just a portion.  

 

Ms. Chytla says it is unclear but they are discussing that. 
 

Commissioner Morris repeated his recommendation that the railing be kept as simple as possible so it is 
not as visible. He then asked for clarification where the bars are required. 

 

Ms. Chytla responded they would be required at the very end but may be required throughout.  
 

Chair McSwain asked if there was a possibility of bracketing in a glass panel. 
 

Ms. Chytla responded that it is possible but the bars are not unattractive. As an example, she referenced 
the ADA ramps and railings at Randolph College.  
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Commissioner Morris asked for clarification that the railings would not have a middle horizontal bar. 
 

Ms. Chytla responded that was correct. They are hoping to get the occupancy permit this week but 
railings will take a couple of weeks to manufacture so a temporary railing was installed. The temporary 

railing was constructed so that it might be permanent and it looks good. If it remained, it would be 

painted the color of the doors and windows.  
 

Chair McSwain asked for clarification that the doors and windows are painted tobacco brown. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked for a side view of the railing.  
 

Chair McSwain asked if the temporary railing would meet the City guidelines. 

 
Ms. Chytla responded that it would. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey stated that the wood with pickets is “suburban residential” and it doesn’t fit with the 

rest of the property. 

 
Commissioner Doucette shared her agreement.  

 
Chair McSwain noted in one photograph there are existing rails in the background.  

 
Ms. Chytla responded that is the fourth item to be discussed. In the guidelines, it says that ADA railings 

should be in the rear, which this one is, wood construction is preferred, a simple design, and concealed 

by shrubbery. This wood railing is as simple as it can get while still meeting code and there is a line of 
shrubbery right in front of it making this railing consistent with the guidelines. 

 
Chair McSwain asked for clarification that it would be painted. 

 

Ms. Chytla responded that it would be painted brown. 
 

Commissioner Morris stated that it would be helpful to see the side view. 
 

Commissioner Doucette noted that the railing looks much better from the side. 

 
Commissioner Morris stated the existing metal rail would match the second option presented by Ms. 

Chytla for this railing. He then stated that he approves of any of the options presented by Ms. Chytla. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey noted that if all three options are approved, it is likely the wood railing will remain in 
place.  

 

Ms. Chytla responded that there is still a chance that DHR will not approve of the wood railing. 
 

Commissioner Doucette asked for clarification that Ms. Chytla is asking for approval of all three options. 
 

Commissioner Morris stated that the guidelines, as Ms. Chytla pointed out, say that wood is appropriate.        

          
Commissioner Morris made a motion to approve the three ADA ramp and railing options presented 

provided the wood is painted brown. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Doucette and passed 
by the following vote:  

 
AYES: Doucette, Erquiaga, Lifsey, McSwain, Morris, and Spencer-Hester      6 
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NOES:                       0 

ABSTENTIONS:                     0 
ABSENT: Horner                   1 

 
Ms. Chytla stated that there is a small rail on the historic house in the very back that leads into the 

basement. There is no railing there and there may never have been a railing but now code requires one. 

Initially, a metal railing was proposed but the wooden temporary railing that was installed to obtain the 
occupancy permit would be a good option as well. In this area though, she likes the metal one better.  

 
Chair McSwain asked for clarification that the metal option may fit better given its proximity to the 

existing metal railing. 
 

Ms. Chytla responded that was the reasoning and asked the Commission to review the submitted photo. 

 
Commissioner Doucette agreed that the metal would be a better fit in this area. 

 
Chair McSwain and Commissioner Morris also shared their agreement. 

 

Commissioner Erquiaga made a motion to approve the installation of a metal handrail. The motion was 
seconded by Commissioner Doucette.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey noted that this rail is in close proximity to the other ADA rail that will be installed. 

 
Commissioner Morris agreed that was a good point and asked how far away the other one was. 

 

Chair McSwain responded fifteen (15) feet away. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that DHR will have the final say about the material of the first rail but thinking 
of the whole property, the railings should be consistent.  

 

Commissioner Morris asked if both railings are currently constructed the same way.  
 

Ms. Chytla responded that the two railings are exactly the same. 
 

Commissioner Morris stated that they should be consistent and asked Commissioner Erquiaga if he 

wanted to revise his motion. 
 

The motion was denied by the following vote: 
 

AYES:                      0 
NOES: Doucette, Erquiaga, Lifsey, McSwain, Morris, and Spencer-Hester      6 

ABSTENTIONS:                     0 

ABSENT: Horner                   1 
 

Commissioner Lifsey noted that the first railing has already been approved. 
 

Commissioner Morris made a motion to approve the second railing as it is already constructed in wood or 

in metal to match the adjacent railing. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Erquiaga. 
 

Chair McSwain asked what is below where the basement guardrail is. 
 

Ms. Chytla responded that it is landscaping and a light post will go there. 
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The motion passed by the following vote:  

 
AYES: Doucette, Erquiaga, Lifsey, McSwain, Morris, and Spencer-Hester      6 

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                     0 

ABSENT: Horner                   1 

 
i) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Shanda): Request of Victoria’s Inventory, LLC, to 

remove aluminum lap siding and install metal panels, remove overhead doors and 
infill with pre-finished aluminum storefront to mimic garage bay doors, excavate 

southwest corner at basement level to allow for new windows and doors, replace 
asphalt roof with metal standing seam, install skylights, and remove existing signage 

at 401 Rivermont Avenue. (HPC1910-0008) 

 
Mr. Tony West and Mr. Casey Servis were present to represent the application. This building is the old 

Lynchburg light traction trolley barn. It originally housed street cars. It has been a mechanic’s garage 
since cars took over the roadways. The property is currently zoned R-4, which, coupled with the size of 

the lot,  would only allow for three (3) apartments even though it could accommodate many more. This 

parcel, the adjacent house, and the parking lot in the rear will be rezoned. The parking lot is a separate 
parcel that is outside of the historic district. The house next door is included in the rezoning because part 

of the proposal is to build a light well that would take a part of that parcel. A COA application was 
submitted for 405 Rivermont Avenue for in-kind repairs as well. Mr. West owns both parcels. The front 

façade of this property is brick all the way through. The two sides and the rear walls are metal. Inside 
there are steel columns and trusses. It is sort of like a new modern building with the metal struts.  

 

Commissioner Lifsey asked if there was insulation. 
 

Mr. Servis responded that there is not. The exterior wall on the back facade is an eighth (1/8) inch piece 
of metal.  

 

Commissioner Morris asked if that is original. 
 

Mr. Servis responded that it is most definitely original. It is some sort of galvanized metal and has a panel 
shape to it. It is in decent condition. There are a few small holes but it is repairable. On the two sides, at 

some point, aluminum siding was installed.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked if the aluminum was in direct contact with the metal framing. 

 
Mr. Servis responded that there is wood furring between the metal framing and the historic metal panels. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked if the metal panels are underneath the aluminum siding.  

 

Mr. Servis responded that the metal panels are underneath. In the original application, new metal siding 
was proposed but that changed after attending a DHR open house.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked what DHR recommends. 

 

Mr. Servis responded that they are allowed to keep the lap siding on the exterior and insulate on the 
interior. However, the proposal is to remove the lap siding and repair the metal underneath. It will look 

like the rear side of the building does now after a coat of paint.  
 

Chair McSwain asked if all of the insulation would be on the inside. 
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Mr. Servis responded that the insulation would be on the inside. There is enough space to do so. 

 
Chair McSwain noted that in the image where the siding was peeled back, it looked like there were two 

sections of furring, both horizontal and vertical.  
 

Mr. Servis responded that on the inside of the building there is a concrete curb that the furring can be set 

on. It will fit well in the space.  
 

Commissioner Doucette asked for clarification that the siding would be removed and the metal 
underneath would be repaired.  

 
Mr. Servis responded that was correct. It is likely that a few of the panels will have to be manufactured 

because there are some that may be beyond repair. The majority seem to be repairable though.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked what period the lap siding was put on. 

 
Mr. West theorized that the lap siding was put on recently to help insulate the building.  

 

Commissioner Morris shared his experience with DHR and noted that if the lap siding is old enough, it 
may need to be kept.  

 
Mr. Servis noted that it has to do with the period of significance for the building. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked when the period of significance for this building was. 

 

Ms. Anne Nygaard responded that it was in the 1960s.  
 

Mr. Servis stated that the brick front will be maintained and the windows will be repaired. There is an 
overhead door on the Rivermont Avenue side and on the basement level facing D Street. The Rivermont 

side overhead door appears to be newer so it will be removed and replaced with new aluminum 

storefront. It will be as square as possible with solid panels and at least the lowest row of muntins and 
including muntins through the door. There are not many photographs of the original building.  

 
Commissioner Doucette asked what is happening with the front doors. 

 

Mr. Servis responded that the front doors will be removed. It will be an aluminum storefront set at the 
back side of the brick opening with square pieces of glass going across. A centered double door is also 

proposed. The bottom panel of that will be an opaque panel. The horizontal line of the mainframe will go 
in through the door so that the square grid will go all the way through. They are about thirty (30) inches 

tall by three (3) feet wide squares.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked if this has gone through DHR. 

 
Mr. Servis responded that he is in the process of getting it approved by DHR. They are trying to move 

forward on the rezoning application though so they wanted to at least get an initial approval from the 
Commission. 

 

Commissioner Lifsey asked for clarification that the rear wall is the same material as the metal that is 
underneath the aluminum siding.  

 
Mr. Servis responded that it’s the same material and it’s easier to see it on the inside where it’s exposed. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked if the goal was to clean it all and paint it to make it the exterior.  
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Mr. Servis responded that it was. The lap siding will be removed. The initial proposal was to put new 
metal panel siding on top to get the insulation on the outside but DHR did not like that.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked if this new proposal was approved by DHR. 

 

Mr. Servis responded that it has not officially been approved.  
 

Chair McSwain asked if there are metal frame shop windows throughout.  
 

Mr. Servis responded that all of the windows are steel factory sash and the frames will be repaired. The 
front overhead door will be changed, the non-historic garage door will be removed and a similar 

storefront will be installed, and the historic garage door will be maintained. On the front elevation, the 

only thing that’s changing is the overhead door and then on the D Street side elevation, the only thing 
that’s changing is the inner door but keeping the exterior doors in just a fixed, open position. On the rear 

elevation, there are no changes. In the southern half of the floor plate there’s a full basement. To 
maximize the floor plate, a light well will be dug out, about four (4) feet deep by thirty (30) feet long to 

get some additional windows.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked what the plan for the skylight is. 

 
Mr. Servis responded that the existing roof is asphalt shingles. It has not been determined what is in 

between the asphalt shingles and the metal deck. The profile of the eaves is only a couple of inches 
deep. The asphalt shingles will be pulled up, five (5) inches of rigid insulation will be installed, and a 

standing seam metal roof will be put on. It is hard to tell what the original roof material was but it was 

likely metal. Asphalt shingles cannot be put directly on top of rigid. Asphalt roofs do date to turn of the 
century but it seems that metal is more likely and appropriate for this building. The new roof will be a 

modern metal standing seam roof. The plan for the upper level is ten (10) units with lofts. In order to get 
some additional light to the upper level, a skylight will be put into each unit. There will be a total of ten 

(10) skylights, five (5) on each side.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked if loft units meant the first floor level plus a loft above it. 

 
Mr. Servis responded that the eave of the upper level is about twelve (12) feet where the roof starts to 

go up to twenty-one (21). There is one very large window in each unit so the skylight will add some 

additional light. The skylights will be deck mounted and really low profile.  
 

Commissioner Morris made a motion that the application be approved as submitted. The motion was 
seconded by Commissioner Doucette and it passed by the following vote:         

 
AYES: Doucette, Erquiaga, Lifsey, McSwain, Morris, and Spencer-Hester      6 

NOES:                       0 

ABSTENTIONS:                     0 
ABSENT: Horner                   1 

   
3. Roof Discussion: 

 

a) DISCUSSION: Discuss different specifications for metal roofs. 
 

Ms. Victoria Glasgow stated that she had pulled together a combination of what was previously discussed 
and what she could find from historic documents about roofs. This includes different seam types, 

coatings, materials, and striations. This can be reviewed by the Commission for the next meeting or it can 
be discussed now. 
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Commissioner Lifsey asked how this information compares to the current guidelines. 
 

Ms. Glasgow responded that there are no current guidelines. She then revised to say that there are some 
guidelines on standing seam metal roofs but they are not as specific as the compiled information.  

 

Commissioner Morris asked if this needed to be approved now.  
 

Ms. Glasgow responded that this is more of a discussion. It can be referred to in the future as advice and 
as something the Commission has discussed but it will not be part of the guidelines unless it goes 

through City Council.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that the prospect of repair versus the need for replacement of existing 

standing seam roofs needs to be evaluated. If replaced, they should be in-kind with the same profiles. 
Some owners would rather replace their metal roof with a new, prefinished roof rather than repair it. 

There have been a number of submittals where the roof was bad but may have been repairable. 
 

Commissioner Morris shared his agreement and questioned how to determine whether a roof really needs 

to be replaced based off of pictures. That is why he asks applicants if the existing roof leaks. 
 

Commissioner Doucette asked if there was someone from the City who could go out an inspect roofs. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that a roof inspector for the historic district does not exist on City staff. 
 

Commissioner Erquiaga doubted that applicants would opt to replace a roof if they didn’t need to. 

 
Commissioner Morris noted that replacement roofs have been approved for roofs that could have been 

repaired and repainted. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey noted that is not the case for every roof. 

 
Commissioner Morris agreed but questioned again how to tell the difference in these applications. The 

Commission has to take the word of the owner who is most likely taking the advice of a roofing company 
who, of course, wants to replace the roof.  

 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that he feels comfortable with suggestions from quality firms like Craftsman 
but not every firm will be the same level of quality.  

 
Ms. Glasgow noted that the guidelines already state that roofs of standing seam metal should be 

repaired. If replacement is necessary, the new roof should match the original as closely as possible in 
dimensions, seam crimping, and seam spacing. It also says that historically correct, commercially 

available roof coatings may be considered for repairs. 

 
The roof coatings compiled by Ms. Glasgow were reviewed by the Commission. They were determined to 

be not historically correct.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey noted that the guidelines describe appropriate dimension, in-kind replacements. He 

referenced a previous meeting discussion about roof panel widths and what is available now. 
 

Ms. Glasgow agreed and stated that the guidelines say as closely to the original as possible in referencing 
repairs.  
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Commissioner Lifsey stated that if the Commission is not more specific, “as close as possible” is relative. 

Panel widths can vary greatly. Often, sixteen (16) inch panels can be found on original roofs but the 
current industry standard may be nineteen (19) or twenty-two (22) inches. The guidelines may need to 

be changed to be more specific, otherwise enforcement may be difficult.  
 

Commissioner Doucette asked for clarification that it is not possible to enforce specific panel widths at 

this time. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey referenced a previous discussion about prefinished roofs versus hand crimped and 
painted. There is nothing in the U.S. right now that will replace the sixteen (16) inch in-kind. The 

company that used to do that went out of business. The company, Follansbee, sold their equipment to a 
Pennsylvania firm but they have not set it back up and started producing again. The only thing that is 

similar is produced in Germany and it is three times the cost of a commercially produced, prefinished 

material. To force applicants to purchase the German product would be harsh.  
 

Commissioner Doucette asked for clarification that the most common panel width is now nineteen (19) 
inches and required width should be specified.  

 

Commissioner Lifsey responded that most common panel width is larger than the sixteen (16) inches and 
if sixteen (16) inch panels are required, the only option would be the German product. 

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester noted that size of the roof should be considered when determining panel 

width.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that if narrower panels are available, they should be used but original width 

may not be able to be matched every time like in the case of sixteen (16) inch panels.  
 

Chair McSwain suggested that the wording be “narrowest gauge that’s commercially available in the 
United States”.  

 

Commissioner Morris cautioned changing wording, in terms of panel width, to be too specific in case 
companies do begin producing narrower panels. He shared agreement with Chair McSwain in keeping it 

somewhat general.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey noted that a company in Pennsylvania does produce a metal roof that is narrower 

but it is basically copper. Copper roofs may not be feasible for every applicant or situation. 
 

Commissioner Doucette asked if the guidelines need to be changed or if requirements need to be added 
and restated that changes need to go through City Council. 

 
Ms. Glasgow responded that this discussion is more for the purpose of gathering information and making 

a sheet for advisory purposes. She asked the Commission if they knew of historically accurate, 

commercially available roof coatings for metal roofs. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey responded that he did not know of any. 
 

The Commission shared agreement that they did not know any either. 

 
Ms. Anne Nygaard stated that the current guidelines are misleading. 

 
Ms. Glasgow agreed and noted that the nonexistent resource for historically accurate, commercially 

available roof coatings is what sparked this conversation.  
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Commissioner Doucette suggested that the wording be taken out of the guidelines.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked what the Secretary of the Interior recommends for metal roofs.  

 
Ms. Glasgow responded that the history of almost everything except roof coatings is discussed. She then 

thanked the Commission for their suggestions and closed the discussion.       

 
4. Demolition by Neglect Discussion: 

 
a) DISCUSSION: Planning and Inspections Divisions staff will give a brief presentation 

on demolition by neglect, property maintenance enforcement, and options for HPC to 
get involved. Staff will be available to answer questions and discuss potential next 

steps for HPC. 

 
Ms. Anne Nygaard introduced Keith Wright, Neighborhood Services Manager, from the Inspections 

Division of Community Development. This discussion is a follow up discussion from the June meeting. 
The topic was kicked off with the chimney on Harrison Street that is decaying and is going to need to be 

taken down. The Commission wanted to know how to prevent demolition by neglect in the future. This 

question kicked off research and a lot of thinking culminating in this presentation. The discussion was 
supposed to take place in September but was delayed until now. The presentation goes through what the 

City is currently doing related to demolition by neglect. The agenda for the presentation is to define the 
issue, quantify the issue, discuss City staff’s current efforts, discuss challenges to success, and discuss 

what else staff or the Commission can do to help. The definition of demolition by neglect is the “practice 
of allowing a building to deteriorate to the point that demolition becomes necessary or restoration 

becomes unreasonable.” This is a long term problem. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey noted that the phrase “restoration becomes unreasonable” is problematic. He has 

worked on a historic building that was a pile of bricks and became a building again. There is an economic 
argument of making a decision and a property owner is going to easily be able to say it costs too much. 

“Unreasonable” is a totally undefined term that needs to be defined in order to be enforceable. 

 
Ms. Nygaard agreed that it was a good point and that phrasing is subjective. A lot of this work ends up 

being case by case. After doing some research by looking through building permits for demolitions in 
historic districts in the last twenty (20) years and using institutional knowledge, a list of nine (9) primary 

historic structures that have been demolished was compiled. Five (5) of those demolitions were due to 

fires. Two (2) demolitions were approved by the Commission and two (2) were property maintenance 
concerns that either the judge or the building official ordered. This isn’t necessarily the same as the long 

term deterioration being discussed. Another way to quantify the issue is by looking at the vacant or 
condemned property list in local historic districts: there are thirty-seven (37) properties that meet either 

of those categories. Four (4) of those buildings have building permits for major renovations. City staff is 
out doing inspections all of the time. They did three hundred seventy-eight (378) inspections of 

structures at one hundred one (101) different addresses in historic districts in fiscal year 2019. This does 

not include the cars, weeds, and trash inspections, but those do account for even more time that City 
staff is looking at properties in the historic districts. City wide, they conducted five thousand five hundred 

two (5,502) inspections in a year. Each of these has a data point in our tracking system.  
 

Mr. Wright introduced himself and then stated that the City gets a lot of complaints. The Inspections 

Division is reactive in some natures and proactive in others. Once a complaint is received, it is a standard 
process. A notice of the violation is sent to the property owner and it has to be posted to the property. If 

the owner doesn’t respond, the City will initiate action to clean up the property. This applies especially to 
properties that have junk cars, weeds, or trash. In housing cases typically, it is a boarding or securing of 

a property and that uses a contractor, inmate labor, or goes to court. Different inspection types include 
property maintenance, emergency situations, vacant/condemned properties, rental program, public 
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nuisance, walk-throughs. Property maintenance is a category enforced under the property maintenance 

code and deals with both interior and exterior complaints. Emergency situations deal with fire calls, cars 
running into structures, storm events, and other situations. The vacant property registration and the 

condemned property are two different categories but both are monitored. The rental program is a 
proactive program for rental properties throughout the Community Development Block Grant area, which 

encompasses all of the historic districts, downtown, and outer downtown neighborhoods. The City gets a 

lot of public nuisance calls especially for grass and trash. Walkthroughs are in neighborhoods and aren’t 
complaints but are somewhat proactive. Property maintenance cases are primarily by complaint and new 

cases can be picked up when problems are seen. Total numbers of property maintenance cases have 
gone down over the past two years. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked how property maintenance cases may come about if no one complains about 

them and no one sees them on a drive by.  

 
Mr. Wright noted a lot of complaints on the exterior are typical and may include a gutter falling down or a 

tree that’s fallen into a house: anything structural. The City works with property owners to try to reach 
exterior compliance even on vacant properties and condemned properties. On the interior of the 

property, a lot of calls come from tenants about plumbing, electrical, mechanical and other conditions. 

Calls may also come from the fire department responding to calls, the police department when 
conducting raids, or from social services. Structures damaged by fire, vehicles, storms, or other 

conditions are monitored. Structures damaged by storms are easier to track due to FEMA reporting. The 
City has to make sure that people are not living in structures condemned due to storm damage. Vacant 

building registration is fairly new. The fee began at $25 and has gone up to $100. A vacant property is a 
piece of property that has been tracked as vacant for a year or the utilities have been turned off for six 

(6) months. These are tracked on a quarterly basis. There are thirty-seven (37) registered in the historic 

district.  
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked who registers the properties as vacant. 
 

Mr. Wright responded that the property owner has to register and if the City finds the property, the 

owner is informed they need to register. 2017 was the beginning of the vacant property 
registering/monitoring. There were two hundred nine (209) properties found. Water billings, reports from 

AEP, and other things are used to determine if a property is considered vacant. A property can be vacant 
and still have the utilities turned on. Those are also tracked. A number of properties transfer so hopefully 

those are actual new property owners to come in and renovate rather than people transferring the 

property to evade the City. The rental inspection program is a proactive program not based on 
complaints for anyone in the rental district or the CDBG area. There are about four thousand (4,000) 

properties in the program and the inspectors try to get to about one thousand (1,000) of those in a year 
because there is a four (4) year waiver for properties that pass. Some properties need to be inspected 

annually. There is a fee associated with it. There used to be one inspector, Dana Horne, to manage it but 
there are now four (4) more inspectors who take on rental inspections one (1) day a week. There’s been 

a general trend over a ten (10) year cycle that the more proactively rental inspections are done, the 

fewer housing cases come in. Other reasons Inspections might be in different areas of the city, including 
the historic district, are public nuisance cases. These cases are where the City has a team who inspects, 

cites, abates, and bills the property owner. These do not generally go to Court. Each inspector is trained 
for what to look for so when they are on properties, in and out of historic districts, they can look for other 

issues and be proactive. If an inspector is not invited on the property, though, it can only be viewed from 

the street. The owners are billed for the work each time and if it goes unpaid, it turns into a tax collection 
issue. Billings and Collections are working behind the scene to remind owners of the work that was done 

and what they owe. They will go after tax refunds and will put DMV stops on them. With the 
consolidation of all of the City’s efforts, hopefully the property will get fixed up or the owner will sell it. 

The property may end up at auction as well. There is a tax delinquent attorney who goes after properties 
if they meet a threshold for years of non-payment. They try to get two (2) tax sales a year. 
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Chair McSwain asked for clarification that properties can be cited for violation without citizen complaints. 
 

Mr. Wright responded that was true and that is both proactive and reactive.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked what the time period was before the City Attorney would go after someone 

for non-payment. 
 

Ms. Nygaard responded that the non-payment has to reach a certain threshold.  
 

Mr. Wright agreed and noted that is through billings and collections. They work with the City Attorney’s 
office to build that list. The City has a tax delinquent attorney in Richmond who specializes in these 

properties. Depending on the amount that is owed, it is determined if it is worth it to sell the property on 

the courthouse steps.  
 

Commissioner Erquiaga asked what happens to properties that are not worth enough to sell. 
 

Mr. Wright responded that the City is trying to build its programs over time but for some properties, 

government is not the answer. In cases of deceased or out of state owners, it can be challenging to get 
in touch with people in order to take care of concerns. It takes time and resources to deal with these 

cases. Another challenge is educating people on what the City Inspections Division can and cannot do. 
The code in Virginia is very specific as to what can and cannot be done. There is no code against 

aesthetics except in the historic districts. Disgruntled neighbors or landlords and tenants often put 
inspections in the middle of private disputes. Also challenging is that there are limited resources at the 

government level and the private level. To reiterate, government does not have all of the answers and 

needs help from groups like the Historic Preservation Commission. Partnerships will allow for additional 
resources and proactivity. There is an upcoming walkthrough in Federal Hill to build a bridge and last 

month there was a walkthrough in College Hill.  
 

Ms. Nygaard thanked Mr. Wright for his time. If any citizens, including the Commissioners, see a house or 

structure that is a property maintenance concern, they should first check eTrakit to see if any inspections 
cases have been logged in the system and what the status of that case is for the address of concern. If it 

is not logged in, then they should go to the website to see if their concern is a violation and who to 
contact about it. Another way to report it is to call 856-CITY or use the City of Lynchburg app. The app 

can be used for things like a clogged storm drain or property maintenance concerns. There are two ways 

to get houses in historic districts fixed up. One of them is City enforcement, which is not always the most 
effective way and has many challenges and limitations. There is much more success if owners choose to 

fix up their property, which comes down to overall neighborhood revitalization and what kind of advocacy 
is being done to spur people to choose to.  

 
Commissioner Doucette stated that often, young people interested in buying property in the historic 

district cannot afford to fix the properties up according to the guidelines. The Commission is not 

supposed to consider the cost when making decisions but the reality is that there are houses falling down 
and people who would like to fix them up but have limited income.  

 
Ms. Nygaard asked if these young people know about the available incentives. Again, it comes down to 

advocacy. If these young people don’t know about the incentives, the Commissioners should act as 

advocates and bridge the gap in their knowledge.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that Ms. Glasgow had sent two roofers to speak with him recently. They had 
been in the house of an eighty (80) year old man in the historic district. His slate roof was leaking and he 

cannot afford to repair the slate or put on a faux slate roof. The Commission would not approve an 
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asphalt shingle roof for the property. The leaking roof is damaging the interior and will slowly rot the 

house. The roof will not get repaired because of historic district guidelines.  
 

Ms. Glasgow responded that in this case, a second slate roof underneath the exterior slate roof was 
discovered and the slate shingles from the second roof were able to be used to repair the exterior. 

 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that there are times when the historic district is going to “bite the situation in 
the butt” and not allow repairs to happen.  

 
Commissioner Doucette shared agreement and reiterated that there are incentives, some of which she 

didn’t know about. Some of the work is educating the Commissioners on what incentives are available 
and some of it is educating the public.  

 

Ms. Nygaard responded that there are several things that can be done in terms of City enforcement. The 
Commissioners could each go out to their advocacy districts and flag any properties of concern, which 

could then be handed over to property maintenance for enforcement. Another idea is that the Secretary 
or Commissioners could accompany property maintenance officials when they go to court for 

enforcement action. This could help ensure the judge’s ruling is in line with the guidelines.  

 
Mr. Wright responded that in one of the cases he’s dealing with, there’s been a fine on this property 

owner for a long time. When it went to court, about eighteen (18) neighbors showed up from the historic 
district and the reaction from the judge was very positive. This sort of advocacy matters. 

 
Ms. Nygaard shared agreement and stated that there are several ideas for what the Commission can do 

moving forward. The Commission can create a toolkit for guidance to historic district property owners to 

navigate the process. This could include incentives, what is approved and what is not, and other “tricks of 
the trade”. A toolkit would be a good resource for neighborhood education, contractor education, and 

others. The Commission can also contact property owners on the priority list of properties. Mr. Wright has 
had a few experiences where City enforcement is not working but the neighbors talking to the owner has 

an effect.  

 
Mr. Wright noted that there is a reason Inspections stopped calling themselves “Code Enforcement” and 

are now “Code Compliance”. Education is a huge piece that is very successful. Enforcement is in place 
when needed but is not the sole purpose of the division.  

 

Ms. Nygaard noted that another thing the Commission could do is talk with banks and make sure that 
low-interest construction loans are available in the historic districts. The Commission could also work with 

nonprofits. There is CDBG money that goes to nonprofits in the area to fix up houses both in the historic 
district and outside of it. Nonprofits generally tend to avoid working in the historic districts because of the 

cost but the Commission could work to change that perception and teach them the most efficient ways to 
fix up historic properties. In terms of long-term possibilities, the Commission should think about securing 

vs. stabilizing structures. Right now, staff will go out and secure vacant properties to prevent harm to 

human life but will not stabilize them to prevent water damage or other types of damage. That would 
take a lot more time and resources. The receivership program is not very popular but state code enabled 

it. Localities can fix properties and bill the owner for repairs but that would require a significant budget 
approved by City Council. Another comment from both staff and citizens is that it is difficult to find 

qualified contractors at reasonable prices. The Commission could consider revising the guidelines to allow 

alternate building materials. Zoning changes could also be considered. A lot of these historic houses are 
big, ornate, and may not be affordable to maintain for single households. Multiple units in the structures 

might make them more affordable. 
 

Commissioner Morris noted that’s what happened in the 1970s.  
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Ms. Nygaard noted that multiple units in the structures would divide the interior and may present 

changes to the exterior the Commission would not approve. A lot of districts were down zoned as 
recently as 2006 to actually prevent rental landlords from not maintaining their properties and to get 

them to be owner occupied.  
 

Commissioner Morris stated that one of the worst things for these historic homes is to be turned into 

rental units and then brought up Diamond Hill as an example.  
 

Ms. Nygaard responded that the City now has a rental inspection program to help alleviate some of those 
issues. It was brought up too because it is part of the discussion of the affordability of these really ornate 

historic homes. Otherwise, the City is working on improving relationships with owners and applicants and 
on making the Historic Preservation Commission more accessible.  

 

Commissioner Doucette stated that step one should be to develop the toolkit in the form of a booklet. It 
should include information about contractors and incentives. Each new owner should be sent the toolkit 

with the name and number of the advocate for their district. The Lynchburg Historical Foundation is 
getting ready to do a strategic plan and they might be willing to help with development of the toolkit. 

 

Ms. Nygaard responded that a letter is sent to new owners every month. While the toolkit is not in that 
letter, a welcome, the name of their advocate, and the rules are included.  

 
Commissioner Doucette noted that contractor information, tips for getting construction loans, and 

common contacts should be included. It would be a way to make people feel more welcome and is a 
small thing to do. This information also needs to be something that can go out to other people beyond 

just the new owners. It should be available on the website. She then asked if banks have low income 

loans for historic districts.  
 

Ms. Nygaard responded that it isn’t specific for historic districts but is concerned that loans are not being 
approved in historic districts but are approved elsewhere in the City.  

 

Commissioner Lifsey noted he did not know if that was the case but banks are required because of 
federal regulations to invest in both low and high income neighborhoods.  

 
Mr. Wright noted that there is a percentage requirement for banks.  

 

Commissioner Morris asked for clarification that if a complaint comes in about a property, the inspectors 
cannot go on the property and can only look at it from the street. 

 
Mr. Wright responded that inspectors go the “route of the mailman”. Unless inspectors are invited on to 

the property, their review can only be from the closest public property like the road or sidewalk.  
 

Chair McSwain asked if inspectors can be invited onto the property by tenants.  

 
Mr. Wright responded that tenants can invite inspectors onto the property and often do. 

 
Commissioner Doucette noted that walking around, identifying properties, and reaching out to the 

owners may be a good idea but does the Commission have time to do that. The City doesn’t have 

additional staff or time to do that. Anything that the Commission comes up with is going to take a little 
bit of effort so what should be considered the priority.  

 
Ms. Nygaard responded that she doesn’t have a specific priority in mind but there is a map of vacant and 

condemned structures in historic districts.  
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Commissioner Morris noted that there are plenty of vacant and condemned structures in Daniel’s Hill. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked Mr. Wright about a brick warehouse off of 12th Street that was a Civil War era 

hospital. The back wall collapsed and then the building was deemed unrepairable by a structural 
engineer. It was then torn down. This seems like an issue of demolition by neglect. The American 

Institute of Architects has a program that is part of the disaster program that brings in historically based 

architects. Historically based architects might not be so ready to condemn a building. He asked when an 
extreme situation occurs, who makes the final determination that a building needs to be torn down. 

 
Mr. Wright responded that building officials make that determination and get structural engineering 

reports. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey noted that if the situation arises in a historic district, maybe a historically based 

architect should be used to prevent unnecessary demolition of historic structures. Intent of property 
owners also determines what they will consider reasonable when it comes to repairs.  

 
Ms. Nygaard responded that is part of the purpose of the Commission and having applicants come before 

the Commission. If the applicant doesn’t like the Commission’s determination, they are able to appeal it 

to City Council.  
 

Commissioner Morris noted that structural engineers’ decisions may be influenced by what property 
owners want. Structures in the historic district have a different monetary value and neighborhood value 

than non-historic structures. Structural engineers who deal with historic structures regularly and are 
sensitive to their value should be used.  

 

Ms. Nygaard responded that is where the Commission comes in. The Commission can go to court and 
advocate.  

 
Mr. Wright stated that he used to be on a demolition team but as time has gone on, the City has become 

much more sensitive to the value of historic structures and to demolition in general. As a result, historic 

Downtown has seen growth. Demolition is not seen as the first course of action but the City must protect 
people and cannot leave a structure that is unsafe. In cases concerning historic structures, it might be 

worth looking into the use of a specialized engineer. 
 

Ms. Nygaard stated that there was no specific goal or action items for the discussion but was hoping the 

Commission would direct staff on a course of action. The discussion could also be continued in the next 
meeting. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey responded that the toolkit should be developed. It should include information about 

what is available to help existing owners or potential buyers monetarily. 
 

Commissioner Doucette asked if the staff could compile the lists of contractors, resources, and incentives 

that they already have and then research further. The Commission also needs to think about it further. 
There may be programs that they are not aware of that would be useful.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey noted that he was at a housing conference in Richmond and was made aware of a 

state or federal program that assists homeowners. It is similar to CDBG. 

 
Ms. Nygaard noted that resources sent out to property owners should be written from their perspective.  

 
Commissioner Morris stated that many homeowners probably are not aware of the tax credits that are 

available.  
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Commissioner Doucette and Commissioner Spencer-Hester noted that there are certain requirements for 

the available tax credits. 
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester stated that there used to be a program through Habitat for Humanity that 
would assist the elderly or low-income with rehabilitating properties.  

 

Mr. Wright noted that LYNCAG has a program to help with weatherization based on qualifying financials. 
 

Commissioner Doucette suggested that these all be compiled in one list.  
 

Mr. Wright stated that these programs are most likely on the City website.  
 

Commissioner Doucette stated again that these should be pulled together with a brief description. She 

then noted that there should be some incentive for owners’ own sweat equity.  
 

Ms. Nygaard responded that information on how to do projects may be needed.  
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester agreed that is a good point and shared an instance where she had to 

teach a young man how to use an electric drill. Lowe’s and Home Depot both have home project classes 
but can the City have classes to do with historical home projects. Not all homeowners have the 

knowledge or the tools to do projects themselves.  
 

Commissioner Doucette reiterated that the information that is already available should be pulled together 
and used as a resource for advocacy.  

 

Mr. Wright noted that the staff can only do so much but the Commissioners all have contacts that may 
have knowledge or resources available. Utilizing those connections may be helpful.    

 
Chair McSwain stated that in addition to the staff pulling together the information already available, the 

Commissioners can share their knowledge as well. He noted that Commissioner Morris, as an example, 

has so much knowledge and so many contacts.  
 

Commissioner Morris stated that the worst thing is when people own houses and won’t rent them, repair 
them, or use them at all but let them just sit and rot. They will do the absolute minimum that they have 

to do to meet the code. 

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester noted it is a tax write off.  

 
Commissioner Morris responded that he doesn’t know what the incentive for this type of behavior is. 

 
Commissioner Doucette responded that the house next door to her sat empty for six (6) or seven (7) 

years because the owner couldn’t let go.  

 
Commissioner Morris stated that the house he is talking about has an owner who only appears when 

faced with complaints and does the bare minimum. Otherwise, there is never anyone there besides the 
feral cats and rodents. The owner isn’t willing to sell the property either. He then asked if there is a “for 

sale” sign up, are owners forced to complete work to the property. 

 
Mr. Wright responded that there are so many misconceptions about what Inspections actually does. 

People will put trash cans in front of license plates and “for sale” signs in front of vacant structures. They 
will try any trick. The City does not encourage these tricks or put them out there as solutions. These 

attempted tricks also do not prevent people from being subject to City enforcement. 
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Ms. Nygaard asked if there were any other questions and closed the discussion.                  

                          
5. NEXT MEETING DAY: 

The next regular meeting is scheduled for November 18, 2019. 
 

6. ADJOURNMENT: 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 7:45 p.m. 
 

 
               

                 
ATTEST: ____________________________________ ATTEST:_________________________________ 

                              Secretary                                                        Chair  

 


