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Historic Preservation Commission 

Minutes of January 27, 2020 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Michael Erquiaga  

Shanda K. Horner  

Christopher McSwain, Chair 
Emmett Lifsey 

Richard Morris 
Shaun Spencer-Hester 

 
MEMBERS ABSENT: 

Elizabeth Doucette 

 
 

OTHERS PRESENT: 
Ms. Victoria Glasgow, Secretary to the Historic Preservation Commission; Ms. Eve Mergenthaler, Planning 

Technician; and the public.  

 
ROLL CALL: 

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

 
1.  CONSENT AGENDA: 

 

Commissioner Horner made a motion, which was seconded by Commissioner Spencer-Hester, to accept 
the consent agenda, which passed by a unanimous vote. 

 
2.   Old Business: 

 

a) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Lifsey): Request of Michelle Perry and Margot 
Carney to remove their damaged-by-lightning chimney at 1013 Jackson Street. 

(HPC2001-0002)  
  

Ms. Michelle Perry was present to represent the application. The chimney was struck by lightning on a 

Thursday and the remainder fell down the following weekend. Plastic was placed over the holes in the 
roof. 

 
Chair McSwain asked for clarification that there is no structure of the chimney remaining. 

 
Ms. Perry responded that the chimney is either in the yard or fallen down into the house.  

 

Chair McSwain asked for clarification that the application is to remove the chimney.  
 

Ms. Perry responded that the lightning took half of the chimney down already.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked Ms. Perry if she wanted to demolish or rebuild the chimney.  

 
Ms. Perry responded that she wanted to stop the leaking and did not want to put the chimney back up.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked if there was a specific reason she didn’t want to rebuild the chimney. He then 

stated that in historic neighborhoods there are certain elements to certain buildings that are dominant 
features of the buildings. In terms of this house, the chimney is one of the most dominant features of the 
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house. Insurance should pay to rebuild the chimney if it was hit by lightning. He is trying to understand 

the opposition to rebuilding the chimney.  
 

Ms. Perry asked if she is allowed to not rebuild the chimney.  
 

Commissioner Morris responded that if the chimney is a dominant feature of the house, it needs to be put 

back the way it was according to the guidelines. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey asked if the furnace exhaust is through the chimney. 
 

Ms. Perry responded that it was but the chimney is blocked up now. The chimney cleaners’ insurance 
wouldn’t let them work on it so cleaning it is impossible. A mason came to look at it and also said that 

getting the bricks out of it would be difficult.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked if the furnace of the house has a chimney. 

 
Ms. Perry responded that the furnace has been rerouted and is now side vented out of the house. The 

chimney is totally blocked up.  

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester stated that the chimney could be closed up in the house. As far as historic 

preservation though the chimney should be rebuilt on the outside so it looks like a functional chimney. 
 

Commissioner Morris read from the Historic Preservation Guidelines on chimneys. They state that 
chimneys “should not be removed or altered if original or architecturally significant.” This chimney was 

struck by lightning, which was unintentional. Chimneys “should be repointed and cleaned according to 

masonry guidelines to match original materials, colors, shape, and brick pattern…if unstable or falling 
down should be rebuilt to match their original design…should have clay, slate, or stone caps. Metal caps 

should not be used unless they fit right in the top of the chimney and are not easily seen.” Summarized, 
the guidelines say that if the chimney is a dominant feature of the house, it needs to be rebuilt. In this 

case, lightning hit it but insurance should cover the cost of repair. 

 
Ms. Perry responded that she did not have insurance on the house at the time of the lightning strike. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked if Ms. Perry lives in the house or rents it.  

 

Ms. Perry responded that she lives in the house with a housemate. She is asking permission to not 
rebuild the chimney. It was struck by lightning, not removed intentionally.  

 
Commissioner Morris stated that the Commission has to follow the guidelines. In this case, the guidelines 

are clear. This chimney is a major feature of the house and the house looks totally different without it.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey asked what the timeline on the chimney having to be rebuilt. 

 
Ms. Victoria Glasgow responded that after a Certificate of Appropriateness is granted, work needs to start 

within one (1) year and finish within two (2) years. No matter what decision is made at this meeting, the 
matter is still going to court. The decision of the HPC will be explained to the judge and whatever the 

judge decides will be followed.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey stated that he agrees with Commissioner Morris that the chimney needs to be 

rebuilt. It is the center and anchor of the house. If there are economic circumstances, the chimney could 
be covered temporarily by a roofer and some time could be allowed before work begins and financial 

commitment is required. In the interim, the chimney should be kept intact.  
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Ms. Glasgow responded that one (1) year is allowed to start work after receiving a Certificate of 

Appropriateness so that individuals may plan accordingly in terms of finances. Determining a timeline 
may not be within the Commission’s purview.  

 
Commissioner Erquiaga stated that the Commission cannot force someone to repair something. The 

Commission can determine what work will not be allowed.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey stated that it becomes an inspections situation in terms of safety. The Commission 

cannot force a start date for repairs. There’s an end date that can be enforced by the Commission and a 
judge. The determination of if it needs to be and when the chimney is rebuilt are different matters. A 

stop work order has a legal process with it. The right person could clean the chimney out and reuse the 
original bricks, which would save money. That would be even better because the materials would be 

original and would match. The bricks on the ground could also be salvaged and reused. The chimney is a 

defining element of the house and needs to be rebuilt.  
 

Commissioner Morris made a motion to deny the application as submitted: the chimney contributes to the 
architectural character of the house and should be rebuilt to match the original design. The motion was 

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

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

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                    0 

ABSENT: Doucette                   1 
 

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

wooden siding on the sides and rear of the house with appropriate siding at 1316 
Pierce Street. (HPC1911-0003)  

  
Mr. Josef Shalev was present to represent the application. He showed the Commission a piece of his 

existing siding. It is the same size throughout. He then showed the Commission a piece of the siding he 

would like to use to repair the existing. It will be one (1) by six (6).  
 

Commissioner McSwain asked if the new siding will be used throughout or for repairs. 
 

Mr. Shalev responded that the new siding will be used mainly to fix the areas where the existing siding is 

completely missing or rotten. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked if the foundation of the house will be repaired. 
 

Mr. Shalev responded that he will fix the foundation once he opens the house up.  
 

Commissioner Morris stated that he visited the property and the siding on the left-hand side facing the 

front of the house and the rear of the house do not need to be replaced or repaired.  
 

Mr. Shalev responded he is not going to replace or repair siding in those locations. Only the rotten siding 
or what cannot be repaired will be replaced.  

 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester stated that the replacement siding has more texture than the original 
siding.  

 
Mr. Shalev responded that the replacement siding can be bought with or without texture.  

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked if it came in a narrower board. 
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Mr. Shalev responded that it does.  
 

Chair McSwain asked if the section of the house that has vertical paneling will be replaced so that it is 
uniform.  

 

Mr. Shalev responded that it will be. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked to see the back of the replacement siding and what it is made out of. After 
reviewing it, he stated that he is not sure how it will stand up.  

 
Mr. Shalev responded that he is open to suggestions from the Commission in terms of siding to use. 

 

Commissioner Morris asked if Mr. Shalev has priced the siding he brought with him compared to cedar 
siding.  

 
Mr. Shalev responded that cedar siding is not the same size or thickness.  

 

Commissioner Morris asked what size the cedar siding comes in. 
 

Mr. Shalev responded that it starts very thin and goes to about half an inch and then more. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked what size the siding he brought in is.  
 

Commissioner Horner responded it is about a quarter inch. 

 
Mr. Shalev stated that if he uses cedar siding, it will be the wrong look because it is way thicker on one 

side and thinner on the other.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked if the existing siding is original. 

 
Mr. Shalev responded that it is. 

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked why Mr. Shalev isn’t using HardiePlank.  

 

Mr. Shalev responded that he isn’t using it because he “hates it”.  
 

Commissioner Morris stated that the proposed replacement won’t hold up on the exterior. 
 

Mr. Shalev responded that he is going to prime it.  
 

Commissioner Morris agreed it would need to be primed.  

 
Mr. Shalev responded that it is supposedly primed already from the manufacturer and he will just touch 

up where he cuts.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked about the back of the siding. 

 
Mr. Shalev responded that it is primed already and reiterated he will touch up where he cuts.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey stated that he is anxious about the back of and end cuts on the proposed 

replacement siding. It is notorious for sucking up water and failing. It would need to be smooth and not 
textured as well.  
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Commissioner Spencer-Hester added that it would need to be cut to the same size.  
 

Mr. Shalev responded that the siding comes in different sizes.  
 

Commissioner Morris stated that this property is across from a property that Commissioner Spencer-

Hester is working on. 
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester agreed that it is nearby her project and this property has bad foundation 
issues. The siding should not be put on without addressing the foundation issues. It is bowing on the 

right side of the house. 
 

Mr. Shalev agreed that there are foundation issues.         

 
Commissioner Lifsey made a motion to approve the application as submitted with the stipulations that the 

siding is the same width, is smooth faced, is installed correctly and intelligently to match the existing 
siding, and is installed only to replace rotten or damaged boards and plywood. The motion was seconded 

by Commissioner Morris and it passed by the following vote: 

 
AYES: Erquiaga, Horner, Lifsey, McSwain, and Morris           5 

NOES: Spencer-Hester                  1 
ABSTENTIONS:                     0 

ABSENT: Doucette                    1 
 

c) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Spencer): Request of Greg Brochon to build a 600 

sq. ft., 12’ high two-car wooden detached garage in the side yard at 478 Rivermont 
Avenue. (HPC1911-0010)  

  
Mr. Greg Brochon was present to represent the application.  

 

Chair McSwain noted that this is the second time Mr. Brochon has come before the Commission and has 
brought more detailed drawings with him.  

 
Mr. Brochon stated that the garage will be as seen in the drawings other than the siding. The siding will 

be cedar shake siding as submitted in the materials list.  

 
Commissioner Morris read from the Historic Preservation guidelines for secondary buildings. They should 

be “located on rear or side facades, not on primary facades.” This building is in both the rear and side but 
is also on the primary façade. Secondary buildings should also be “compatible in design, shape, materials, 

and roof shape to the main building.” This building does not follow that. It is out there on Rivermont 
Avenue, among historic buildings, and does not match any of them at all. There is nothing about it that is 

compatible with anything around it.  

 
Mr. Brochon responded that the walls in the house that the building is built on the same platform as have 

ten (10) foot interior walls. The building has a twelve (12) foot interior wall. The pitch on the roof 
matches the gable end on the house. The building will be sided the same way as the house. The roofing 

material for the building will match the roofing material of the house as closely as possible. The wood 

trim on the building will match the house. He then asked what could be done to make it a better match. 
 

Commissioner Morris responded that Mr. Brochon would need to go to an architect and ask that question. 
He then asked how Mr. Brochon got a permit for this project without getting the Commission’s approval. 

 
Mr. Brochon responded that he had received a permit previously and it expired.  
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Ms. Victoria Glasgow added that the original permit was granted in the early 2000s and a previous 
Commission had granted approval. The original permit and Certificate of Appropriateness both expired. 

 
Commissioner Morris stated he did not know how to explain why the building was not compatible with 

the surrounding buildings. The windows on the house are lower to the eave line and the soffit line. The 

house has a hip roof, gables, and a wraparound porch. 
 

Mr. Brochon responded that a wraparound porch is not appropriate for a garage. 
 

Commissioner Morris responded that he is listing what the house has. The garage is incompatible with 
the surrounding structures. It is on the primary façade of Rivermont Avenue and it is visible. The small 

scale windows are inappropriate. 

 
Mr. Brochon asked if Commissioner Morris wanted bigger windows installed. 

 
Commissioner Morris responded that he is giving his opinion on what this building is.  

 

Commissioner Morris made a motion to deny the application as submitted because the building is on the 
primary façade and is incompatible in design, shape, materials, and roof shape to the main building. The 

motion was seconded by Commissioner Erquiaga. 
 

Chair McSwain asked if minutes were available from the previous Commission’s approval of a Certificate 
of Appropriateness for this building. 

 

Ms. Glasgow responded that she had reviewed the minutes. The previous Commission was under the 
impression that the building would be out of sight of Rivermont Avenue. The previous decision though 

should not influence the current determination. The guidelines have also been updated since the previous 
decision was made but the content may not have changed substantially. Ultimately, this decision should 

be treated as a separate entity than the previous decision.  

 
Chair McSwain asked if the building is already on a slab. 

 
Mr. Brochon responded that the slab has already received footer certification. 

 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that the small windows do not fit in with the neighborhood. Using cedar 
siding is a good step in the right direction. Mr. Brochon mentioned that the trim would match but the 

drawings do not show that level of detail.  
 

Mr. Brochon responded that all of the detail is on the submitted materials. The building will have one (1) 
by six (6) rake fascia and one (1) by four (4) corners and door detail. The building will be wrapped in one 

(1) by six (6) around the entire building and the doors will be done in one (1) by four (4) along with the 

corner boards. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey asked if the slope of the roof will be the same as the slope of the roof on the 
existing house. 

 

Mr. Brochon responded that it will be the same as the gable end on the existing house.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that the Commission might be more comfortable with more detailing in terms 
of the eave, overhang, and the gable end. 
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Mr. Brochon responded that it will have a two (2) foot overhang all around, as detailed in the drawing. It 

is going to have wood soffit and wooden rake boards. He is willing to provide and detail requested.  
 

Commissioner Morris stated that the end of the rake boards is incompatible with anything on the existing 
house. It is more of a 1970s ranch-style return.  

 

Mr. Brochon responded that the drawing of the rake boards does not necessarily demonstrate exactly 
what they are going to look like. The building will have OSB and will have the one (1) by six (6) surround 

across both of those edges. It is going to look exactly like the house in every possible way.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that the Commission has no proof, other than Mr. Brochon’s statements. 
More detail of how everything will be done on the drawing would provide more reassurance.  

 

Mr. Brochon responded that everything is on there but the one detail.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked if there will be any board under the soffit or if the siding will come up to the 
soffit.  

 

Mr. Brochon responded that is up to the Commission. He can put an overhang on the front to match the 
two (2) foot overhang on the sides or it can be left off. There is a ridge beam extended currently and 

four (4) rafters cut for that purpose. Bigger windows can also be installed.  
 

Commissioner Morris stated that the Commission wants the building to be compatible with the existing 
house and that Mr. Brochon might want to come back with a more compatible application. 

 

Ms. Glasgow stated that there is a motion currently on the table. The Commission can vote to approve 
the denial or deny the denial. If denied, the Commission could then discuss and place more regulations 

on the application. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that the submittal does not give the Commission the necessary comfort level 

of what the end product will be. More information, in terms of the drawing, is needed. It also needs to be 
more compatible with the house because it is high profile along Rivermont Avenue. 

 
Mr. Brochon asked the Commission to explain exactly what compatibility with the house looks like. Last 

meeting he was asked for more technical drawings and a material list. He brought both of those and it 

still is not enough.  
 

Ms. Glasgow stated that if restrictions are put on approval in a Certificate of Appropriateness they are 
part of a zoning document and are enforceable. 

 
Chair McSwain stated that he believes this could receive a Certificate of Appropriateness with restrictions 

based on previous COAs with restrictions. 

 
The motion was denied by the following vote: 

 
AYES: Erquiaga, Morris, and Spencer-Hester             3 

NOES: Horner, Lifsey, and McSwain               3 

ABSTENTIONS:                     0 
ABSENT: Doucette                    1 

 
Commissioner Lifsey made a motion to approve the application with the conditions that the detailing of 

the structure, in terms of window size in relation to the overall building, noting that the existing ones are 
way too small; that the eave conditions and the overhang conditions all match the existing house with a 
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slightly smaller scale; and that the remaining details of the construction, in terms of materiality, match 

the existing house. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked how these conditions would be enforced.  
 

Ms. Glasgow recommended that Mr. Brochon’s advocate provide him with technical support.  

 
Chair McSwain asked if the motion needed to specify the rake board.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey responded that the rake board was encompassed in his motion, as was how wide 

the overhang is, how the rake board comes down and terminates, and what the underside detail is. It all 
must match the existing. He then asked Commissioner Morris if he was concerned about the height of it. 

 

Commissioner Morris responded that he was. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that the windows are going to be drastically different, which will make a big 
difference.  

 

Commissioner Morris asked who Mr. Brochon’s advocate is. 
 

Commissioner Horner responded that it was her but she is not qualified to offer technical support. 
 

Ms. Glasgow asked if one of the architects on the Commission would step up to offer support. 
 

Commissioner Morris offered his support. 

 
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Horner. 

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked for confirmation that cedar siding would be used.  

 

Mr. Brochon responded that he will be using cedar shake siding to match the house. 
 

Chair McSwain asked if there will be windows on the left side or back of the building. 
 

Mr. Brochon responded that there will only be windows on the front of the building. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked if Mr. Brochon lives in this house. 

 
Mr. Brochon responded that it is a rental.  

 
The motion passed by the following vote: 

 

AYES: Erquiaga, Horner, Lifsey, McSwain, and Spencer-Hester        5 
NOES: Morris                    1 

ABSTENTIONS:                     0 
ABSENT: Doucette                    1 

                  

3. New Business: 
 

a) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Morris): Request of Kipp Bergum to remove 
damaged gutters and replace with half-round gutters at 215 F Street. (HPC1912-

0002) 
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Mr. Kipp Bergum was not present to represent the application. 

 
Ms. Victoria Glasgow stated that the petitioner is not present but it is up to the Commission whether or 

not they’d like to review it.  
 

Chair McSwain noted that it is a replacement of gutters.  

 
Commissioner Horner asked why this wasn’t handled administratively. 

 
Ms. Glasgow responded that it is an exterior change. 

 
Commissioner Morris stated that he knows Mr. Bergum and has seen the work he’s done before. Mr. 

Bergum is doing a wonderful job on this building and always wants to do the right thing. He has no issue 

with a half-round gutter.   
 

Commissioner Morris made a motion to approve the application as submitted. The motion was seconded 
by Commissioner Horner and it passed by the following vote: 

 

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

ABSTENTIONS:                     0 
ABSENT: Doucette                    1 

 
b) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Morris): Request of Mark Willard to enclose a rear 

sleeping porch at 405 Cabell Street. (HPC2001-0001) 

 
Mr. Mark Willard was present to represent the application. He is representing the owner through the 

architectural firm. They are proposing enclosing a rear sleeping porch.  
 

Commissioner Morris recused himself. 

 
Mr. Willard stated that one of the considerations to enclose the porch is that it is over living space, which 

causes issues with moisture and water coming in. This was part of the second renovation that was done 
when they did the Colonial Revival redo in the 1920s. The Victorian balusters are not original, are made 

out of plywood, and are crumbling. The detail on the conservatory will be mimicked for the railing detail 

on the porch. Above it would be one-over-one windows so that the time periods can be differentiated. 
 

Chair McSwain asked for confirmation that the balusters are made of plywood. 
 

Mr. Willard responded that they are plywood that was sawn and another piece of plywood was put 
behind it. It is all rotting.   

 

Commissioner Horner made a motion to approve the application as submitted. The motion was seconded 
by Commissioner Lifsey. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked if the detailing will mimic something original to the house. 

 

Mr. Willard responded that the detail would mimic the detail on the conservatory. It is original from the 
1920s. The detail will be expanded and used in each panel underneath each window. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey stated that the drawings look like vertical pickets, which is why he wanted 

clarification that it will be panelized. 
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Chair McSwain asked if there would be any restoration work done in other areas of the house. 

 
Mr. Willard responded that there will be more restoration work done in phases because the house is large 

and has a lot of issues. The Victorian iteration and the back section were put on in the 1920s when the 
Colonial Revival redo was done and are not original. He reiterated that the balusters are plywood made to 

resemble Victorian balusters and were probably done in the 1960s.  

 
Commissioner Erquiaga asked if Mr. Willard has gone to the Jones Memorial Library to get more 

information on the house. 
 

Mr. Willard responded that there is very little information available about the house.   
 

The motion passed by the following vote: 

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

NOES:                      0 
ABSTENTIONS: Morris                  1 

ABSENT: Doucette                    1 

 
c) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner McSwain): Request of Victoria Bartholomew to 

remove the slate roof damaged by tar and replace with slate-colored asphalt shingle 
at 1302 Madison St. (HPC 2001-0003) 

 
Ms. Victoria Bartholomew was present to represent the application. When an inspection was conducted 

on this house, she realized that someone had done a really terrible repair on the original slate roof of the 

house. Most of it, except for a small portion in the front, was covered with tar. Previously, she lived in the 
neighborhood and thought she saw white paint on the roof, which was later covered by tar. The tar 

repair probably didn’t get the Commission’s approval. She doesn’t want to tear the slate roof off because 
they are the best roofs and last a long time. There is no way to remove the tar material from the slate 

roof. She thought at first that the front portion of the roof could be retained and repaired and the back of 

the roof could be replaced. Unfortunately, the tar repair was messy and too much is on the front portion 
of the roof to retain it. Even with the tar coating, there are still water issues. Water is getting in the 

house and there is a substantial amount of plaster damage. For a lot of houses that she works on, she 
does a gut job on the inside to get to the electrical but in this house she wants to try to save as much of 

the plaster inside as possible. The water is making that difficult though. She wants to remove the slate 

roof. She is aware of what the guidelines recommend but cannot financially handle the replacement of 
the roof with slate. The roof was going to be an issue for anyone who took this house on. She has dealt 

with historic tax credits and the department of historic resources and both prefer the saving and use of 
historic materials. They may require intense documentation and the saving of materials that are 

salvageable on-site so that there are records if someone wanted to put it back later. She thought about 
putting a metal roof on but feels that metal changes the architectural integrity of the house because 

that’s not what was originally there. She doesn’t like the “Disneyland effect” of making things look old 

when they are not. She wants to retain the patterned slate roof on the house but the tar has turned a 
somewhat inexpensive repair into a massive repair. She wants to figure out a workable solution so that 

she can continue work on the exterior. The water issue needs to be resolved first. She is open to 
suggestions from the Commission. 

 

Commissioner Morris asked who inspected the house. 
 

Ms. Bartholomew responded that she was out there with the inspector for about an hour. He has done 
work on other houses with her and has been really helpful. 
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Commissioner Lifsey stated that the existing slate will have to be removed because tar cannot be cleaned 

off. In terms of the new roof, the use of faux slate may be used. Substitution of asphalt or fiberglass 
simulated slate is not acceptable. There are a number of faux slates that have the right thickness. 

 
Ms. Bartholomew stated that she understands the Commission is limited by the guidelines. She doesn’t 

know if faux slate is a good option.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey responded that faux slates are used in historic districts all over. There isn’t a perfect 

faux slate.  
 

Ms. Bartholomew stated that she is not as familiar with that material. The existing roof is a pattern slate 
roof in the different shapes of the roof. Does the replacement roof need to be a pattern roof.  

 

Commissioner Lifsey responded that level of detail wouldn’t necessarily have to be an absolute. In terms 
of faux asphalt, they are very visually different. 

 
Ms. Bartholomew stated that the front part of this roof is visible coming down Madison Street from 

Washington Street, it is a one-way street. From the other parts of the street it is much harder to see 

because it sits up off of the street.  
 

Commissioner Morris stated that the roof is not a real dominant feature of the house. It has wide 
overhangs. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked if the front porch is metal.  

 

Ms. Bartholomew responded that it is metal and the back roofs are metal.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that the slate roof should not be replaced as metal.    
 

Ms. Bartholomew noted that there was a house on Church Street with a slate roof that was covered with 

metal in the last two (2) years.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey responded that application was before his time but there was another recent 
application that had a damaged metal roof and wanted to replace with shingles. That was not approved. 

He reiterated that this roof should not be replaced with metal.  

 
Ms. Bartholomew reiterated that she feels metal changes the exterior appearance of the house. It might 

call more attention to the roof.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey recommended that Ms. Bartholomew do more research into the faux slates. 
 

Commissioner Morris stated one option might be a Grand Manor shingle. The roof on this house should 

not focus attention and should be subtle. The existing roof resembles asphalt. It is a thin slate and it is 
not very noticeable.                  

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

 

Ms. Bartholomew acknowledged Commissioner Lifsey’s comments. This house is not a flip situation. She 
is planning on renting it out for a little while and then possibly moving into it. She doesn’t plan to make a 

lot of money off of it and knows she needs to deal with the current issues. She asked if the roof is meant 
to blend in, how much money should be put into it. The original features of the house blend in currently 

because it is a light yellow with a light trim and the roof is darker. If she could save the slate roof, she 
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would. The existing roof is a low pitch and not very visible, which is somewhat unusual for that era and 

probably why they had water problems.      
 

The motion was seconded by Commissioner Lifsey. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey reiterated that Ms. Bartholomew should do more research and see what options she 

has. If there is a faux slate that is not asphalt based and has the right details it should be used. 
 

Chair McSwain shared his agreement. That would satisfy the guidelines and would suit the house better. 
 

Commissioner Erquiaga asked for clarification on the guidelines which say “the substitution of asphalt or 
fiberglass simulated slate”. This is asphalt. It’s not fiberglass simulated slate. It is not acceptable. 

 

Commissioner Morris responded that it is not simulated asphalt.  
 

Commissioner Erquiaga responded that it does not say “simulated asphalt” in the guidelines.  
 

Commissioner Morris stated that he thinks it means asphalt simulated slate or fiberglass simulates slate. 

 
Commissioner Erquiaga responded that is not how he read it. 

 
Chair McSwain stated that it is referring to two different things. It is referring to asphalt and fiberglass 

simulated slate separately.  
 

Commissioner Erquiaga shared agreement.  

 
Ms. Bartholomew stated that both of those were being discussed as options and it reads as if the only 

option would be to use slate unless considering using faux slate materials.  
 

Chair McSwain responded that faux slate materials are considered as long as they are not fiberglass 

based. 
 

Ms. Bartholomew reiterated that she is not as familiar with these types of materials. 
 

Commissioner Morris stated that Commissioner Erquiaga interprets the guidelines to mean that asphalt 

shingles are not acceptable. There are situations where the Commission has probably deviated from the 
guidelines. He interprets the guidelines to mean that asphalt simulated slate is not acceptable. That 

would be like a Grand Manor shingle, which has a shadow line.  
 

Ms. Victoria Glasgow stated that the Commission should not feel that they are setting a “precedent” 
because every item is reviewed individually.  

 

Discussion about previous roof decisions ensued.  
 

Commissioner Morris stated that this roof should remain low profile. 
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked if the porch roofs will remain metal.  

 
Ms. Bartholomew responded that all of the metal roofs will remain the same and will be repaired later on.  

 
The motion passed by the following vote: 

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

ABSTENTIONS:                    0 
ABSENT: Doucette                    1 

 
3. Other Business: 

 

a) Request for Rescission - 102 Oakwood Place (Advocate-Commissioner Lifsey) 
 

Ms. Victoria Glasgow stated that under Robert’s Rules of Order, whatever the Commission decides as a 
majority they may do. There is a request to rescind the past decision made on 102 Oakwood Place. The 

Commission may vote to deny or approve the request. If the request is approved, the Commission will 
review the original application as if it was a new application.    

 

The rescission passed by the following vote: 
 

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

ABSTENTIONS:                    0 

ABSENT: Doucette                    1 
 

b) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Lifsey): Request of Colin Anderson, on behalf of 
Sherri and Thomas Meyer, to 1) replace three windows on the front of the house with 

aluminum-clad wooden windows and 2) create new egress on each gable end of the 
house (2 total) and install aluminum-clad wooden windows. (HPC1911-0001) 

 
 Mr. Colin Anderson, the contractor, and Mrs. Sherri Meyer, one of the homeowners, were present to 

represent the application.  
 

Chair McSwain stated that this is pertaining specifically to front dormer windows and the side windows 
that were originally arched windows.  

 

Commissioner Morris asked if the rear dormers were being discussed as well. 
 

Mr. Anderson responded that the rear dormers were approved. 
 

Commissioner Morris stated that the entire decision was rescinded so all of the application needs to be 

reviewed. 
 

Ms. Victoria Glasgow and Chair McSwain shared agreement. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey asked if the intent was to reuse the arch window on the end and put a new egress 

window under it.  
 

Mr. Anderson responded that the intent was to remove the existing arch and install a new window that 
was an egress window. 

 
Commissioner Morris noted that Commissioner Lifsey was asking if there was originally an arch window 

and if the new window used the same opening as the original arch. 

 
Mr. Anderson responded that there was originally an arch window. The new window has the same radius 

top as the original arch. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked if they still have the original arch window. 
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Mr. Anderson responded that they do not. It was in disrepair and was discarded. There is a picture of the 
house in GIS. There is no specific picture of the original arch but the new arch matches it. He noted that 

he and the Meyers were not in attendance at the last meeting due to miscommunication. They thought 
that the item would be pushed to the next meeting rather than be denied.  

 

Mrs. Meyer shared agreement and noted that she misunderstood and thought that the item would be 
deferred to the January meeting. That was part of the decision to ask for a rescission. When they had Mr. 

Anderson do the work, they did not mean to circumvent the Historic Preservation Commission. It was an 
oversight. They were confused about being part of the historic district. They had work done about seven 

(7) or eight (8) years ago to replace windows and the contractor on the job told them that only the part 
of their house that faced Rivermont Avenue was part of the historic district. After beginning this process 

though, they looked at the map and it shows that the whole property is part of the historic district. She 

noted that about eighty (80) percent of the windows on the house have already been replaced and have 
been approved by the Historic Preservation Commission. 

 
Ms. Victoria Glasgow stated that replacements in 2011 were approved administratively. They were 

wooden windows in-kind. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked for clarification that all of the windows on the first and second floors have 

already been replaced.  
 

Mrs. Meyer responded that they have been.  
 

Mr. Anderson responded that the windows on the side of the house that faces Rivermont and the front of 

the house and the other side have been replaced. He passed a photograph reflecting this around to the 
Commission. 

 
Chair McSwain asked if the replacement windows were wood frame, in-kind replacements. 

 

Mr. Anderson responded that they are mostly aluminum clad wood light division windows.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey asked Ms. Glasgow for clarification that all of those were approved administratively.  
 

Ms. Glasgow responded that there was a Certificate of Appropriateness for the second story double hung 

windows in 2011. 
 

Discussion about the replacement windows ensued. 
 

Mr. Anderson stated that this is the argument for replacing the three dormer windows on the front of the 
house. They are doing an attic renovation and turning it into bedrooms and a bathroom. The homeowner 

is energy conscious. The majority of the windows in the house have been replaced so why would he be 

disallowed to replace these. He then passed a close up photograph of the existing dormer windows and 
the proposed replacement windows. In terms of size, trim, and character they are an exact match. In the 

last meeting, it was suggested that a window with an arched top sash would be more suitable than the 
proposed arched window. There has been an issue with that. This is an egress window. The 

manufacturers of high-end windows do not make arched top sash window where the sash is easily 

removable. Under the egress, the sash must be easily removable without any kind of special tools.  
 

Commissioner Morris responded that it is a matter of square footage.  
 

Discussion on square footage, removing the sash, and egress ensued.  
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Mr. Anderson passed a photograph of the temporary installed arch window. 

 
Chair McSwain asked how the Commission can approve something that would not be approved by 

building code. 
 

Commissioner Morris stated that the Commission approves the style and concept of what is done. 

 
Mrs. Meyer stated that if the original style of the window is to be maintained, making it wider or larger is 

making it look different.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked if the bottom sash meets code. 
 

Mr. Anderson responded that it does not. Just the bottom sash would not meet egress code; both sashes 

need to be easily removable.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that if the building code official is comfortable with that, he is comfortable 
with that. He then asked if the windows on the Rivermont Avenue end of the house on the sunporch and 

the door of the sunporch have been replaced. 

 
Mrs. Meyer responded that they were not the homeowners at that time so she is not certain about the 

replacement of those windows.  
 

Mr. Anderson responded that they have been replaced.  
 

Mrs. Meyer stated that those windows are not historical. She reiterated that they were not the 

homeowners at the time and is not sure when they were replaced. When they moved in, the sunporch 
had been there for many years. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked when she moved in. 

 

Mrs. Meyer responded that they have lived there for about fifteen (15) years and had been in the house 
for a while before doing their first renovation in 2011. The sunporch had been there for many years and 

she is not sure when it was added to the house and is not sure when the windows were replaced. Other 
than the sunporch, they have done all of the window replacements. 

 

Commissioner Lifsey restated that the window replacements were on all three facades on the second 
floor and were done administratively. 

 
Mrs. Meyer responded that the windows in the family room on the back of the house were replaced as 

well. There were five windows in total there. 
 

Ms. Glasgow stated that the Certificate of Appropriateness from 2011 is not specific. It says replacement 

in-kind of second floor wooden windows.  
 

Mrs. Meyer stated that they got approval for the main level windows as well but that is when confusion 
came in because the contractor told them that only the windows on the side of Rivermont Avenue were 

subject to the Historic Preservation Commission.      

 
Commissioner Morris read from the guidelines that windows “should be preserved in their original 

location, size, and design and with their original materials and numbers of panes.” They should also “be 
repaired rather than replaced. A variety of methods and techniques exist for the repair of historic 

windows. The property/home owner must allow for visible inspection and/or provide physical 
evidence/pictures to support their claim that windows are not repairable. If the HPC determines that 
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replacement is necessary due to severe deterioration, the replacement should be in-kind to match the 

originals in material and design. The installation of baked enamel extruded aluminum windows may be 
acceptable. If aluminum windows are applied they should match historic wood windows as closely as 

possible in their profile, depth of muntins and surrounding trim. The use of vinyl windows for 
replacement of deteriorated windows is not generally acceptable.”  

 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that the work that was done in 2011 does not follow the guidelines.  
 

Commissioner Morris responded that it is uncertain how badly the windows were deteriorated. What the 
guidelines say is that the windows should be inspected. If the Commission determines that the windows 

are repairable, then they need to be repaired. If they are not, then they can be replaced.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey noted that in 2011 the majority of the windows were replaced in-kind with aluminum 

clad wood. There is a precedent in the fact that eighty (80) percent of the house has already been done 
that way. 

 
Commissioner Morris stated that there is no precedent and this is a different Commission. 

 

Commissioner Lifsey asked for clarification that the proposed arched window is the same visual as the 
original arched window. 

 
Mr. Anderson responded that it is the same pane configuration. They have gone through a lot of trouble 

to make this look good.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that he is comfortable with the proposed window. He is less comfortable with 

the three front dormer windows. Those do not follow the guidelines. They are not damaged beyond 
repair. 

 
Mrs. Meyer asked for clarification on the use of storm windows. To her, they are not historical or 

aesthetic, but her sons will be up there and the existing windows are not energy efficient. They were 

approved to put them in.  
 

Commissioner Morris agreed that storm windows are not attractive but they preserve the original 
windows. They keep the character and the original materials intact.  

 

Mr. Anderson asked for clarification that the point is to be as aesthetic as possible.  
 

Commissioner Morris responded that the point is to keep the character and as many of the original 
materials of the house intact as possible.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey stated that windows are the biggest item on every project. The department of 

historic resources wants to preserve them no matter what. If historic tax credits are being used they 

would need to be preserved. In terms of those windows, they are in good enough condition to be 
restored and for a storm window to be installed. The storm windows will keep the windows shut but that 

shouldn’t be a day-to-day issue. The storm windows are not attractive but they will preserve what is 
original to the house.  

 

Mr. Anderson asked if the existing windows could be removed and stored on the property for future 
reinstallation.  

 
Commissioner Morris stated that people overcomplicate the loss of heat in windows. Total heat loss of 

windows amounts to about fifteen (15) or twenty (20) percent and is a very small percentage of heat 
loss. If the existing windows are restored and weather-stripped properly, storm windows will not be 
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necessary. His house was built in 1852 and the original wood sashes are still there. New windows have a 

lifespan of twenty-five (25) years. The original windows and the materials used in the original windows 
are far superior to new windows that can be bought today. With proper maintenance, the original 

windows will not be an issue.  
 

Mr. Anderson shared agreement.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey suggested the use of an interior storm window instead of an exterior storm window 

for the purpose of aesthetics. There won’t be a dramatic energy change but the use of storm windows 
might be a good idea with children in the house.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked how many bedrooms were being put in.  

 

Mr. Anderson responded two (2) on each side. 
 

Commissioner Morris responded that these windows will not be required for egress. He offered to provide 
sources for interior storm windows if they are interested in pursuing them.  

 

Commissioner Lifsey made a motion to approve the arched window as submitted, to approve the 
restoration of the original windows and installation of storm windows on the front three (3) dormer 

windows, and to approve the replacement of the rear windows on the back. The motion was seconded by 
Commissioner Horner and it passed by the following vote: 

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

NOES:                      0 

ABSTENTIONS:                    0 
ABSENT: Doucette                    1 

 
5. NEXT MEETING DAY: 

The next regular meeting is scheduled for February 24, 2020. 

 
6. ADJOURNMENT: 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 5:36 p.m. 
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                              Secretary                                                        Chair  

 


