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Historic Preservation Commission 

Minutes of September 21, 2020 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Michael Erquiaga  

Shanda K. Horner  

Emmett Lifsey 
Christopher McSwain, Chair 

Richard Morris 
Shaun Spencer-Hester 

 
MEMBERS ABSENT: 

 

OTHERS PRESENT: 
Ms. Victoria Glasgow, Secretary to the Historic Preservation Commission; 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 Spencer-Hester, to accept 

the consent agenda, which passed by a unanimous vote. 

 
2.   NEW BUSINESS: 

 
a) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Morris): Request of Mark Haskew to replace the 

front porch flooring at 2311 Rivermont. (HPC2007-0008) 

  
Mr. Mark Haskew was present to represent the application. The front porch flooring will be replaced 

because it is rotted through in a couple of places. He wants to use Aeratis composite decking to replace 
the existing wood boards but it is a little bit wider. The existing boards are about two and a half (2.5) 

inches wide by one (1) inch high. The Aeratis boards are three and one eighth (3.125) inches wide by 

one (1) inch high. They are also paintable and should last a lot longer than wood flooring. The other 
option would be a custom made wood floor.  

 
Commissioner Morris made a motion to approve the application as submitted and noted that other 

applications have used Aeratis composite boards and they look “genuine”. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey shared agreement and stated that as long as it is painted it meets the guidelines. 

 
Mr. Haskew responded that the boards are paintable and will be painted the same color that the deck is 

now. 
 

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

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

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                    0 

ABSENT:                     0 
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b) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Morris): Request of Scott Glass, on behalf of Tryg 

and Sara Brody, to 1) enclose existing rear porch for an interior room, 2) construct a 
new screened porch on side of building, and 3) add hidden gutters and downspouts at 

2301 Rivermont. (HPC2007-0012) 
  

Mr. Scott Glass, an architect, was present to represent the application. A screened porch will be installed 

on the back of the property. It will be twenty-two (22) feet deep and fifteen and a half (15.5) feet wide. 
There is an existing open porch that will be converted into a mud room. Both the existing door and 

window will be shifted out and reused in the mud room. Adjacent to that will be the screened porch. The 
porch will be built on masonry, concrete block, or brick stucco. All of the materials will be manufactured 

out of wood. New stairs will be installed to access the replacement door to the mudroom. The roofing of 
the screen porch will be either a standing or flat seam metal to match what is currently on the back wing 

of the house. Hidden gutters and exposed downspouts will also be installed, matching what currently 

exists. The screened porch itself will be constructed out of wood. Copper screening panels will be in place 
and very simple cornice detailing including some crown molding and simple Tuscan trim. It will 

complement, not compete with, the house.     
 

Commissioner Morris asked if the porch on the second floor will be an addition. 

 
Mr. Glass responded that the sunporch on the second floor currently exists and the only addition will be 

the screened porch.  
 

Commissioner Morris asked for clarification that the screened porch will be strictly screened with no glass.  
 

Mr. Glass responded that is correct.  

 
Commissioner Morris asked if there will be any lattice going below the screened porch. 

 
Mr. Glass responded that is correct. There are existing lattice panels on the house. The same horizontal 

lattice panels will be used below the screened porch to fill openings. 

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

by Commissioner Lifsey and passed by the following vote: 
 

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

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                    0 

ABSENT:                     0 
 

c) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Lifsey): Request of Tommy and Holly Mellis to 1) 
add fencing and 2) add lighting at 3128 Rivermont. (HPC2009-0010) 

  

Mrs. Holly Mellis and Mr. Tommy Mellis were present to represent the application. Fencing will be added 
behind the parking area hedges, as suggested in a previous meeting. It will be fabricated to look like the 

fencing on the side porch but will be painted white. The floodlights will be replaced with post lights and 
the broken ground mount lights will be replaced with new LED dusk to dawn lights.  

 

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

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked if the post lights are existing. 
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Mrs. Mellis responded that there are two (2) massive floodlights that shine in the bedrooms, parlor, and 

living room. They are broken and shine really badly when on. They want to install small post lights to 
increase visibility when getting out of the car at night instead of large lights flooding the house.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked if the existing floodlights are ground mounted. 

 

Mrs. Mellis responded that the floodlights are each on a six (6) inch tall two (2) by two (2) handmade 
post and are each one (1) foot by two (2) feet. Even with the blinds closed, the floodlights are too bright. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked if the shorter, perimeter lights would not be enough. The guidelines say that 

walkway and parking lights should be low to the ground and not up on posts. 
 

Mrs. Mellis responded that the floodlights are behind a hedge that has been there at least since they’ve 

owned the house. The ground lights produce light that goes up rather than down and they do not cast 
light on the ground to illuminate the walkway and enable people to get out of the car safely. It is 

different when driving up the driveway, parking, and walking. The lights are behind the hedges so they’re 
not visible. The proposed posts are “low key” and look almost identical to the light hanging from the 

porch. They would help illuminate the steps, which currently are not illuminated and may not be built to 

code because they are uneven. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked how high the shrubbery is. 
 

Mrs. Mellis responded it is six (6) feet tall. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked for clarification that the current lights are at the shrubs pointing at the house 

like a spotlight. 
 

Mrs. Mellis replied that was correct but that it shines up and shines right into the rooms. They are 
massive and shine at the house rather than illuminating the ground or where the cars are parked. The 

light does not shine down. 

 
Commissioner Morris stated that posts like this are usually not permitted in the historic districts unless 

they’ve already been there. He asked if landscape lighting would be sufficient. The interior perimeter of 
the hedges and the pavement would be lit. In this situation that type of lighting would be more 

preferable than posts. 

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that there is one hanging lantern but it is much darker around the house. The 

lantern does not illuminate the steps or the parking area when driving. It is not a safe situation. The 
house is so far set back from the street, there are not lights going up the drive, and the neighbors on 

either side don’t have lights. They are older now and their eyesight is not improving. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that the requested perimeter lighting is acceptable per the guidelines and will 

illuminate the drive. He then asked if the same type of lighting can be used in the parking area. 
 

Mrs. Mellis responded that the prior owners had that type of lighting in the parking area and it was too 
low to stop people from running the lights over. They had to pull out four (4) smashed lights. 

 

Commissioner Lifsey asked for clarification that the lights they are talking about are small, low, 
directional, and will be placed along the edge of the driveway to shine across the driving surface.  

 
Mrs. Mellis responded that was correct. 
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Commissioner Lifsey suggested again that they continue with those same lights as the driveway turns 

into the square parking area. The lights can be placed along the perimeter of the shrubs so that they will 
shine out into the parking area. One could also be placed across the drive, near the front of house, to 

continue the increased visibility. The goal is that the lights are lighting the ground but when they are on 
posts, they draw more attention to themselves. 

 

Mrs. Mellis responded that the proposed post lights are not that tall. They are six (6) or seven (7) feet 
tall. The prior owners had lower lights on the insides of the hedges. Those were about two (2) feet high 

and were all broken. It is likely they were run over. The vegetation of the hedges also grows around the 
lower lights and they are not adequate to light the area when getting out of the car. The parking area is 

really far back from Rivermont Avenue and the post lights will not be visible.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that the post lights are not permitted under the guidelines. The low lights 

don’t need to be buried in the shrubbery. They can be installed at the perimeter of the hedges and the 
parking area. There is no problem with replacing the low lights, which are already there, and are 

functioning per the guidelines. The tall lights go above and beyond what the guidelines request. The 
distance back from the street is a non-issue. 

 

Commissioner Morris suggested that a professional landscape lighting company could resolve the issues 
with the existing lights.  

 
Mrs. Mellis emphasized that their vision is not great and that the lights along the bottom don’t help 

getting out of car. Parking areas are generally lit with elevated lights, not low lights. They’ve had issues 
getting out of the car safely and have had to hold flashlights to make their way from the car to the 

house. It’s not code and it’s not safe. They are not asking to light the entire driveway with post lights and 

their house is not close to the street. The hedges are six (6) feet high so only about one (1) foot of the 
post light will be visible.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked for clarification that there is a fence component to the application. 

 

Mrs. Mellis responded that the fence is an effort to prevent a tenant from falling on the ground. They 
were going to install hedges and at a previous meeting the Commission suggested installing a fence as 

further protection. They did not propose installing path lights in that area but with the wall light on the 
porch, the fence, and the hedges it should be safer. It is in the very back near the property line. The 

fence will be painted white and will mimic the fencing on the side porch.     

 
Commissioner Horner rescinded the original motion. The second was rescinded by Commissioner 

Spencer-Hester. 
 

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

 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked how long the fence will be. 
 

Mrs. Mellis responded that the fence will be about fifteen (15) to twenty (20) feet long on one section 
and ten (10) feet long on the smaller section.   

 

Commissioner Morris stated that it is a steep drop off and can understand the reasoning for a fence. 
 

The motion passed by the following vote: 
 

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



5 

 

ABSTENTIONS:                    0 

ABSENT:                     0 
 

Commissioner Horner made a motion to approve the post LED lantern application as submitted. The 
motion was seconded by Commissioner Erquiaga. 

 

Commissioner Horner stated that the proposed lanterns will be hardly visible or not visible at all and so 
she does not have a problem with the application. 

 
Commissioner Erquiaga stated that recently approved post lights from other applications were more 

visible than these. The guidelines regarding pole lighting also specifically say that lighting for sidewalks 
and front yards should be small foot lights rather than post mounted. It does not say that it must be 

small foot lights so he stands by his second. 

 
The motion passed by the following vote: 

 
AYES: Erquiaga, Horner, McSwain, and Spencer-Hester          4 

NOES: Lifsey, Morris                  2 

ABSTENTIONS:                    0 
ABSENT:                     0 

 
Commissioner Horner made a motion to approve the LED path light application as submitted. The 

motion was seconded by Commissioner Erquiaga and passed by the following vote: 
 

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

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                    0 

ABSENT:                     0 
 

d) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Erquiaga): Request of Van Holton to add fencing at 

323 Harrison. (HPC2008-0011) 
  

Mr. Van Holton was present to represent the application. Fifty-five (55) feet of metal fencing, with a front 
gate, will be added at the front of the property. It will be solid steel and coated in black to match other 

fences in the neighborhood. It will have rounded pickets rather than spear points and will only be about 

three and a half (3.5) feet high. It will go along the side of the property and across the front of the 
property but is not a security fence. Currently, they have a temporary dog gate in place and a steel fence 

surrounding a garden to the right of the house.  
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked if the neighbors on either side of the property have fences across 
the front of their properties. 

 

Mr. Holton responded that there are fences at every house on the other side of the street and the 
property next door has a wooden fence installed.  

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked what year the house was built.  

 

Mr. Holton responded that the house was built in 1867 by Charles B. Fleet.   
 

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

 
Commissioner Morris asked if the fence will be metal or aluminum. 
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Mr. Holton responded that the fence will be solid metal. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked for clarification that the fence will not be hollow. 
 

Mr. Holton responded that the fence will not be tubular or hollow. It will be solid. 

 
The motion to approve the application passed by the following vote: 

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

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                    0 

ABSENT:                     0 

 
e) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Erquiaga): Request of Mark Willard, on behalf of 

Jeannine Sobotka, to 1) demolish rear 2-storey addition, 2) add rear 1-storey 
addition, and 3) replace exterior brick stairway with bulkhead at 122 Harrison. 

(HPC2008-0013) 

  
Commissioner Morris recused himself. 

 
Mr. Mark Willard and Ms. Jeannine Sobotka were present to represent the application. The rear two (2) 

story addition will be demolished and reconstructed as a one (1) story addition. Custom made windows 
will be recreated to match the originals and will be exposed. The new addition, both the left and the 

right, will protrude out four (4) feet from where the current addition is, which will allow for a covered 

porch in the center. It will also delineate the original center brick section from the newer addition and 
create two (2) entryways into the sunrooms on the sides. The addition will have clapboard rather than 

wood like the main house. 
 

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

by Commissioner Spencer-Hester and passed by the following vote: 
 

AYES: Erquiaga, Horner, Lifsey, McSwain, and Spencer-Hester        5 
NOES:                       0 

ABSTENTIONS: Morris                  1 

ABSENT:                     0 
 

f) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Morris): Request of Stephen Stafford to remove 
two porch half-posts and use to replace full-post at 317 Cabell. (HPC2008-0014) 

  
Mr. Stephen Stafford was not present to represent the application. 

 

Commissioner Morris stated that he is familiar with this application. The front porch is missing a full post. 
There are currently two (2) half posts up against the house. Those will be merged to replace the missing 

full post. The two (2) half posts are applied, not original. There is a carpenter in the neighborhood that is 
capable of doing this and making them the same width as the others. The two (2) half posts are not 

currently supporting anything and will not be replaced. The siding will remain. It would be very difficult to 

find another post to match the existing full posts if he did not have the option to use the two (2) half 
posts. Behind the half posts there used to be corner boards, it was not originally pilasters. 

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

by Commissioner Lifsey and passed by the following vote: 
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AYES: Erquiaga, Horner, Lifsey, McSwain, Morris, and Spencer-Hester      6 

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                    0 

ABSENT:                     0 
 

g) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Horner): Request of Jonathon Jones to install 

wooden gate at rear of property at 1019 Rivermont. (HPC2009-0002) 
  

Mr. Jonathon Jones was not present to represent the application.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that the sketch submitted resembles a stockade fence, which is not approved 
in the guidelines. 

 

Commissioner Horner stated that she would like to postpone this application. 
 

Commissioner Morris stated that the submitted photo shows a dog-ear fence, not a stockade fence. He 
then asked for clarification that a gate will be installed and asked where it will be installed in relation to 

the house. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey stated that more information is needed. He is confused as to how the gate will 

relate to the existing fence and where it will be installed. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey made a motion to postpone the application for more information regarding the 
fence that will connect to the gate and whether the gate is stockade or not. The motion was seconded by 

Commissioner Horner and passed by the following vote: 

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

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                    0 

ABSENT:                     0 

 
h) ACTION (Vacancy): Request of Monroe Baldwin to replace wall with Hardiboard at 

720 Court. (HPC2009-0003) 
  

Mr. Monroe Baldwin was not present to represent the application.  

 
Ms. Victoria Glasgow stated that Mr. Baldwin is okay with the Commission discussing his application while 

he is not present. The rear vinyl wall will be replaced with Hardiboard since there have been some water 
issues.  

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

seconded by Commissioner Lifsey. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked if the vinyl wall is in the back of the house.  

 
Chair McSwain responded that is correct. 

 

Commissioner Horner stated that the wall is not visible from the street. The neighbor is the only one who 
could possibly see it. 

 
Commissioner Morris stated that if the wall is vinyl now then replacing it with Hardiboard will be an 

improvement. 
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The motion to approve the application passed by the following vote: 

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

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                    0 

ABSENT:                     0 

 
i) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Lifsey): Request of Taylor Hawkins and Aubrey 

Plourde to add rear aluminum fencing at 1005 Harrison. (HPC2009-0006) 
  

Mr. Taylor Hawkins and Ms. Aubrey Plourde were present to represent the application. They previously 
received approval to install a wooden fence but wanted to consider installing an aluminum fence instead. 

The fence is going to sit more than halfway back from the start of the house and most of it will not be 

visible from the street with the exception of the gate. It will be five (5) feet high, black, and aluminum. 
They have submitted several styles for consideration and would like the Commissions opinions on which 

of them are most appropriate. 
 

Chair McSwain asked how many total options of fencing were submitted. 

 
Mr. Hawkins responded that they submitted five (5) or six (6) different options. 

 
Commissioner Horner asked if all of the submitted options were aluminum. 

 
Mr. Hawkins responded that they are. 

 

Commissioner Morris stated that he was in favor of the second option that was submitted. It seems like it 
is a clean design, would be easy to maintain, and would be safe for children or animals. 

 
Mr. Hawkins agreed that it would be a good option for their dogs. 

 

Commissioner Morris made a motion to approve the second option of the aluminum fencing as 
submitted. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Lifsey and passed by the following vote: 

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

NOES:                       0 

ABSTENTIONS:                    0 
ABSENT:                     0 

 
j) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner McSwain): Request of Peter Terry Keenhan to 

convert rear deck into screened-in porch at 1306 Madison. (HPC2009-0007) 
  

Mr. Peter Terry Keenhan was present to represent the application but had audio issues.  

 
Chair McSwain asked for clarification that the colors and materials would match the house.  

 
Commissioner Morris stated that there is a one-story addition to the right and the screened-in porch will 

follow the lines of that.   

 
Commissioner Horner stated that it is all part of an existing deck. Nothing is being added, they are just 

enclosing what is existing. 
 

Chair McSwain stated that the footprint is there. They just need to build walls and a roof. 
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Commissioner Morris asked if the porch will be visible from the street. 

 
Chair McSwain responded that it is not visible from the street. 

 
Commissioner Horner stated that it is in the back of the house. 

 

Chair McSwain agreed and stated that it is on the back left side of the house. A small portion of the 
roofline may be visible from the neighboring house in the winter. 

 
Commissioner Morris stated that in concept the screened-in porch could be approved with the condition 

that rail detail be submitted prior to installation.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that the drawing doesn’t show detail. It could be perceived that the railing is 

two (2) by two (2) unpainted pickets like a suburban house, which would not be appropriate. More 
information is needed regarding the railing.  

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester stated that a side elevation would be helpful to see how the new roof will 

tie in to the existing roof.  

 
Commissioner Morris responded that the same roof line and soffit detail will be followed from the existing 

addition. 
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester stated that the lines of the addition and the porch roof do not line up. 
 

Commissioner Morris stated that they need to see more detail regarding the fascia detail on the addition 

and how it will tie in as well.  
 

Commissioner Morris made a motion to postpone the application for more information regarding the 
soffit detail, a side elevation, rail detail, and how the addition’s eaves, fascia, and other details will tie in 

to the screened-in porch. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Spencer-Hester and passed by the 

following vote: 
 

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

ABSTENTIONS:                    0 

ABSENT:                     0 
 

k) ACTION (Vacancy): Request of Anna Chytla to add an awning over the front door at 
1000 Court. (HPC2009-0008) 

  
Ms. Elizabeth Baxter was present to represent the application. The request is to add awnings to the front 

entrance and the 10th Street entrance. The proposed awnings won’t impede the historical features. They 

will be mounted to the brick so the stained glass and façade features will still be visible. The awnings will 
be parchment and linen colors. The material will be canvas with an aluminum frame. There has been a 

design change. It will be two aluminum posts holding the aluminum frame for the canvas.   
 

Chair McSwain asked if the awning on the side of the property will be identical but smaller in scale. 

 
Ms. Baxter responded that is correct. The front entrance awning will be about twelve (12) feet long and 

will extend about six (6) feet. The awning on the side entrance will be about five (5) feet wide and will 
extend about three (3) feet.   

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester made a motion to approve the application as submitted.  
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Commissioner Lifsey asked for clarification that the top of the awning is canvas.  
 

Ms. Baxter responded that it will be canvas with an aluminum frame and aluminum posts. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey asked what the material will be.  

 
Ms. Baxter responded that it is a canvas like material and the color options are either the parchment or 

the linen. 
 

Chair McSwain stated that it is umbrella fabric. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey asked for clarification that the slope surface is black but the edge is a lighter color. 

 
Ms. Baxter responded that it will all be the same color, which will be the parchment or linen color. The 

only black item will be the aluminum frame. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey asked if the posts will be round or square on the end.  

 
Ms. Baxter responded that has not been determined yet. 

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester asked if both are possible options. 

 
Ms. Baxter responded that they can be manufactured as round or square ends. 

 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that there will be much more framework than what is shown in the sketch. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked how high the fascia edge is. 
 

Ms. Baxter responded that she is uncertain how high it is. 

 
Commissioner Morris stated that there’s going to be more structure. He then asked if the width and slope 

are going to be enough to cover the structure. More detail is needed regarding what the structure is, how 
thick it is, and whether or not the canopy will cover it. Looking at the house from the street, you look up 

at the house so the canopy piece will need to be long enough to cover the structure of the awning, 

especially if it is aluminum. Conceptually there is no issue with this but more details are needed. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that the framework should not be raw aluminum. It should be power coated 
black. He asked if it would be one color. 

 
Ms. Baxter responded that the framework will be all black.  

 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that the awning will be a cream color, which matches the coins but a black 
color would be better. It would be more elegant, match the door, and show dirt a lot less than cream. 

 
Commissioner Morris agreed and stated that black canvas would prevent the aluminum frame from being 

highlighted. It would all blend together. It is important to know the slope of the awning as well to 

prevent debris from sitting on it. 
 

Ms. Baxter responded that the slope will be adequate for the elements, especially when it comes to snow. 
 

Commissioner Morris noted that six (6) feet is really far out there and may be unnecessary.  
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Commissioner Spencer-Hester rescinded her original motion. 

 
Commissioner Spencer-Hester made a motion to postpone the application as submitted for more 

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

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

NOES:                       0 
ABSTENTIONS:                    0 

ABSENT:                     0 
 

l) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Morris): Request of Marty Donovan to add an 
aluminum fence around the property at 2144 Rivermont. (HPC2008-0015) 

  

Mr. Marty Donovan was not present to represent the application. 
 

Commissioner Horner asked what the fence will look like.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey asked for clarification that the fence will be six (6) foot tall along the back of the 

property next to the park and then forty (40) inches tall on the side. 
 

Commissioner Erquiaga responded that it looks to be four (4) feet tall on the side. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey noted that there is a pool in the backyard.  
 

Commissioner Morris stated that he did not have an issue with the proposed fence pictures. 

 
Chair McSwain asked for clarification that this fence is just a perimeter for the property and that the pool 

is already fenced in per code. 
 

Commissioner Erquiaga responded that was correct. 

 
Commissioner Morris asked for clarification that this fence is going along the front and the side of the 

property. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey responded that this fence is going along the side and the back of the property. 

 
Commissioner Erquiaga responded that it is also going along the front of the property. 

 
Chair McSwain responded that this fence is going all the way around the property. 

 
Commissioner Morris stated that the back fencing will be six (6) feet tall. 

 

Chair McSwain added that the six (6) foot tall fence will run along the edge of the park. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey asked for clarification that the fence will come all the way to the front corner of 
Rivermont Avenue and where it terminates at the front. 

 

Commissioner Erquiaga responded that the fence is going to the edge of the driveway. 
 

Commissioner Morris asked where it is in relation to the sidewalk; is it set back from the sidewalk or right 
on the sidewalk. 
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Chair McSwain responded that cannot be deciphered from the drawing. He would assume that it will be in 

his property at the line. 
 

Commissioner Erquiaga responded that it may be set on the bank. 
 

Ms. Victoria Glasgow stated that the Commission may grant conditional approvals stipulating specific 

requirements. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey stated that he would like to see the proposed fencing delineated on a plat of the 
property to acquire a better understanding of where it is in relation to the sidewalk and the slope. There 

is a hill so the fence could be sitting at the top or at the foot of the slope. He would also like to know 
where the gate will be and where certain sections of the fence terminate.   

 

Commissioner Morris agreed and stated that the drawing does not provide enough detail in reference to 
the overall property. 

 
Commissioner Morris made a motion to postpone the application for more information regarding what 

the fence looks like and where the fence will be in reference to the home, property lines, and adjacent 

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

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

ABSTENTIONS:                    0 
ABSENT:                     0 

 

3. OLD BUSINESS: 
 

a) ACTION (Advocate-Commissioner Morris): Request of Marty Donovan to remove 
after-the-fact pavement at 2144 Rivermont. (HPC2009-0011) 

  

Mr. Marty Donovan was not present to represent the application. 
 

Chair McSwain stated that he and Commissioner Erquiaga met with Mr. Donovan on site and discussed 
ideas for the space.  

 

Commissioner Morris stated that the approved COA for a turnaround at 3206 Rivermont Avenue could 
serve as a great example for this project. 

 
Chair McSwain agreed and stated that was discussed in the site visit. 

 
Commissioner Lifsey stated he would like to see a better description and drawing of what the application 

is for. 

 
Commissioner Morris agreed that the submitted description is not enough. He asked if Mr. Donovan had 

been informed of what was approved at 3206 Rivermont Avenue since it is a similar situation. 
 

Chair McSwain responded that the application and what had been approved for 3206 Rivermont Avenue 

was referenced during the site visit. Mr. Donovan seemed amenable to that idea but an email is not 
enough explanation and does not necessarily show that. 

 
Commissioner Morris removing asked how much of the pavement will be removed. 
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Commissioner Erquiaga responded that his interpretation is that Mr. Donovan is asking to keep almost all 

of the entrance and to remove the rest. 
 

Commissioner Lifsey noted that at 3206 Rivermont Ave the turnaround is the length of a car, about 
fifteen (15) feet. This proposes to keep more than fifteen (15) feet. More information on what is being 

removed and what is not is needed. 

 
Commissioner Erquiaga and Chair McSwain shared agreement.  

 
Chair McSwain stated that the pavement should not extend so far. It seems the Commission is looking for 

an absolute minimum amount of intrusion off of the driveway and into the blacktop space that remains. It 
should be just enough for a vehicle to turn in. 

 

Commissioner Morris emphasized that Mr. Donovan should refer to the approved COA for 3206 Rivermont 
Avenue.  

 
Discussion ensued about the approved COA for 3206 Rivermont Avenue and the merits of a fifteen (15) 

foot turnaround.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey asked for clarification that the application included a fountain and landscaping and 

whether the Commission needs to see the details for that.  
 

Chair McSwain responded that the Commission would need to approve a fountain. 
 

Ms. Victoria Glasgow responded that the application does not include a fountain at this time. It seems 

that the applicant may submit an application for a fountain in the future.  
 

Commissioner Morris stated that there are no plans to look at. There is only a written description. More 
information is needed like a landscape plan that delineates what is proposed. 

 

Chair McSwain reiterated that a conditional approval could be granted by the Commission. 
 

Commissioner Spencer-Hester stated that the standard residential driveway turnaround is ten (10) feet by 
twenty (20) feet. 

 

Chair McSwain responded that the driveway is probably between eight (8) and ten (10) feet wide. The 
commission has the ability to limit it.  

 
Commissioner Lifsey stated that a landscape plan would show where fifteen (15) feet would land and 

would provide the necessary information to make a decision.  
 

Commissioner Lifsey made a motion to postpone the application for more information regarding a 

landscape plan and the depth of the turnaround in relation to the front of the house. The motion was 
seconded by Commissioner Horner and passed by the following vote: 

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

NOES:                       0 

ABSTENTIONS:                    0 
ABSENT:                     0 

 
4. NEXT MEETING DAY: 

The next regular meeting is scheduled for October 19, 2020. 
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5. ADJOURNMENT: 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 6:00 p.m. 
 

 
               

                 

ATTEST: ____________________________________ ATTEST: _________________________________ 
                              Secretary                                                        Chair 


