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Historic Preservation Commission 

Minutes of May 18, 2020 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Michael Erquiaga  

Shanda K. Horner  

Christopher McSwain, Chair 
Emmett Lifsey 

Richard Morris 
 

MEMBERS ABSENT: 
Shaun Spencer-Hester  

 

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 4:05 p.m.   

 
1.  CONSENT AGENDA: 

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

consent agenda, which passed by a unanimous vote. 

 
2.   New Business: 

 
a) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Erquiaga): Request of Chris Carlson to install 

fencing in the rear of the house at 209 Madison. (HPC2004-0003) 

  
Mr. Chris Carlson was present to represent the application. He purchased the property in early February 

and it had no fencing along the southwest property line, which backs a property on Harrison Street. He 
wants to install a fence along that back property line as well as a ten (10) foot section of fence along the 

southeastern property line. There is already fencing along every other side of the yard. With the new 

fencing installed, the yard will be completely enclosed and able to contain pets. Currently the area, where 
he wants to install the fence, is either open or is closed off with chicken wire. The new fencing and gate 

will be the same material as the fencing approved for and in use by 215 Madison. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked what the material is. 
 

Mr. Carlson responded that the material is wood. The fence is made up of a custom milled 2X4 on top, 

4x4 posts, and wood lattice work interlocked in between.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked what the height of the fence will be. 
 

Mr. Carlson responded that it is roughly four (4) to five (5) feet. It is not a full six (6) foot fence.     

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked when the neighbors at 215 Madison applied and were approved for their 

fencing.  
 

Ms. Victoria Glasgow responded that she did not have that information on hand at the moment. 
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Mr. Carlson stated again that the neighbors had received approval for their fencing. 

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

seconded by Commissioner Erquiaga. 
 

Commissioner Erquiaga stated that he does not recall the neighbor’s fence receiving approval from the 

Commission but does not doubt it either since he knows the individuals and it is likely that they fully 
complied with everything required of them.  

 
The motion passed by the following vote: 

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

NOES:                       0 

ABSTENTIONS:                    0 
ABSENT: Spencer-Hester                 1 

 
b) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Erquiaga): Request of Steve Barnwell to 1) repair 

the concrete driveway entrance and 2) replace the concrete driveway with brown pea 

gravel at 109 Madison. (HPC2004-0012) 
  

Mr. Steve Barnwell was present to represent the application. His vehicles drag when he goes over the 
sidewalk so he inquired with the City. He needs COA approval to replace the sidewalk and the ramp 

before he can proceed with getting a permit. The driveway is concrete and broken. It will be replaced 
with brown pea gravel. 

 

Commissioner Erquiaga clarified that the current pitch of the driveway is too steep for vehicles. They 
bottom out, which is why it requires removal. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked for clarification that the removal would include the gridded concrete on top of 

the brick and would extend to the property line. 

 
Mr. Barnwell responded that the gridded ramp, the sidewalk, and the length of the driveway would be 

removed. 
 

Commissioner Horner asked if the sidewalk was purely concrete. 

 
Mr. Barnwell responded that it was. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked if the removal of the sidewalk would need to go through City inspections.  

 
Ms. Victoria Glasgow responded that it would. After receiving COA approval, Mr. Barnwell will need to go 

through the driveway permit process, which is through public works. 

 
Mr. Barnwell stated that Jason Ingram referred him to the COA process. 

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

by Commissioner Erquiaga and passed by the following vote: 

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

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                    0 

ABSENT: Spencer-Hester                 1 
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c) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Morris): Request of Martin Donovan to 1) remove 

wooden fence after-the-fact, 2) install chain-link at rear of property after-the-fact, 
and 3) install new asphalt parking in the front yard after-the-fact at 2144 Rivermont 

Ave. (HPC2003-0003) 
  

Mr. Martin Donovan was present to represent the application.  

 
Ms. Victoria Glasgow noted that this is an after-the-fact application. Mr. Donovan received a stop work 

order for doing work without COA approval and was also given a notice of violation for continuing to do 
work despite the stop work order.  

 
Mr. Donovan stated that he has a large property on a corner lot off of Rivermont Avenue. It was known 

as the Old Pearson House. There was a fence that went on a crossroad along the side of the property 

that was falling down. He removed the fence because it was leaning over badly and was very visible to 
people going to Riverside Park since the road next to his property is drivable. The fence was also post-

1955 and not original. It was a stockade, inexpensive fence and was not very sturdy. He received a stop 
work order for that and was aware that approval is needed to install fences. Shortly after that, another 

section of the fence blew down in the yard. He installed some chicken wire from Home Depot to keep his 

dogs in the yard. He also put up a temporary section of black chain-link fence. He explained the fences to 
Ms. Glasgow when she first came to the house for an issue with the driveway. He wouldn’t touch a 

historical fence. Again, the black fence is just temporary. He thought it could be administratively 
approved but it was outside of the guidelines. The black fence was a temporary measure to keep his 

dogs in the yard since he is on a busy road and he deeply cares for them. He has been seeking guidance 
on what type of fence to install. It is a prominent, stately home in the area and he wants to enhance it 

and do what’s best. Commissioner Erquiaga has been very helpful. Originally, he wanted to enclose the 

entire property and even put wire under the driveway to install a gate. Since taking the fence down 
though, he would like it to be open. Historic houses should be maintained, preserved, and showcased. He 

will eventually apply for a COA for a permanent fence but wants to address the driveway first. He would 
like to seek some guidance and doesn’t know who his advocate is. Eventually, he will want to fence in the 

pool area, behind the pool, and the carriage house. He admired the fence that was approved for 209 

Madison Street. He wants to do a six (6) foot high fence though because the property has a pool and is 
near a park and that could be dangerous for children. To summarize, the first issue at hand is the fence 

that was leaning over that he removed, the section at the back that fell over, and the temporary chain 
link fence that he installed. He would like to leave the chain link fence in place until he receives approval 

for a permanent fence so that he can continue to contain his dogs in the yard. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked for clarification that before a replacement fence can be installed the 

Commission would need to see images of the proposed fence. 
 

Ms. Glasgow responded that the Commission would need specifications, material tear sheets, or images. 
 

Mr. Donovan stated that he would get those items to the Commission. In the pictures, the pool fencing is 

aluminum but he wants to replace that. The privacy fence that was removed was eight (8) feet tall. The 
replacement fence will not be that tall because he likes looking at the park. No further fencing will be 

installed on the side because there is no need. 
 

Commissioner Horner asked if the fence was removed after the stop work order was issued. 

 
Mr. Donovan responded that the fence was removed prior to the stop work order being issued. He is 

familiar with the guidelines for fencing approval but was not aware that removal of a post-1955 fence 
also required approval. The fence was literally falling over and was hazardous. It could have blocked the 

roadway if it fell the wrong way and a section fell into the park. He has not touched it since.  
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Commissioner Morris stated that it should be noted that chain link fences and stockade fences are not 

permitted in the historic district. 
 

Chair McSwain stated that the fence that ran along the side street was a hazard. He is surprised that it 
hadn’t fallen over before. It had been leaning for quite some time. 

 

Commissioner Morris clarified that his statement was in reference to replacement fences. 
 

Mr. Donovan responded that he is looking for guidance in choosing a permanent fence when he gets to 
that point.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked if the two (2) fence items are moot until an application is submitted for a 

replacement.  

 
Ms. Glasgow responded that the Commission can approve or deny the removal of the fence after-the-

fact. The Commission can deny the chain link installation, which would give Mr. Donovan thirty (30) days 
to remedy the situation or the Commission could choose to delay the fence decision. 

 

Commissioner Horner asked for clarification on the decision to delay the item. 
 

Ms. Glasgow responded that the Commission could choose to ask for more information and delay their 
decision until that happens. 

 
Commissioner Horner stated that in the meantime, the Commission cannot approve the chain link fence. 

Chain link fences have never been approved and are against the guidelines.  

 
Ms. Glasgow shared agreement and restated that the Commission could put the item on hold until they 

receive more information or they could deny it. If it is denied, Mr. Donovan would have thirty (30) days 
to submit an application for a permanent fence or thirty (30) days to remove the chain link fence. 

 

Mr. Donovan restated that he installed the chain link fence as a temporary measure to keep his dogs in. 
Now he has to wait another thirty (30) days. Trying to get a contractor at this time is not easy because 

the housing market is doing extremely well. The fence that was removed was a hazard and a portion fell 
down in a storm. The black chain link fence was installed just to contain the dogs. He asked if he can 

install some other temporary measure for the dogs if he is required to remove the chain link fence. The 

chain link fence attaches to the wood fence that is there now and to the aluminum fence around the 
pool.  

 
Ms. Glasgow responded that the Commission can grant conditional approval. Items can be approved on 

certain conditions like that the fence is removed in a certain amount of time or is replaced with a specific 
material. The Commission can require specifics. 

 

Commissioner Lifsey made a motion to approve the removal of the side-yard fence and conditionally 
approve the installation of the chain link fence on the conditions that it will be removed as soon as a new 

fence is applied for, approved, and installed and that an application for a new fence must be submitted 
by May 31, 2020.  

 

Commissioner Horner asked if the chain link fence was installed after the stop work order was issued. 
 

Ms. Glasgow responded that the removal of the fence, the installation of the chain link fence, and the 
driveway work were the reasons for the stop work order. 

 
Commissioner Horner asked for clarification that no work followed the issuance of the stop work order. 
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Ms. Glasgow responded that no work relating to this application followed the stop work order. 
 

Mr. Donovan stated that he removed the fence before realizing that was not permitted. He knew he 
needed approval to install a fence but thought temporary measures could be approved administratively 

after it was done. His intention was to secure the property with a fence that is acceptable to the 

Commission.  
 

Ms. Glasgow stated that Mr. Donovan’s advocate is Commissioner Morris.  
 

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

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

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                    0 

ABSENT: Spencer-Hester                 1 
 

 Mr. Donovan stated that he purchased the house and has done a lot of work on it. The house previously 

had an asphalt driveway. The driveway had potholes and he had to bring in additional gravel to fill in the 
holes to prevent his cars from being ruined. Asphalt was an existing material already used. He didn’t 

know approval was necessary to replace in-kind materials. For example, if his windows were white he 
would be able to repaint them white to make them look fresh. He had the same intention for the 

driveway. He wanted to replace what was already there. He thought about just tarring it, which would be 
less expensive, but three different contractors said to tear it up. It was causing water to go in the 

basement and it was a real mess. It had been there for a long time. He had different bids for the job but 

went with C A Padgett Enterprises LLC. The pictures being shown to the Commission don’t show it but 
looking at pictures on Google Earth from 1994 it is visible The material was already asphalt and he 

replaced it in-kind. In the front of the house he wanted an entrance area to the front door. It is a large, 
prominent home with ten bedrooms and a third level. He anticipates using the property for both guests 

that will visit and the community for different functions and organizations. One of his objectives was to 

have a turnaround or some kind of area. After pulling into the driveway, to the left, near the house there 
was an area that curved in. There was some formation of a driveway already there. The house was 

vacant for a few years prior to his ownership. The front porch had to be ripped off since it was rotting. 
Everything was covered in debris and the yard had debris for years. It was a construction site for almost 

ten (10) years under previous ownership. He was fortunate to acquire the property and have the chance 

to work on it. One of his goals was to have access to the front door to be able to use it. It is an acre lot, 
a large parcel on a corner lot. Mr. Padgett was very confident that there used to be some form of parking 

in the front yard. There was evidence of a structure there at some point. He told Mr. Padgett to follow 
the dimension of it and put in a turnaround area. He thought of putting in a half moon area similar to 

3128 Rivermont Avenue. He didn’t want to destroy the yard and wanted to follow the format that was 
already there. He decided to have Mr. Padgett erect that section, clear it, and clean it up. A lot of debris 

from previous construction was found. He also took down the old dead trees in the yard and cleaned up 

the boxwoods. After grading and putting down gravel, he had Mr. Padgett continue on with the same, in-
kind material that was used on the driveway that was previously there. He didn’t want to mix up different 

materials. He wanted it to be conducive through the property. He was not here when Ms. Glasgow 
showed up but his workers were. He had already contracted and paid for the driveway up front because 

Mr. Padgett gave him a better deal. He is familiar with historical guidelines and was not concerned about 

it. He was not aware that a driveway needed approval especially because the material was in-kind. There 
was a stop work order on his door and he immediately called Ms. Glasgow. Soon after she came to the 

site and guided him through the process. She asked him to take pictures, which he did and sent those to 
her. He has a list of eleven (11) different houses that use asphalt. He read over the guidelines and used 

an existing material that was already on his property. The house he likes the most and was trying to 
mimic is 3128 Rivermont Avenue. He understands the concerns but he loves this house and wants to 
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make it an asset to the community. It gets frustrating that he put a lot of time into the home and feels 

like he has done something wrong but was trying to make it better. The asphalt was installed after he 
met with Ms. Glasgow but when he was issued the stop work order the work was halfway done and 

already paid for. He didn’t realize the extent of continuing the work with a stop work order until now 
because he has a subpoena to go to court. He softened the turnaround area with landscaping. He tried to 

make it as appealing as possible. The asphalt is not visible from the street because he bought boxwoods 

to hide the asphalt but not the house. They will grow to be approximately three (3) feet. He also put 
black mulch around the property. Again, the asphalt is not visible from the street and uses a material that 

was already there. It is also similar to 3128 Rivermont Avenue. He does not have a small lot and the 
asphalt does not take up the whole yard. One of the reasons he doesn’t want to install a gate is that 

people use his yard to access the park and he likes having it open. Another reason for the front 
turnaround area is to prevent people from having to back out into the street on Rivermont Avenue where 

there have been numerous accidents. He did not mean to go against the guidelines, he was not familiar 

with that part of them and didn’t look it up and so didn’t realize a driveway applied. He has a letter from 
Mr. Padgett that says: “This letter is to inform you that my company was contracted by Marty Donovan at 

2144 Rivermont Avenue Lynchburg, VA, to remove all old, existing parking areas around the house 
including the front, east side of the property and to repave over them. No new areas were disturbed.” 

That letter shows that nothing new was put in. The asphalt driveway was put in at great expense and he 

is asking for lenience and a variance. He has not hindered the historic value of the home and has made it 
more accessible. He is looking forward to making it a showcase and opening it to the community but it 

needs to be accessible.  
 

Chair McSwain noted that he remembers how bad the driveway was. It was horrendous and beaten up. 
He did not have any issue with replacing the driveway in-kind with asphalt. He was taken aback though 

with the extension of the driveway to the front door. He did some research and found quite a few other 

large homes that had evidence existing currently of parking areas right in front of the house. 3128 
Rivermont Avenue is a perfect example of this but there are several others. He asked Mr. Donovan to 

explain what the evidence was of a front parking area that Mr. Donovan and the contractor both noted 
that they had found. 

 

Mr. Donovan responded that there was so much debris. A lot of the original wood from the porch was 
buried. There was so much garbage but the grass had grown over it. The house was built in 1909 and he 

can’t provide a picture of the driveway from back in the day. He did find old concrete in the very center 
of the property. There were elaborate gardens on the property at one point. The front definitely curved 

going toward the house. There was a drive format there but it was subject to years of neglect. For 

example, the junior league house has a set of stairs that go up and lead to only grass. There’s probably 
old concrete underneath that leads to the front door. Some homes are just so neglected. Mr. Padgett 

followed some kind of a guideline and put a turnaround in that section. The main reason for that was so 
that people didn’t have to back out of the driveway especially if there is some sort of a function at the 

house.  
 

Commissioner Horner stated that she observed the driveway extension from Rivermont Avenue and it 

looks more like a parking lot than a turnaround. She also does not recall the house having a parking lot in 
front of it.  

Mr. Donovan asked how many years ago she had seen the house.  
 

Commissioner Horner responded that she recalls the house from thirty (30) years ago when Randolph 

faculty lived there. There was no parking lot at that time, which is what she sees now. 
 

Mr. Donovan asked if she saw it while driving down Rivermont Avenue. 
 

Commissioner Horner responded that she drove by it both ways and saw it.  
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Mr. Donovan responded that he drove by it himself and took pictures. He drives a suburban and couldn’t 

see it with the landscaping, which softens it.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that the answer to Chair McSwain’s earlier question about evidence is that 
there is no evidence.  

Mr. Donovan responded that the house is over one hundred (100) years old. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked again if there is evidence of the asphalt parking lot. 

 
Mr. Donovan responded that the only thing he found, because there’s nothing on google maps, was a 

curve into and a lot of debris in the area of where there was a formation of parking. There was a kind of 
drive going up to that area. 

 

Commissioner Morris asked if any asphalt was actually dug up. 
 

Mr. Donovan responded that there were all different materials. There were a lot of big stones, which he 
kept to use as a stepping path in the garden area.  

 

Commissioner Morris stated that the stones may have been a sidewalk. If Mr. Donovan had come to the 
Commission initially, he would have been asked for evidence. He would have had to do some sort of 

survey around the space to show what exactly was there. The Commission never would have allowed 
asphalt because it is not allowed in the historic district unless it existed previously. If the driveway was 

asphalt then it would be an in-kind replacement but to add something as massive as what appears to be 
an asphalt parking lot does not meet the guidelines whatsoever.  

 

Mr. Donovan responded that he does not consider the area a parking lot. It is so a car can turn around 
without having to back out. The lot is large, it is an acre parcel and the turnaround does not take up the 

whole yard. It just takes up front entrance so that a car can pull up, drop off, and then turn around. He 
needed enough room to turn a suburban around. Looking at 3128 Rivermont Avenue and some of the 

other homes, a lot of them have a circular driveway. 

 
Commissioner Morris stated that at this particular house, all he ever saw there was a large front lawn. 

There are houses that may have circular driveways and he has a house with a circular drive but he 
received permission for that, it is pea gravel not asphalt, and it is behind the house. Also, Mr. Donovan 

should know that he needs permission. The turnaround does not look right and is not historically evident 

to the house. 
 

Commissioner Horner asked if the asphalt extension was installed after the stop work order was issued. 
 

Ms. Glasgow responded that it was. 
 

Mr. Donovan responded that the area was already cleared and the gravel was already put in when he 

received the stop work order. It was also already paid for so they continued installation of the asphalt. 
After it was completed, he sent pictures to Ms. Glasgow. 

 
Commissioner Horner asked for clarification that the asphalt was installed after Mr. Donovan was told to 

stop working.  

 
Mr. Donovan responded that it was. He had the extension paved with asphalt because it would have 

been funny to use a different material right next to the existing asphalt driveway. The pictures presented 
to the Commission are no longer representative. It no longer looks like that when viewing it from driving 

by. It doesn’t stick out and once the landscaping takes form it won’t be visible. It looks a lot different 
now than it did when it was under construction. He can put more landscaping in if it’s a concern but 
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doesn’t want to lose the vision of the house. He enjoys having the house be visible. He understands the 

concerns and would be willing to install more mature landscaping to hide it further. He also used a black 
mulch. 

 
Chair McSwain asked, given the size of the area, if it was intended to be a parking area to leave cars 

overnight or for extended periods of time. 

 
Mr. Donovan responded that was not the intention. He doesn’t want to block his house. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey stated that there have been cars parked there multiple times over the last couple of 

weeks. He has seen them when he drives by the property on his daily commute to work. 
 

Mr. Donovan responded that there would have been cars there if he is having a party and that there are 

several homes that park in front like 2021 Rivermont Avenue. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey responded that, as noted earlier, those homes parking areas were either existing or 
were submitted and approved.  

 

Mr. Donovan stated that in this case he had evidence and a letter from Mr. Padgett stating that there was 
evidence. The pictures provided only go back to 1997 but the house is over 100 years old. Someone told 

him there was brick wall in front of house at one point but he has never found evidence of that. He 
doesn’t even know who built the house. 

 
Chair McSwain asked for clarification that coming towards the house, off of Rivermont Avenue, 

proceeding up the driveway and approaching the house there’s a mature tree on the left-hand side 

relatively close to the house and that’s where there was evidence of some sort of cutoff that went 
towards the front of the house. 

 
Mr. Donovan responded that there was a definite turn on both sides and he and Mr. Padgett followed the 

groove of that.  

 
Chair McSwain asked if it was possible that instead of a large turnaround there existed a single lane pull 

off that came off of the main trunk of driveway, went to the front of the house, and allowed for a three 
point turn. 

 

Mr. Donovan responded that he wasn’t present when Mr. Padgett was doing the driveway and told him 
that an expansion was possible. He thought that he might want to do a circular driveway but knew that 

he’d need approval for that because it’d go across a sidewalk and didn’t want to mess up front yard. He 
wants to use the yard as a field for kids and to do events in as well as access. The house does not take 

up the entire acre lot and there’s a separate lot next to it that he owns that could have been used to put 
another house on. He understands the grievance but the deed is done. It was not done with ill intent but 

was done for practical use for a home of this stature and to have a parking, drop off area that allows a 

safe exit onto Rivermont Avenue. There is no other exit off the property. There used to be an old 
alleyway behind the property, which he’d love to access but it has been vacated. There are always 

exceptions to every rule. He is very cautious and tries not to park in front of the house but there have 
been cars parked up front. They are up front when he is hosting a party or guests. It is a ten bedroom 

home and he likes the idea that people can park safely on the property. He is not using the home as an 

Airbnb or a VRBO. It is used as single family residence and he does have company. He wants people to 
come there and feel comfortable and plans to host functions. Access to the front door is important to 

accommodate guests and for safety. The only reason he put the landscaping in is to soften it and to 
provide a buffer so that the Commission wouldn’t think it was so bad. Most people do like the turnaround 

area. He has taken a survey and talked to a lot of people about it. He drove around and looked at other 
homes. There are numerous other houses like this but their landscaping is mature. He is willing to put 
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more mature landscaping in to provide more of a buffer if the Commission is willing to work with him on 

it but he doesn’t want to hide the house. He is uncertain what else he could do to appease the 
Commission 

 
Commissioner Horner asked why Mr. Donovan violated the stop work order. 

 

Mr. Donovan responded that he did not understand the stop work order.. He called Ms. Glasgow and she 
asked for pictures, which he sent but he did not understand what it meant. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey stated that there is no way Mr. Donovan does not know what a stop work order 

means 
Mr. Donovan rephrased that he did not understand the extent of it. He said that it registered when he 

received a subpoena for court. He was not aware of the severity of it before that though. He had already 

paid for the driveway and extended what he believed was an original parking area and used other houses 
as an example. There are many other properties on Rivermont Avenue with parking in front. He had no 

desire to do damage or anything derogatory. Again, he didn’t understand the stop work order. After 
talking to Ms. Glasgow and sending the pictures, the deed was already done. He took pictures of other 

properties with similarities and understands that he did not go through the right process.     

 
Ms. Glasgow stated that on March 10 she issued the stop work order. The contractors were told to stop 

working and she expressed that she wouldn’t want any work that was done to have to be undone. She 
also explained what a stop work order meant. That same day, she and Mr. Donovan spoke over the 

phone and she explained the entire stop work order process from start to finish including what would 
happen if he didn’t submit his COA application for the Commission’s approval or if he continued to work 

while under the stop work order. She explained the phases of stop work order, notice of violation, and 

what would happen after that if work continued.  
 

Mr. Donovan responded that he did not remember those details. He thinks that he was confused and 
concerned because he had a contractor in his driveway and wasn’t able to meet with Ms. Glasgow that 

day. He filled out the COA application the next day though and started the process. He also sent Ms. 

Glasgow the pictures that she requested. At that point, the gravel had already been laid down. The 
asphalt had not been laid but everything else had been completed.  

 
Commissioner Horner asked for clarification that the asphalt was laid after Mr. Donovan was told to stop 

work. 

 
Mr. Donovan responded that was correct. He then asked if the Commission had any suggestions or if 

there was anything he could do to accommodate the Commission’s concerns.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey made a motion, noting that there was no documentation of the existing conditions 
mentioned, no pictures, no excavations, and a clear and willful violation of a stop work order, to deny the 

application to install new asphalt parking in the front yard. The motion was seconded by Commissioner 

Horner. 

 
Mr. Donovan responded that he didn’t understand the stop work order. He noted that he should have 

paid better attention. He has a letter from Mr. Padgett that he can give to the Commission stating that 
there was evidence of a drive and parking area in the front yard. He does not have picture evidence but 

he does have the letter. 

 
Chair McSwain asked Commissioner Lifsey if that information changed his motion. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey responded that it did not.  
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Commissioner Morris stated that Mr. Donovan had stated that there was no evidence earlier and now he 

was stating that there was evidence. 
 

Mr. Donovan responded that in terms of evidence he said that there was something there because he 
cleaned out all of the debris.  

 

Commissioner Morris stated that Mr. Donovan said there was no evidence of asphalt and so asphalt is not 
permitted in the historic district, especially in front of the house.  

 
Mr. Donovan responded that 3128 Rivermont Avenue and others have asphalt in front of the house. 

 
Commissioner Morris and Commissioner Horner both stated that the current discussion is about Mr. 

Donovan’s property, not other properties in the area. 

Mr. Donovan responded that he is trying to show the Commission that there are other historical homes in 
the district that do have asphalt areas in front of their homes. He replaced the driveway in-kind with 

asphalt, hired C A Padgett Enterprises LLC who sent him a letter stating that there was an area and 
evidence of parking in that area. He asked Mr. Padgett to continue on and use the same material, 

asphalt, which was used for the driveway. He does not believe the front parking area was previously 

asphalt but he wanted to use the same material as was used for the driveway. The parking area is not 
prominent from the street, it is on a large lot, and further landscaping could be added to buffer it. He has 

done a lot of work with this house, which was previously vacant. He has cleaned it and plans on utilizing 
it for the community and will need areas for cars in the future. He knows he is not totally in the right, and 

is sorry. He does not think it was a clear, intentional violation and attributes it to his ignorance. It was 
not done intentionally, by any means. He is very proud of this house and the project and wants it to be 

an amenity to the community. He did not want to upset the Commission but at this point the damage is 

done and is now asking for leniency and suggestions to work together to fix it without having to tear it 
up. He could add more mature landscaping similar to the other homes in the area that do have front 

parking areas. There is nothing consistent on Rivermont Avenue. There are commercial areas as well as 
homes built in the 1950s and homes built in the early 1900s. A couple houses down from this property 

they park in the front yard every day and it is a four (4) unit apartment building. This residence is a 

single family residence with an R-3 zoning.      
 

Chair McSwain called for a vote but clarified that this is specific to the driveway extension. The original 
driveway was replaced in-kind. 

 

Commissioner Lifsey shared agreement.  
 

The motion for denial passed by the following vote: 
 

AYES: Erquiaga, Horner, Lifsey, McSwain, and Morris           5 
NOES:                       0 

ABSTENTIONS:                    0 

ABSENT: Spencer-Hester                 1 
 

Ms. Glasgow stated that she will send Mr. Donovan a notice of denial. He will have thirty (30) days to 
remedy the situation or to appeal. She will make him aware of the appeals process.  

 

*It was later clarified that Mr. Donovan only has fifteen (15) days to appeal.  
 

Discussion ensued about Mr. Donovan’s options to rectify the driveway extension, his frustration with the 
overall historic district requirements and processes, and his subpoena for court related to his installation 

of a floodlight, storm windows, and other lighting fixtures, which does not relate to this application.  
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3. NEXT MEETING DAY: 

The next regular meeting is scheduled for June 15, 2020. 
 

4. ADJOURNMENT: 
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 5:50 p.m. 

 

 
               

                 
ATTEST: ____________________________________ ATTEST: _________________________________ 

                              Secretary                                                        Chair 


