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Historic Preservation Commission 

Minutes of June 15, 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 4:07 p.m.   

 
1.  CONSENT AGENDA: 

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

consent agenda, which passed by a unanimous vote. 

 
2.   New Business: 

 
a) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner McSwain): Request of William and Laura Hunter to 

install a backyard shed after-the-fact at 609 Washington. (HPC2004-0005) 

  
Mr. William Jesse Hunter was present to represent the application. They purchased a small temporary 

shed online. After putting it together, they placed it at the very back of property. It is against the fence 
line and is used to store the lawnmower and other landscaping items so they wouldn’t have to put them 

and the gas for them inside the house.  

 
Chair McSwain asked what Mr. Hunter meant by temporary and what the long-term intent for the shed is. 

 
Mr. Hunter responded that the intent is to leave the shed up but if they move they will take it with them. 

It can be disassembled and is not a permanent structure. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked if the shed is visible from the street in front of the house and asked where it 

is located in relation to the front of the house. 
 

Mr. Hunter responded that the shed is in the backyard, along the fence line, and in a corner. 
 

Commissioner Morris made a motion to approve the application as submitted. He then asked if someone 

complained about the shed and notified the City of its installation.  
 

Ms. Victoria Glasgow responded that there was a complaint about the shed, she spoke with the Hunters 
and they have been very easy to work with. 
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Commissioner Morris stated that his understanding is that the shed is on the left side of the backyard and 

the back of it faces the neighboring, abandoned house.  
 

Mr. Hunter responded that it is in the back right of the property. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked if the shed is visible from the street. 

 
Mr. Hunter responded that it is not visible from Washington Street but it may be somewhat visible from 

Madison Street. 
 

Chair McSwain added that the roofline and a few inches of the shed are visible above the privacy fence 
from Madison Street and through neighboring backyards. It has to be looked for to be seen. 

 

Commissioner Morris stated that this shed is not very obtrusive and is unsure why a complaint would 
have been made. 

 
Chair McSwain shared agreement. 

 

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

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

ABSTENTIONS:                    0 
ABSENT: Spencer-Hester                 1 

 

c) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Lifsey): Request of Scott Glass, on behalf of Jerry 
and Dawn Price, to 1) build a rear addition as well as expand rear rooms and 2) add 

paved parking/turnaround spot as well as modify walkway in the front yard at 3206 
Rivermont Ave. (HPC2005-0006) 

  

Mr. Scott Glass, Mr. Jerry Price, and Mrs. Dawn Price were present to represent the application. 
 

Mr. Glass, an architect, represents Mr. and Mrs. Price. There are three distinct parts to the application. 
First, they would like to enlarge the back end of the physical house to accommodate a larger great room, 

a new utility room, and an expanded master bathroom. It would be visible only from the rear of the 

house and not from the street. Second, off the back end of that addition, they would like to add a twenty 
(20) foot by sixteen (16) foot screened porch. It would come off of the great room. Third, they would like 

to add a turnaround space at the front of the house off of the existing drive. The drive and access off of 
Rivermont Avenue is tenuous at best if you are a delivery person or a visitor. It requires backing into the 

lawn, which has caused people to get stuck or backing into Rivermont Avenue, which is tough to go over 
the sidewalk and into the busy road. He has experienced it himself. 

 

Commissioner Morris noted that at the last meeting there was a request for a front yard turnaround at a 
different property and that was an issue. He then asked if there were any alternative options. The fence 

line goes off on at an angle but he would like to see how the back yard is shaped. He’d like them to 
explore the possibility of a turnaround in the back. Putting one in the front goes against the guidelines. If 

putting one in the back is not an option, he’d like to see plans for screening a front turn around. 

 
Mr. Glass responded that there is a low wall in the backyard. 

 
Discussion about what exactly is in the backyard, as seen in the photograph, ensued. 
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Mr. Price stated that there is a brick retaining wall in the backyard with about five (5) feet of space. It is 

probably about four (4) feet tall.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked where the property line is.  
 

Mr. Price responded that the large brick wall that runs all the way down is the property line. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked what is next to the property line. 

 
Mr. Price responded that there is about five (5) feet between the property line, marked by the large brick 

wall, and the brick retaining wall.  
 

Mrs. Price responded that there is ivy and other plantings between the walls. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked if they could cut into that space to create a turnaround. 

 
Mrs. Price responded that she is unsure of how they would do that because it is raised about four (4) 

feet. They have also thought about widening their front walkway. They want to cover it with flagstone. It 

is currently concrete. They would fan the walkway out into a flagstone and pea gravel area that doesn’t 
look like a turnaround but acts as one. It would look more like a courtyard and wouldn’t be paved. It 

would provide an alternative to backing out of the property and would allow for a two (2) or three (3) 
point turn. Due to the pandemic, walking and biking traffic has increased in the last few months. As 

residents, they are very aware of stopping and being cautious before exiting the property but others who 
have visited have come very close to being hit so it is a real concern. Children can also be difficult to spot 

because of the shrubs in neighboring yards.  

 
Chair McSwain asked if there is enough space to manage a three (3) point turn between the leading edge 

of the retaining wall and the tree that is close to the front yard. It looks like it is a grassy area but he is 
unsure of what the slope is. 

 

Mrs. Price responded that the property line is not very far from the driveway and it is lined with trees that 
are located on the neighbor’s property. They keep the trees that grow over the driveway trimmed so the 

cars aren’t scratched by them but there is not much room.  
 

Chair McSwain asked for clarification that the alternate idea would be to gradually widen the sidewalk 

that comes off the front of the house and heads toward the existing driveway, until it reached a point 
where it could accept the backend of a vehicle making a three (3) point turn. 

 
Mrs. Price responded that was correct. It would be widened with stone and pea gravel filling. 

Landscaping would be added around that as well to make it resemble a courtyard and walkway rather 
than a turnaround. 

 

Commissioner Morris asked if the turnaround could be handled apart from the other items in the 
application. 

 
Chair McSwain responded that it could be handled in pieces. 

 

Commissioner Morris made a motion to table the turnaround until next month so that Commissioners 
could meet on site and see the possibilities firsthand.  

 
Mrs. Price stated that she would be willing to speak with their landscaper and get a couple of plans to 

show the Commission as well.  
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Commissioner Morris responded that would be great. 

 
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Lifsey. 

 
Chair McSwain asked if a motion needed to be made on the other items at the same time. 

 

Ms. Victoria Glasgow responded that the Commission could approve or deny the first two (2) and table 
the last item. 

 
Chair McSwain asked if Commissioner Morris would like to amend his motion. 

 
Commissioner Morris withdrew his motion. 

 

Commissioner Lifsey asked Mr. Glass to clarify where the elements of the addition are going. 
 

Mr. Glass walked the Commission through the location and measurements of the proposed additions 
based on the Google image of the house included in the report. 

 

Commissioner Morris asked what the pitch of the low roof is. 
 

Mr. Glass responded that the pitch is “somewhere in the neighborhood” of two and a half (2.5) and 
twelve (12). It is standing seam compatible but not shingle compatible. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked if the roof is standing seam. 

 

Mr. Glass responded that what is in place now is an EPDM roof but they would like to put a standing 
seam roof on instead. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked for clarification that the pitch was not being changed. 

 

Mr. Glass responded that the pitch will change slightly. It will accommodate the bump out of the main 
part of the house. It won’t be visible from anywhere but Google Earth. It will work very well with the 

back end of the house. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked for clarification that where it shows master bedroom hasn’t changed. 

 
Mr. Glass responded that is existing. 

 
Commissioner Morris stated the proposed additions all look good and meet the guidelines. They will be an 

improvement to the house. 
 

Commissioner Morris made a motion to approve items 1, the rear additions, & 2, the screened porch, as 

submitted, and to table item 3 until a plan from the landscape designer is presented and advocates have 
met onsite to review. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Lifsey and passed by the following 

vote: 
 

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

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                    0 

ABSENT: Spencer-Hester                 1 
 

d) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Horner): Request of Casey Servis and Tony West to 
1) remove non-historic sign, 2) reopen covered window facades, 3) install new round 
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windows, 4) restore large openings on rear of structure, 5) install new rectangular 

windows and new hollow metal door, 6) remove basement door and awning, and 7) 
install new swinging basement doors at 421 Rivermont Ave. (HPC2005-0015) 

  
Mr. Casey Servis was present to represent the application. This is the historic Lynchburg theater building 

and they are petitioning to rezone it. As part of that petition, they submitted this COA application as an 

initial submittal to get preliminary approval. Generally speaking, the front façade is the only proposed 
change. They haven’t fully talked through the signage but anything they choose will be minimal and will 

be back in the shadow of the main entrance. In terms of the side elevations, there are some existing 
openings in the front lobby and the main theater portion that are filled in with CMU and they are 

proposing to reopen them. He will caveat that by saying the Jones Memorial Library has seventeen (17) 
folders of old playbills and photos that he is hoping to get access to. The library is closed at the moment 

though so he has not seen them. Some of the things they are suggesting may change in the future based 

on that. There are several existing steel sash windows at the rear of the property that appear to be the 
same size as the windows that are blocked up. If they find anything when they get to demolition or 

before that, through the historic documents, they will come back and amend their submittal. The 
proposal is to convert this building to apartments. The ceilings are quite tall inside and the existing 

windows are fairly low. They would like to install additional windows above, centered in each bay. They 

are working with two (2) different volumes; the front theater and lobby and then taller old space. The 
front wall closest to the Rivermont of the taller space was also part of the stage.    

 
Commissioner Morris and Commissioner Lifsey noted that the elevations were not available to the 

Commission prior to the meeting. 
 

Mr. Servis responded that the elevations are general and he will most likely be back in front of the 

Commission with specifics. Again, he is unsure of when the Jones Memorial Library will reopen. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey asked if Mr. Servis has started the process for DHR. 
 

Mr. Servis responded that part one has been submitted to DHR and he had a teleconference with them. 

Because it is an old theater building, it cannot be subdivided and get tax credits. The plan is to proceed 
without the tax credits. It is a tricky building. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey noted that DHR may not approve of the addition of the proposed windows. 

 

Mr. Servis shared agreement but noted that they have options. They wanted to start with what would be 
the most obtrusive option and gauge the Commission’s feelings. The roof is actually a flat arch and looks 

to be wood framed between steel structures. A second acoustic ceiling was found above the first ceiling 
after they opened a couple of ceiling tiles.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked if they were thinking of getting a mezzanine or a second level up there. 

 

Mr. Servis shared the elevations with the Commission. There is a central corridor going to an existing 
stair at the rear. There are two-level, lofted units in the main theater space. The building will end up 

being four (4) levels including the basement, the main level, the mezzanine, and an additional level 
above that. Options may vary based on confirmation of the roof structure but the second window that 

will be added will provide light to the upper level in the main theater space. Both sides are essentially the 

same; the only difference is that the existing windows on the main level have slightly different openings. 
The proposed windows will be the same on both sides. The windows in the main bays above the existing 

reopened windows will be circular and the others will be four (4) rectangular windows on both sides. In 
the rear there will be two (2) levels of similar rectangular windows with an additional one (1) in the 

middle. On the rear façade, the two (2) lower windows appear to be historic. The one (1) on the left is 
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currently an access door that has been altered. It will be put back as a window and two (2) new doors 

will be installed as access to the lower level units. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked why circular windows are proposed. 
 

Mr. Servis responded that rectangular windows were considered in place of the circular windows but the 

proportions didn’t seem right. They are willing to consider different proportions. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked if the windows were round or oval and how big they are. 
 

Mr. Servis responded that the windows are round and have a four (4) foot diameter. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey asked if the building would be sprinkled so that the windows would not need to 

meet egress standards.  
 

Mr. Servis responded that the building would be sprinkled and there will be two (2) ways out so there will 
not be an egress requirement on the windows.  

 

Commissioner Morris asked what the second egress is. 
 

Mr. Servis responded that the two egresses are the front door and the existing stair, that comes down 
and out the side of the building at the basement level onto Rodes Street. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked for clarification that upstairs in the bedrooms, there would only be one means 

of egress, which would be the stairs. 

 
Mr. Servis responded that within the units there will only be one means of egress but the building will be 

sprinkled.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked if he was seeing a hallway on the second floor. 

 
Mr. Servis responded that he has two (2) versions of the plan up and one of them shows the hallway 

going up all of the way to the existing ceiling, making it a two-level hallway. There is also a hallway 
visible where the current stage is in order to access some of the upper units. 

 

Commissioner Lifsey noted that the structure of the tresses is still uncertain. 
 

Mr. Servis responded that he is confident that there will be enough height despite the uncertainty 
because they took a few of the existing ceiling tiles out and the other one is at least two (2) or three (3) 

feet above that. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked if Mr. Servis thought there were arched beams up there. 

 
Mr. Servis responded that he believes there are wood roof joists beneath the foil, which are visible twenty 

(20) feet up in some areas of the acoustic ceiling. He is almost certain that the roof structure consists of 
a truss centered between each window with joists running side to side on it. Even if that is not the 

structure, there is still plenty of height. The scale of the building is somewhat deceptive because the 

bricks are oversized. They are four (4) by twelve (12) inches. He measured the blocked in windows 
openings and that is typical CMU. There are only two (2) courses of brick per eight (8) inch block. That all 

makes the building look a little smaller than it actually is. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked if this application was submitted for approval or for the Commission’s opinion. 
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Mr. Servis responded that the application needs to be approved or denied but Mr. Tom Martin is looking 

to see that the idea of the project in general is approvable as part of the rezoning petition.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked how many apartments there will be. 
 

Mr. Servis responded that there will be fifteen (15) apartments total. There will be ten (10) on the main 

floor, two (2) in the basement, and three (3) in the fly space.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked how many square feet the apartments will be on average. 
 

Mr. Servis responded that the apartments will all be over six hundred (600) square feet. A couple of the 
units in the fly space and rear may be larger. They will all be one bedroom units.  

 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that the Commission cannot tell applicants not to put apartments in an 
existing building. DHR on the other hand would most likely have issues with the conversion, which only 

matters if applying for tax credits. From his personal standpoint on the Commission, it is a possible 
project but he would like to see more information on certain aspects, like the proposed windows. There 

are still a number of undefined elements but as a whole he wouldn’t deny the project. 

 
Commissioner Morris shared agreement. He thinks it is a good concept and likes how they are doing it. 

The biggest thing is going to be the proposed window additions. If possible, the added windows should 
not look like they are original to the building. In the rear, it might be possible to add larger windows and 

get more light in the building. There are no issues with reopening the blocked windows but there are 
questions concerning the proposed windows above the originals. 

 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that he does not have issues with any of the other items but is concerned 
about item number 3, the new round windows. That needs some thoughtful exploration in terms of size 

and shape. They will also be new and should not replicate the original windows.           
 

Commissioner Lifsey made a motion to approve items 1) remove the non-historic sign, 2) reopen covered 

window facades, 4) restore large openings on rear of structure, 5) install new rectangular windows and 
new hollow metal door, 6) remove basement door and awning, and 7) install new swinging basement 

doors and to put item 3) install new round windows, on hold until more specific information is presented 
to the Commission. 

 

Commissioner Morris added that he would like to see a blowup of what each window would look like 
including the sash. 

 
Commissioner Horner stated that she would like more information on item 2) reopen covered window 

facades, as well and would like to know what information is available at the Jones Memorial Library. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey revised his motion to approve items 1) remove the non-historic sign, 4) restore large 

openings on rear of structure, 5) install new rectangular windows and new hollow metal door, 6) remove 
basement door and awning, and 7) install new swinging basement doors and to table items 2) reopen 

covered window facades, and 3) install new round windows, until more specific information is presented 
to the Commission. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Horner and passed by the following 

vote:  

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

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                    0 

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

lighting after-the-fact and 2) install a lamp post after-the-fact at 2144 Rivermont 
Ave. (HPC2005-0011) 

  
Mr. Martin Donovan was present to represent the application. This application is after-the-fact. He 

installed a lamppost, landscaping, and lighting around the house and above the garage. The light above 

the garage is a flood light and there are four (4) little lights behind bushes around the house. He tried to 
camouflage the lamppost with the trees so that it’s not visible. It provides light at night, mainly for the 

driveway. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked for clarification that the guidelines prohibit floodlights and lampposts in the 
front. 

 

Ms. Victoria Glasgow responded that the guidelines say lighting “for sidewalks and front yards should be 
of small footlights rather than postmounted fixtures” and that “flood lights, should be mounted on rear or 

sides of buildings rather than on the front” but “Floodlights mounted in the front yard to illuminate the 
front of the house are acceptable”. 

 

Mr. Donovan stated that the floodlight is over the garage at the end of the driveway in the backyard. It is 
a motion detector light from Home Depot.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked for clarification that the floodlight is not in the front of the house. 

 
Mr. Donovan responded that it is not. 

 

Commissioner Morris stated that he believes the small landscaping lights in the front meet the guidelines. 
 

Mr. Donovan shared agreement and stated that they are just landscaping lights. There are four (4) total 
and two (2) on each side. 

 

Commissioner Morris stated that he believes the lamppost is not permitted per the guidelines. 
 

Chair McSwain restated that the guidelines say that lighting “for sidewalks and front yards should be of 
small footlights rather than postmounted fixtures” but stated that there are a number of other properties 

that use lampposts in their front yards on Rivermont Avenue. He does not think it is an issue but will 

leave it open for discussion. 
 

Commissioner Erquiaga stated that Chair McSwain is correct and that there are a number of other 
properties with lampposts in the front yard. He has one himself. He also knows of instances where people 

installed them and then were required to remove them so it can go both ways. He clarified that his 
lamppost was installed before the property was designated as part of a historic district and is not as nice 

as the one Mr. Donovan has installed on his property. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey stated that it makes a difference if the lampposts are new versus grandfathered in. 

 
Commissioner Morris stated that if it doesn’t meet the guidelines then it doesn’t meet the guidelines. 

 

Mr. Donovan asked if the lights lining the drive at the Villa Maria are original and if there are exceptions 
to the guidelines.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey responded that the lights at the Villa Maria are not original but were approved by 

the Historic Preservation Commission. 
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Mr. Donovan stated that’s what he is trying to do, get approval for the one lamppost in the front.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey stated that the lights at the Villa Maria aren’t original and were purchased in 

Charlottesville but they match the lights on the porch.  
 

Mr. Donovan stated that he tried to keep the light simple with an East Coast look, similar to a Cape Cod, 

since he can’t figure out what style the house actually is. He tried to camouflage it with the trees so that 
it isn’t visible from the street. The light is visible from certain angles but he did his best to hide it. It was 

installed as lighting because it is so dark down there. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey asked how many lampposts there are.  
 

Mr. Donovan responded that there is only one lamppost.  

 
Commissioner Horner stated that she does not have a problem with it. It is pretty well hidden from 

Rivermont Avenue.  
 

Chair McSwain shared agreement and stated that he does not have a problem with it either. 

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

 
Commissioner Morris stated that the whole front yard seems like it has been reconfigured. The original 

intent was a lawn. He then asked if the mulch, bench, and pavers are new and if they were originally 
grass. 

 

Mr. Donovan responded that the flagstones were discovered on the property. Where the flagstones, 
mulch, and bench are now located was originally grass. He stated that it is landscaping and believed he 

was able to do that. 
 

Commissioner Morris responded that he is but it is all configured around the driveway. 

 
Mr. Donovan stated that where the driveway is in the front yard, there was previously concrete that got 

covered up over the years. After removing the boxwoods, the area was muddy and too shaded to grow 
grass so he added the flagstones to create a pathway. He also wants to landscape the area more and 

make it more attractive. 

 
Commissioner Erquiaga stated that there is a sign at the front of the property that lists it as “sold”. He 

then asked if this really matters to Mr. Donovan and if he plans on staying there. 
 

Mr. Donovan responded that it does matter to him. He had an offer on the house, which is not relevant. 
Right now, he is trying to finish the project and would like to get the light approved. He uses it for 

security purposes. 

 
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Erquiaga. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey stated that he planned to vote “no” but would approve the small landscape lights 

and floodlight if they weren’t included in the motion with the lamppost. The lamppost seems out of 

character for the house and does not follow the guidelines. 
 

Commissioner Horner stated that she is willing to revise her motion. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked for clarification on the revised motion. 
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Commissioner Horner revised her motion to approve item 1) add lighting after-the-fact, as submitted. 

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 
 

Commissioner Horner made a motion to approve item 2) install a lamp post after-the-fact, as submitted. 
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Erquiaga. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked if the lamppost was installed after the order to stop work. 

 

Ms. Glasgow responded that it did. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked Mr. Donovan to explain why that was. 
 

Mr. Donovan responded that he didn’t know lighting was an issue. He thought the stop work order was 

only for the driveway. The wiring had already been done with the driveway.  
 

Commissioner Morris requested a reminder as to what the stop work order pertained to. 
 

Ms. Glasgow responded that the stop work order was for the driveway but it does command stopping 
work on the entire property, especially work that does not have a COA.  

 

Mr. Donovan stated that he was not aware that he needed a COA for a lamppost and has seen a number 
of them on Rivermont Avenue. 

 
Commissioner Erquiaga asked if Commissioner Lifsey would be open to a different style of lamppost.  

 

Commissioner Lifsey responded that the guidelines specify lighting be short. In his opinion that means 
something low that gives security by lighting the surface as opposed to something large that’s trying to 

emulate the original style of house. It should be modern, small, and unobtrusive. This doesn’t meet the 
guidelines for small and unobtrusive. 

 

Mr. Donovan stated that there are exceptions to the guidelines. He chose a tall light because the house 
itself is so tall and the driveway is wide. This light covers the area without being obvious. He tried to 

keep the light post slim and confined. It is blocked by the trees but still provides security and lighting. It 
is not very noticeable at night and is not on during the day and blends in with the trees. The house has a 

somewhat coastal feeling so the light matches that theme while remaining simple. He didn’t want to draw 
attention to it and choose anything like Villa Maria. Those are even taller. He chose a commercial grade 

light rather than a smaller one that would be more obvious.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey stated that he is reading from the guidelines, which state that lighting “for sidewalks 

and front yards should be of small footlights rather than postmounted fixtures”. That is pretty 
straightforward. 

 

Mr. Donovan responded that he did not know that but there are always exceptions. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that “there is a whole lot of ignorance”. 
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Chair McSwain stated that looking at other properties on Rivermont Avenue, there are quite a few 

lampposts but he acknowledges what the guidelines state. He is not sure what previous rules allowed for 
so many lampposts to exist on Rivermont Avenue. 

 
Ms. Glasgow reminded the Commission that they do not operate based on precedent. They are not 

required to approve something solely because another property does it or does not do it. The 

Commission should operate based on the guidelines and their expertise. 
 

Commissioner Erquiaga stated that this is a tough item. He has a hard time going against the guidelines. 
 

Chair McSwain stated that the guidelines state that lighting “for sidewalks and front yards should be of 
small footlights rather than postmounted fixtures” but it does not state that it cannot be postmounted, 

just that it shouldn’t be. 

 
Commissioner Horner asked if Commissioner Lifsey is worried about setting a precedent if the item is 

approved. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey responded that as Ms. Glasgow reminded the Commission, there is no such thing as 

precedent. He does not appreciate when people suggest that there is precedent based on other 
properties like Villa Maria. During the day the light is probably hidden because it is not on but at night it 

will be on and noticeable. Historic houses should not be made into museums and flooded with light. This 
is starting with its elevation and lamp to light the whole, or a large portion, of the front yard. The 

guidelines want the lighting to be discreet and unobtrusive. This does not meet that. 
 

Mr. Donovan responded that the light is very discreet and only covers the driveway, which is why he 

chose that location. It does not cover the front yard at all. The lot is one (1) acre and only one area is 
covered. The only reason he brought up Villa Maria earlier was because it was part of his search for 

tasteful examples for his property. He thinks their lighting is phenomenal and he was looking for 
guidance. He didn’t feel a small light would fit his property and house because it is so tall. This light 

provides both lighting and security when driving up the long driveway. That’s the same reason he had 

the floodlight installed on the garage.  
 

Commissioner Horner asked if the item could be tabled until the Commissioners are able to visit the site 
at night and see the light while it is on. 

 

Ms. Glasgow stated that the previous motion must be voted on and fail for Commissioner Horner to be 
able to make a new motion to table the lamppost. 

 
The motion failed by the following vote:  

 
AYES:                       5 

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

ABSTENTIONS:                    0 
ABSENT: Spencer-Hester                 1 

 
Commissioner Horner made a motion to table item 2) install a lamp post after-the-fact, until the next 

meeting, so that the Commissioners can visit the property at night and see the lamppost while it is on. 

The motion was seconded by Commissioner Erquiaga. 
 

A discussion of Robert’s Rules of Order ensued. 
 

The motion passed by the following vote:   
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AYES: Erquiaga, Horner, Lifsey, McSwain, and Morris           5 

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                    0 

ABSENT: Spencer-Hester                 1 
 

3. NEXT MEETING DAY: 

The next regular meeting is scheduled for July 20, 2020. 
 

4. ADJOURNMENT: 
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 5:38 p.m. 

 
 

               

                 
ATTEST: ____________________________________ ATTEST: _________________________________ 

                              Secretary                                                        Chair 


